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CHAPTER ONE





THE MARTYRS OF ENVY





Who were the martyrs of envy?

	•  They were the people you have spent all your life striving to be.

	•  They were the people your parents wanted you to be.

	•  They were the people you want your children to be.

	•  They were the best in their trade, their profession, their craft.

  	•  They were intelligent.

  	•  They worked hard.

  	•  They produced more than other people produced.

• • •

	And it was precisely those qualities that cost 70 million of them their freedom, 28 million their lives, and sent  million of them to death camps where they were worked beyond their physical capacity on food so meager as to be homicidal.

	In a 20th century that witnessed more than its share of madness, the ravages of mass envy stand out as the ultimate irrationality.  After all, our species has been trying to improve itself since it first climbed down out of the trees.  Every generation has educated its children in the hopes that they would produce a better standard of living than their parents did.  Every generation has struggled to improve its own housing, its food supplies, its clothing, its health and its knowledge of nature.  That constant drive, and the immense effort expended in its name, brought us out of our cold, smoky caves into the comfortable houses of the modern era.   That human hunger for progress gave us standards of living that make those of the kings and emperors of yesterday look shabby by comparison.

  	But we didn't make it into the modern world without difficulty.   Our constant drive for a better life ran headlong into other human instincts and into the organization of the human family - and it generated mass envy for the first time in history.

	The calamity that produced nations of envious citizens was the onset of humanity's greatest achievement, the crowning success in its efforts to improve its living standards - the Industrial Revolution.  That in itself is a great irony, but there was another one wrapped inside it that positively boggles the mind.  Consider the fact that all of the great civilizations of man had enslaved huge numbers of captives to build their roads and pyramids, to dig their canals and mines -  but the modern world had substituted cleverly designed machines to do the work of history's slaves.   Well, in the fifteen Communist nations - the countries that couldn't make it into the modern world - anyone who knew how to design those liberating machines or how to make them or how to operate them was imprisoned as a modern slave behind a set of barricades without precedent in history.  The fifteen Communist nations of the world laid minefields, strung barbed wire and put up walls that would reach two and a half times around the equator in order to keep their productive citizens from escaping.  They paid over three quarters of a million border guards to keep round-the-clock vigils at the ramparts to shoot any residents of the Workers' Paradise who tried to sneak out.  These were some of the poorest nations on earth, yet they willingly spent over three and a half billion dollars a year on those walls.  And, as we shall see, they made a huge profit out of them.

  	The Berlin Wall, for example, cost over $9 billion to build and $825 million a year to guard and maintain.  Yet, as we shall see, the Wall paid for itself in less than four years!   And thereafter it earned East Germany $1.65 billion a year in increased economic production - the production of 20th century slaves, the prisoners of the Communist world, some of the martyrs of envy this book describes and explains.

       When we have followed the amazing story of these nations through their first genuinely Communist revolutions, we will understand why being an outstanding worker in the Worker's Paradise inevitably led to house arrest.

	But the imprisoned producers were the lucky ones.  Every once in a while the envious masses of the world's Communist nations went on a rampage and murdered those machine designers and factory builders, those skilled farmers and herdsmen.  Why?  Because their very existence constituted economic  injustice.  The murderous mobs of the killing fields were incited to maddening levels of envy at the sight of their former neighbors and colleagues rising to higher levels of wealth and influence. 

	Here was a phenomenon unprecedented in human history.  Whether despotic or benign, rigid or progressive, nations had never before sought out and destroyed their most useful citizens.  Nations had never before deliberately reduced themselves to the least common denominator.

	Yet some of the world's nations responded to the Industrial Revolution in precisely that self-destructive manner.  Fifteen of them went all the way back into the uniformity of previous centuries, pushed their most productive citizens into faceless "collectives" or unmarked graves.  Eventually they built walls around the entire nation to keep their new slaves, the builders of their economies, from escaping.

	Other nations were mercifully spared disasters of that magnitude but they suffered through decades of emotional civil war.  In Western Europe the war was usually confined to the voting booths, but in Italy during the 1970s it spilled out into the bloodstained streets of the industrial north.  In the Third World it kept many nations in constant revolution and provided the raw material for Chinese and Soviet proxy war during the 60s and 70s.

  	In the most regressive Communist states, however, the scourge of mass envy erupted into those massacres we call "killing fields".   Six of those massacres were nationwide in extent and monstrous in their "body counts".  Here the price of nonuniformity was not paid in captivity or degradation, but in hunger, pain and death.

	Although it is difficult to imagine the feelings of envy's martyrs as the hostility of their neighbors grew from day to day, as their barns and tool sheds went up in flames, as the more vicious of their fellow citizens approached with clubs and pitchforks,  we will have the assistance of some excellent observers, both in the killing fields themselves and out here in the modern world.  People like Andrei Amalrik, Alexander Solzhenitsyn, Eric Hoffer, Eric Fromm, Helmut Schoeck and Alfred Adler.  They thought long and hard about the martyrs of envy, about those who tend their fields more conscientiously than others, who make better tools or cooking pots or machinery or paintings or sculpture - or who know how to read and write in a society where reading and writing are a distinction.  Those crimes turned out to be fatal for millions of envy's victims, for their children, for their relatives and even for those who were seen going in and out of their houses on congenial terms.

	For others it meant cattle cars to Siberia, separation from loved ones in Chinese Communal barracks, the shattering of knee caps by Italian gunmen, the destruction, today, of farm buildings and lumber mills by Russian villagers.

	For others still, in their tens of millions, it meant imprisonment behind sixty-two thousand miles of barbed wire, minefields, cement walls, patrol boats and guard towers - built at enormous cost to keep them at their machines, to keep them in the fields and mines and factories, to extract from them the extra margin of productivity that fed their torpid neighbors, that supplied those torpid neighbors with vodka and rice wine, that heated their homes in the winter and that kept them alive to build more walls intended to keep their productive fellow citizens from escaping into the modern world outside.  Fortunately, that repulsive aspect of the 20th century's ordeal of envy ended in 1989.



Placing the Blame



	In our headlong rush through the modern world, we have a tendency to pigeonhole meaningful human events under meaningless names.  For many years we dismissed killing fields as the work of Stalin, Mao, or Pol Pot.  We used to talk about the martyrs of envy as though they were the haphazard victims of some personal character fault of a Communist boss, some psychological aberration of whatever political leader was prominent in the news that year.

	The martyrs of envy deserve more from us than silly clichés like "Stalin did it", "Mao did it" or "Pol Pot did it".  Their homes were looted by hordes of envious Chinese adolescents, not by a senile Mao Zedong.  Their lives were ended by wooden clubs in the hands of Chinese "students", wooden hoes in the hands of Cambodian peasants, pitchforks and threshing flails in the hands of Russian and Ukrainian farmers.  As we shall see, no Communists were needed to direct those blows, they were struck in the blinding passion of envy, not in accordance with the fatuous ideology of Marx, Lenin or Mao.

  	Stalin didn't know a kulak from a kumquat, but the kulaks' neighbors knew who they were.   They knew whose tidy houses drove them berserk - the fancy ones with well-laundered curtains and tiled stoves.  They knew who grew enough grain to raise four cows and a dozen sheep.  They knew who lived better as a result -  and they were outraged at the "injustice" of it all.

 	In China, the Communists didn't direct the rampaging adolescents of the Cultural Revolution - in fact their Party headquarters were being looted by the same mobs, their Party leaders murdered with the same clubs.

  	For every killing field supervised by Cambodia's Khmer Rouge, there were a dozen others directed by illiterate farmers enraged by the "injustice" of educated city dwellers from the modern world speaking in cultivated tones and knowing, that terrible "knowing" that we will encounter in the murderous passions of China in the 1960s and that we will encounter again in Cambodia in the 1970s.

	It took no Stalin or Pol Pot to show envious Italians how to even the score with more competent Northerners.  In fact, although Russians and Cambodians preferred to kill their victims outright (that was all the revenge they needed to relieve their malice),  Italy's backward Southerners sought a longer lasting revenge, one that left the proud engineers and factory foremen crippled for life, hobbling about on painful and ineffective legs while their technically deficient assailants strode proudly around "kneecapping" other specialists in dark alleys.

  	To tell the story of how each of these afflicted populations succumbed to the 20th century's murderous disease is one purpose of this book.  Another is to hold up a mirror to the fortunate citizens of the modern world, the fortunate citizens of nations that achieved modern economies without Communist revolutions and without killing fields.  Another is to explain why they they have been so fortunate and to point out to them the remaining hazards to their continued prosperity.  We escaped the ravages of mass envy because we were latecomers to the business of civilization, to the building of magnificent cities and prosperous economies.  We escaped the ravages of mass envy because of the peculiar circumstances of our barbarian ancestors, those savages that Roman armies found scurrying about in northern Europe's dense forests, or those Britons, painted blue and half naked, that the Romans chased across the beaches of Northern islands.   The roots and habits of our civilization didn't grow from vast structures or conquests;  their origins lay with those primitives in animal skins whose fractured and strenuous world trained into us the characteristics of independence, self-reliance and personal freedom.  Those bands of independent people eventually gave birth to the free governance of England and to the free enterprise that gave us the Industrial Revolution.

	It is sad how much time we waste studying the history of inbred royal families and how little attention we pay to our most basic human emotions - the true sources of history.  We're far too used to "explaining" history by soap-opera plots - by which king was pursuing what mistress and which mistress had which bastard son.  Our public dialogue is full of such "talk-show history" and it breezes through the enormous slaughters of the twentieth century without telling us a thing about ourselves, without a moment's discussion of how Mankind can avoid repeating this murderous twentieth century in the twenty-first.  And a clear eyed examination of the motives involved in the multifaceted killing fields can go a long way toward giving us the calm understanding of our own humanity that can help us solve the complex problems ahead.

• • •

	Our biggest problem with the mass murder of fellow countrymen (as distinct from warfare), is that we usually go to great lengths to avoid thinking about its basic motives.  Although we analyze in unblinking detail the whats, whens and wheres of international wars going back through the millennia, when people turn out in great numbers to kill their next-door neighbors, the first casualty, as they say, is the truth.  In this case, the truth about who did what to whom and why.

       It's no surprise, then, that we seldom demonstrate much understanding of the origins of genocide, any more than of the other popular forms of mass murder.  Any more than of Nazism and its vast Holocaust or of the mass atrocities we carelessly attribute to Idi Amin or the Ayatollah Khomenei or Joseph Stalin.

         We do ourselves a great deal of harm by carelessly personalizing the mass behavior of our species as the work of some "devil", some despotic leader.  We hide from ourselves those crucial aspects of human behavior we must dissect and examine before we can fully understand ourselves.  And we fill our heads with propositions about human history so profoundly illogical that we render ourselves ineligible to guide our Communist neighbors into political and economic rationality.

         If we are going to help the Communist world "come out of the cold", we must put our species under an unblinking microscope.  Instead of camouflaging mass behavior behind the evil personality of an all-powerful dictator, let us recognize once and for all that there is no such thing as an unwanted totalitarianism, and there never has been.  Not a Communist totalitarianism, not a Nazi totalitarianism,  not an Iranian totalitarianism has ever been inflicted on helpless multitudes by clever bands of conspirators.  There is not a totalitarian system in the history of mankind that was set up by one or two or five percent of a population to dominate all the rest.  For a totalitarian system to exist, at least a majority of the socially effective citizenry needs to feel its self-interest is being served.  And such a system becomes totalitarian in the first place only because that overwhelming mass wants it to be totalitarian.  They want totalitarian power and control over some specific and excluded portion of the population, or they want totalitarian strength to wield against the outside world, or they want the age-old thrill and reassurance of tribal solidarity for its own sake.

       Erich Fromm once tried to explain this in the context of Nazi Germany.  In 1941, in his book Escape From Freedom he scoffed at those who:



found comfort in the thought that the victory of the authoritarian system was due to the madness of a few individuals.  Another common illusion was that men like Hitler had gained power over the vast apparatus of the state through nothing but cunning and trickery  that the whole population was only the will-less object of betrayal and terror.  In the years that have elapsed since, the fallacy of these arguments has become apparent.1



       Ortega y Gasset also focused his microscope on this problem, pointing out that we often confuse in our minds the long-term process of governing a country with the short-term process of foreign invasion and plunder.  Governing a country requires getting the crops in and harvested, keeping the roads repaired, moving the necessities of life around the countryside safely - all the things one has to do to stay alive in the long run.  Economics doesn't grow out of the barrel of a gun any more than politics does.  (Mao Zedong consistently confused warfare with governance).   Ortega explains that



it is necessary to distinguish between a process of aggression and a state of rule.  Rule is the normal exercise of authority, and is always based on public opinion,today as a thousand years ago.  Never has anyone ruled on this earth by basing his rule essentially on any other thing than public opinion.  There can be no rule in opposition to public opinion.2



   	Indeed, says Ortega, "rule signifies the predominance of an opinion".   That predominance of opinion, in all fifteen nations of the Communist world, was the product of societies that mimicked the traditional family to an unhealthy extent.  The citizens in each of those unfortunate nations were perpetual "children", dependent children, children of the state, of the authority, eventually of the Party.   Their regressive opinions about economic justice brought oppression and decay within their nations and their unwillingness to suffer the economic consequences of their opinions brought barbed wire and minefields and ugly cement walls enclosing their nations.

         As exciting and wonderful as the liberating events of 1989 were in Eastern Europe, the prospects for modernization in most of them are still quite grim.  These are Communist countries.  They didn't become Communist countries by winning a lottery, they got that way through bludgeons and brickbats and bloodshed.  Their totalitarian form of government was fought for by a majority of their citizens, in each and every case.  East European emigrées used to repeat endlessly that the Soviet Army  had forced them all to become Communist at the point of a gun.  It took only a few years' examination of those claims to refute them, and no Western intelligence service has believed that stuff since the mid-1950s.

	And already in the 1940s we had come to understand, with Fromm's help and Ortega's, that the totalitarian nations of World War II were not the personal creations of Tojo or Mussolini or Hitler, but the majority expression of the will of the people in those countries.  And in the five or six years right after World War II, we did stubbornly insist on seeing the slaughter of the European Jews in a clear and focused light.  

	During that brief period we passed up the old habit of saying "Hitler did it" and we forced ourselves to think of the actual people who participated, in one way or another, in the years-long massacre.  Right from the start, right from the early postwar days when every German insisted that he knew nothing about such matters and, in any case, was only following orders, we here in the U.S. managed to realize that Adolf Hitler could not possibly kill six million people on his own.  We understood quite clearly the role played by the storm troopers, camp guards, lawyers, bureaucrats and clergy.  We even vaguely understood the intense tribal hatred that led ordinary German citizens to help murder so many of their neighbors.  We're still quite sloppy when it comes to the rest of Europe;  we ignore all the Dutch and French and Czechs and Poles who gave so freely of their time and effort to make the genocide project a success.  Why exactly, I'm not sure, but we do.

      In every other case of mass murder, however, we have tucked the entire affair away under the name of some leader whom we revile for eternity while carefully preserving our basic ignorance of our own human nature.   We may successfully avoid thinking distasteful thoughts that way, but we also avoid understanding some things about this world that threaten our own lives and, today especially, even threaten our form of civilization.

      The behavior we don't talk about, the motives we hide from ourselves, are those that generate some of history's darkest and most consequential tragedies.  In Nazi Germany and Shinto Japan it was tribalism, one of the most violent motives of regressive societies.  In the Communist world and that of Islamic fundamentalism it is envy, another of the murderous tendencies of regressive societies.



CHAPTER TWO

THE KILLING FIELDS



	In the mid 1970s, a New York Times reporter in Cambodia noticed something new about the massacre taking place in that shocking country.  What he saw was not one tribe slaughtering another in the time-honored tradition, but a tribal majority killing off the most able and productive members of its own tribe!   He called this unique form of massacre the "killing fields" and the world adopted the term.  As we shall see, this kind of carnage had occurred only five times before in history - all in the 20th century.  The New York Times pointed out during the massacre's early weeks that what was happening in Cambodia "can be compared with Soviet extermination of the Kulaks or with the Gulag Archipelago".3

   	It certainly can.  In fact the "Soviet extermination of the Kulaks" was the first of the killing fields,  a ghastly scene of farmers and villagers swarming into kitchens and barns to murder their more able neighbors where they stood.  Five million of the best Soviet farmers were killed in their own backyards and five million more were packed into freight cars for a one-way trip to labor camps.  That's the official death toll;  Russian historians are currently toting up a higher figure.  That massacre kept the envious masses of Russia, Byelorus and the Ukraine busy for two years, from 1929 to 1931, and it left them unable to feed themselves for the following three years - a pattern we will witness again in Vietnam, China and Cambodia.

	The second killing field, which is usually called the "Great Terror",  cost the lives of eight and a half million people in the Soviet Union from 1935 to 1938.  It dummied down the nation's administration, technical forces and military officer corps enough to convince Hitler that the Soviet Union would be an easy conquest - the only time a killing field caused a worse calamity than itself.

	The third killing field, in Vietnam, followed in the footsteps of the Soviet Union's 1929-30 slaughter of the kulaks.  The mimicry was quite deliberate, for reasons that will be made clear in the appropriate sections later on.  One hundred and fifty thousand of Vietnam's "kulaks" were murdered in the 1955 calamity;  a third of them were killed outright.  What makes this a significant killing field is the fact that North Vietnam could barely feed itself before the massacre and never could again after it.

	The  fourth killing field, The Great Leap Forward in 1957 - 59, erupted when the modernists in China's Communist leadership had made significant progress in putting the destitute nation back on its economic feet.  Hundreds of millions of peasants were furious at the sight of prospering neighbors being encouraged by the likes of Liu Shaoqi and they started putting the show-offs back in their place.  Mao saw his chance, the same chance seized by Joseph Stalin in 1929, and he began a series of speeches encouraging the envious rural masses to settle their score with China's new kulaks in the countryside and with the know-it-all industrialists in the cities.  When the scores were finally settled, eleven million of China's best farmers were dead, the rest were herded into faceless Communes, separated from their families and fed in mass canteens reminiscent of "slopping the hogs".  In the usual famine that followed, something between nine and fourteen million of their tormentors died of starvation.

	The fifth killing field, China's Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution in 1966 - 1971, cost an undetermined number of lives and 10 years of closed schools - nationwide.   What we do know  is that over two million direct targets of this conflagration of envy were murdered in their own homes, laboratories and offices.  The adolescent rampage wasn't quelled until the army herded them all back where they belonged and told them the party was over.

	The sixth killing field, in Cambodia, was the last - so far.   Every civilized person in the country was targeted for death.  Half of them died from starvation and exposure, the other half were murdered by heavy wooden hoes as they knelt in the countryside far from their urban homes.  This death of two million Cambodians was the most egregious of the killing fields because it represented almost 20% of its people and over 80% of its urban population.

	There were other envy massacres;  we usually ignore them today.

   	For example

		• the 1964 massacre in Zaire during which the Maoists beheaded everyone with a high-school education.

 		• and the eruption of the least common denominator in Iran in 1979-80 that destroyed the nation's modernists, brought its technological progress to an end and hurled it back into the primitive world of the 7th century.



The Vital Difference



	In Rwanda in 1994, the Hutu tribe massacred about 500,000 members of the Tutsi tribe.  ABC's "Nightline" program called it "The New Killing Fields", which showed that ABC missed the point of what was happening in central Africa as badly as it missed the point of what had happened earlier in Cambodia. 

 	Tribal massacres are as old as the human race.  Hittites slaughtered Assyrians;  Assyrians slaughtered Medes;  Persians slaughtered Greeks and on and on until our present century when Germans slaughtered Jews, Gypsies and Russians with equal zeal.

	Tribal conflict and tribal massacres grow out of our survival instincts and our neolithic experiences with marauding bands of "foreigners".  They reflect the fact that our species must seek protection in groups.  They reflect the fact that human groups are inclined to swoop down and steal all the stored food and tools and domesticated animals of other human groups, saving themselves the years-long effort of producing their own food.  After 12,000 years of such mass grief, it was quite natural that we developed a sense of tribal solidarity and hatred toward "foreign" tribes.  That's why all the ancient cities and towns dug up by archaeologists have walls and fortifications around them.  They weren't there to keep the raccoons from spilling their garbage cans, they were made necessary by tribal attacks on the supplies needed to keep the townspeople alive through the winter.   Thousands of years of such raids left only those still alive who took the problem seriously.  That was what made the tribal instinct a permanent part of the human genome.

	The tribal hatred of outsiders in their midst is an instinct bred of day and night, of the need to sleep, of the terrible vulnerability a sleeping tribe risks if its night watch is not dependable.  Who can be trusted on the ramparts?  Who will sound the alarm in time?  Who, on the other hand, might betray us, might open the gates to a marauding enemy, take a bribe, throw in his hand with the attacker?  The dependable sentry is the one for whom there is no future independent of the tribe.  He can find no place except with us.  He looks like us, he thinks like us, he wears his hair like us, he believes the same things and he mutters the same incantations.  A "strange" sentry might find something attractive about an attacking tribe, something with which he could identify himself.  But a mental and physical clone of our tribe couldn't possibly see merit in a bunch of foreigners.  Those people are different!  Ugh!  

	That's the kind of sentry we want on the night ramparts.  That's the way to ensure our safety.   Maintain strict racial and intellectual uniformity within the tribe and within the walls.  

	That was the instinct Hitler used as a tool to create a secure nation and a powerful Werhmacht for the "Thousand-Year Reich".   Germany discovered in World War I that the first nation whose home front caves in goes down to defeat.  When its home front came unglued in 1918, its steadfast armies on the western front became an irrelevance.  It sued for peace and watched its people starve to death during the vengeful occupation regime imposed by England and France.   Then its capital became the scene of Communist riots, Bavaria became a Communist state and inflation raised the price of half a loaf of bread to seven hundred and fifty million marks.

         Germany learned its lesson.  When it came time to get its own revenge, it first solved the problem of national resolve.  It developed a National Socialist brand of fascism based on the most primitive of human traits, the tribal instinct.  Hence Aryan eugenics, hence the Gypsy, dissident and Jewish "purifications".  It declared war on the "foreign tribes" within its borders and when tribal purity and polarization brought the strength of the tightly bound rods of the classical fasces, it went to war with the foreign tribes outside its borders.

         Throughout history, tribal massacres have generally followed the pattern of Germany after the first World War:  disaster and starvation mobilize the survival instinct;  the society regresses to primitive solidarity;  it meets the threat with tooth and claw.

         Ironically, massacres triggered by envy erupt in societies under precisely the opposite circumstances.  Not starvation and ruin, but rapid improvement in economic circumstances drives envious masses into a blood frenzy against their successful fellow citizens.  That's what happened in Russia and China, in Iran and Latin America, in Italy and Cuba.  It is the peril of progress and it has been the greatest danger of the 20th century for successful neighbors. 

  	What successful neighbors?  Those neighbors specifically responsible for the economic boom and visibly benefiting from it.

  	Crazy!   What kind of animals are we?  How can we be more intelligent than any other species and hate the people who raise our living standards?  How can anyone want to kill off the nation's best producers?  The apparent contradiction clears up when we examine the powerful emotional forces at work in a family of growing children.



CHAPTER THREE

A PLAGUE OF ENVY



 	Envy is the most important motive of the 20th century - the greatest peril faced by modern civilization.  Yet despite the fact that it has been the source of more history than any other single factor in the past one hundred years, the word envy itself is a word more often misused today than not;  an emotion more misunderstood than any other.  In the French language it is trivialized, in the Chinese ignored.  In English it is persistently confused with jealousy, but we should carefully avoid that error if we mean to understand our ex-Communist friends.

  	So what is envy?  What is it, and what makes it so overwhelmingly important?

       First of all, it's not jealousy.  If you take my job away from me or win the hand of my favorite girl, I am jealous.  I have lost something of value, and I have lost it to you, directly.  It was unique.  We both wanted it.  You got it.  I am jealous.

       But if you build a bigger house than mine or bring in a bigger harvest of sorghum or produce more widgets than I do, any hostility I feel toward you is envy, not jealousy.  The distinction is that if you take something from me, I'm jealous.  But if you make it or earn it or are it, then I cannot possibly be jealous, but I can, if my psychology is unhealthy, be envious.

       Webster's dictionary defines envy as "a feeling of discontent and ill will because of another's advantages, possessions, etc.;  essential dislike of another who has something desirable".  The American College Dictionary goes on to discuss envy thus:



          To ENVY is to feel resentful, spiteful, and unhappy because someone else possesses, or has achieved, what one wishes oneself to possess, or to have achieved:  to envy the wealthy, a girl's beauty, an honest man's reputation. 4



        Envy is the opposite of emulation.  An envious fellow who can't run very fast doesn't have fanciful dreams about being as speedy as a victorious athlete, he dreams instead of a nasty accident that would bring the athlete down to his own low level of ability.  Envious students don't hit the books longer each night to get better grades, they beat up their front-running classmates in the nearest alley to "cut them down to size".

• • •

       Americans can perhaps be forgiven for confusing envy with competition or emulation or jealousy.  Americans are unfamiliar with the concept because there is less envy in the U.S. than in any other sizeable country in the world.  The reason is fairly straightforward:  Those who drafted our ideals and the details of our government came to this country to earn their own livings;  Those who built the infrastructure and laid the foundations of our industrial society were not chosen on the basis of their birth certificates, but their actual contributions and accomplishments.   We have no history of aristocratic privilege.  Our "aristocrats" earned what they owned.  As a result of all those centuries without the experience of inherited advantages, our public dialogue doesn't incite envy as much as it does in other countries and our family behavior patterns do not intensify the retarded emotional development that underlies envy.

	Many observers of the contemporary scene would no doubt dispute my claim that the U.S. is less envy ridden than other countries - every campaign speech made under the auspices of the Democratic Party appeals to envy for votes and contributions.  But a glance at such exhortations abroad would show that we don't hold a candle to the rest of the world's nations.

       So let's take a look at envy in the rest of the world.  And since it first became a "predominate opinion" in Russia in 1917, let's look there first.

  	Andrei Amalrik, a young Russian historian, has knowingly described the prevailing concept of justice in his country.  And when he does so he is talking about Ortega's predominate opinion.



The Russian people [have] one idea  of justice.  A government which thinks and acts for us in everything must be not only strong but also just;  all must live justly and act justly.  But however attractive this idea may appear  it represents the most destructive aspect of the Russian's psychology.   In practice, "justice" is motivated by the wish "nobody should be better off than me".  This idea is motivated by hatred for everything that is outstanding, which they make no effort to imitate but, on the contrary, force into conformity with themselves;  by hatred for any form of life that is more elevated or more dynamic than their own.  This psychology is, of course, the one most typically found among peasants and the one least characteristic of the "middle class".  Peasants and ex-peasants, however, constitute the overwhelming majority in our country.



[Then, in a footnote to this paragraph, Amalrik added:]



As I have found, many peasants become more upset by other people's successes than by their own failures.  In general, if the average Russian finds that he is having a hard life and his neighbor a good one, what he thinks about is not to try to get himself organized as well as his neighbor, but to arrange somehow or other so that his neighbor too is as badly off as himself.



[Amalrik puts Ortega in a Russian context when he says:]



 As I see it, no idea can ever be put into practice if it is not understood by a majority of the people.  Whether because of its historical traditions or for some other reason, the idea of self-government, of equality before the law and of personal freedom -- and the responsibility that goes with these -- are almost completely incomprehensible to the Russian people.  Even in the idea of pragmatic freedom, a Russian tends to see not so much the possibility of securing a good life for himself as the danger that some clever fellow will make good at his expense."5



• • •

	Although envy is not discussed much in "polite society", it has been thoroughly investigated by hard-working psychiatrists throughout the 20th century.  Their studies have established that the most important source of envy is an arrested emotional development at the level of childhood.

       The problem is rooted in the long years of dependence in the human species, the many years we cannot survive on our own and must depend for our very lives on our parents' care and sustenance.  Survival is the key factor in the equation.  Those of us whose genes are still around after several million years of evolution are indebted to a powerful set of survival instincts, a genetically programmed urge to fight for parental attention as if our lives depended on it - which they do.

       While our ape-like ancestors were scampering around the wilderness searching for food and running from predators, we infants were getting "selected out" in direct proportion to how easy it was to overlook us.  Before "the pill", it was easy to get overlooked.  Each year brought our harried mothers another mouth to feed and another small body to snatch up as she sought refuge from a swiftly running leopard.  Those of us who are still around are the descendents of wobbly little infants whose demands were strident enough to get them attended to even under the most strenuous circumstances.  Those infants who sat contentedly by while their siblings were saved, or while their siblings received the last of the available food, have survived into the modern age exclusively as fossils.

       All of which should make it no surprise to any of us that when the miracle of procreation comes along to bring joy into the hearts of parents, it frequently brings fear and loathing into the hearts of their older children.  Hence the powerful passions of the sibling rivalry, hence the upraised hand, with or without a weapon in it, that greets the bundle of joy arriving from the lying-in hospital.

       The nature of the sibling rivalry was studied quite extensively in this century by Alfred Adler, an American psychiatrist who examined its origins and then sought to understand its consequences.6  The basic problem is that an instinct we need in order to sustain our own lives comes to threaten the survival of our sibling's life.  For a child to wake up one morning and find the vital care it associates with survival suddenly confiscated by another is to know unreasoning terror.  From that point on, the survival instinct takes over.  It breeds hatred.  It breeds struggle.  It occasionally gets out of control and breeds murder.  Two of Adler's students, Marguerite and Willard Beecher, child psychiatrists in the New York school system for many years, have called such arrested emotional development the "Mark of Cain".7

       The gist of the problem is that the attention needed by a newborn baby to survive is substantially greater than that needed by its older sibling.  But while the mother's instinct quite effortlessly switches her anxious care to the crying infant, the forsaken older sibling's desperate survival instinct undergoes no such convenient transition.  Instead, the natural urgency of dependence turns into an equally natural hatred for the usurper, and the constant repetition of painful displacement in favor of each newcomer in turn teaches the older siblings life's bitter lesson of "injustice".  In this way, nature's instincts are seen to lead to Cain's murderous attitude toward his younger sibling Abel - - and to the prominence that particular myth is given in our cultural heritage.

       When we observe the struggle of human siblings for parental favors, we see that parents usually have a limited amount of time and attention and food and encouragement to parcel out among their various children.  That being the case, whatever of such nourishment is given to one child is denied the others;  whatever is given to a child's sibling is denied to itself.  The arrangement is known, in many contexts, as a "zero-sum game".  The concept will be useful to us when we draw the distinction between the Communist world and the modern world, for the most important single aspect of the modern world is that it is not a "zero-sum game".

       "Zero-sum game" is the mathematical term for any game whose rules make your gains equal to my losses, i.e., any game that has us competing for shares in a fixed reward.  If you win ten marbles, you can mark down your score as "plus ten".  But if you win ten marbles, I automatically lose those ten marbles, and my score amounts to "minus ten".  The sum of our scores is zero.

       Thus the term "zero-sum game" describes very well the distribution of goods and services between siblings in a family.  The family has only one source of benefits, the parents.  They dispense a certain amount of food each day, a certain number of hours of attention, a certain amount of demonstrated affection and heartfelt love;  in short, they distribute a measurable total of benefits among their children in each unit of time.

       If our parents have one hour after dinner to pay attention to both of us, whatever length of time they give to you is time withheld from me.  It is a gain for you, a loss for me.  Notwithstanding the fact that we each got thirty minutes, I have lost thirty minutes of valuable parental care and there is no sense telling me I haven't.

       For each child, then, what is given to another is withheld from him.  Each child plays with each of its siblings a zero-sum game.  Each child's gain is the other's loss.  If you add up the gains and losses at the end of the day, the sum is zero.

• • •

       We have, of course, been discussing sibling rivalry, also known as sibling jealousy.  So what has this to do with envy?

       In healthy people in a healthy society, nothing at all.  They grow up and leave their families and make successful transitions from dependent sibling to independent adult.  They have been taught, or have figured out, that things are different for an adult, that the folks next door are not their siblings, not their "brothers" or "sisters" in a grim contest for a limited supply of attention or nourishment or brightly painted toys.  They have been taught, or have figured out, that if the family next door produces food or microwave ovens or computer programs or paper clips in great abundance, those things did not come from a shared "mommy and daddy" but from their neighbors' hard work and ability.  They have been taught, or have figured out, that what their neighbors receive in return does not have to be parceled out in the name of "justice", as things used to be in their childhood family.  In fact, it justly belongs to those who created all those new goodies in the first place.

       Healthy adults understand these things because their parents have taught them how to be independent adults.  Most of the parents in modern, developed nations manage to produce children who are mentally and emotionally ready to take their place in society as independent adults - in fact, that's one of the major factors in creating a modern, developed nation in the first place.  Parents can't easily head off their children's feelings of envy toward superior beauty or athletic prowess, but they can head off economic envy, and that's the kind that destroys economic progress.  That's the kind that turned fifteen nations into squalid Communist slums during the twentieth century.

       But even the best parents can't do it all alone.  In this particular task they must have the assistance of society, of its schoolbooks and sermons, its teachers and comedians, its politicians and its media.  As models and instructors, all these must help the child to understand that the hard-working farmer across the valley is not its sibling, not its brother or sister in a grim contest for a limited supply of goods and services.  They must help the child to understand that the farmer across the valley creates a completely separate supply, one that depends on his separate skill and effort.  They must help the child to understand that the successful farmer, the most highly productive one, is not a favored "sibling" in an unjust world.  Modern, developed nations are those in which a maturing child understands that its "share" will no longer come from its parents or from any collective substitute for them, but from its own contributions to the nation's standard of living.

       If those parts of a nation's society that are involved in child training are unable to bring children across this vital transition into independent maturity, that nation better stay undeveloped.  A truly undeveloped nation can cruise along in zero-sum tranquility for centuries without suffering the violent consequences of mass envy.  But when it tries to become a modern nation, it changes the relationships between its various producing citizens (as we shall see), and it lays itself open to serious trouble.

       When a developing nation's people are just as regressed as the furious children studied by the Beechers, the result is adult envy, and adult envy can be murderous.  When we examine the internal dynamics of the various Communist nations, we'll see that the killing fields are an integral part of the Communist motive and a logical consequence of the zero-sum concept of economic justice.

• • •

       How did such a destructive mass emotional problem come into being?  Oddly enough, the blame must be laid at the feet of Western civilization.  The emergence of mass adult envy, never before seen in human societies, is directly attributable to the convulsion of the Industrial Revolution, the volcanic change in human circumstances that we quite properly call "modernization".

       	There is no evidence in the historical record of mass economic envy before the 19th century.   We brought it into being for the first time in that century.  We changed the world in unprecedented ways during the Industrial Revolution, and we made envy a nation-sized problem for the first time. 

      	Before the 19th century, we lived under systems of government that were not much different from our own families.  When we emerged from childhood to earn our livings in the adult world, we were still members of an utterly dependent group which was ultimately supervised by people who were very much like the "parents" of a traditional nuclear family.  The "parents" were pharaohs or kings or feudal lords whose authority was, as far as the commoners were concerned, unlimited.  The pharaoh or king or feudal lord distributed everything that was available for distribution in a primitive society and functioned in all practical respects in loco parentis.

       That made it very easy to grow up back in the "good old days".  That made the transition from dependent childhood to dependent maturity almost unnoticeable.  There wasn't any great shock upon becoming an adult, certainly not the shock of sudden independence, for there wasn't any independence, sudden or otherwise,  under the traditional form of government.

       The fact that governments used to mimic so closely the characteristics of the nuclear family meant that the general masses of a nation or tribe could "learn the ropes" of parent-child relationships in the course of their formative years and then take up their adult roles in the ruler-citizen relationship of traditional government without missing a step.  And they would find that the techniques of child association they had already learned were almost identical to their  adult associations with their fellow citizens.  Thus the fierce emotions of sibling rivalry, rooted as they are in our basic survival instincts, were very nicely accommodated, in past centuries, by the utter equality of powerless adult-children in traditional nation-families run by authoritarian ruler-parents.

       That we humans had organized our governments to mimic so closely our childhood families was no accident -  that's what usually happens in human affairs.  As individuals, we can choose to do things in a wide variety of ways but, as large groups, we are obliged to do things the way most people in the group are used to doing them.  When most people are accustomed to a strict, paternalistic, nuclear family, then that's the way we'll have to organize the government or it will soon fall apart.

       And in addition to majority rule, the strict, paternalistic form of government also made instinctive sense.  Paternalistic government forced no unfamiliar behavior patterns on its citizens;  it allowed them to do what comes naturally, it allowed them to do what they had picked up in those first few years when the foundation stones of their behavior were being laid down.

	The human infant comes into the world programmed to "learn the ropes", i.e., to pick up the local language and to find out how to behave successfully in the culture of its birth.  The world's growing children then use these hard-learned skills to win the admiration and esteem of everyone of importance to them during their childhood.  It is hardly surprising to see them continuing that pattern of behavior later on.  It is hardly surprising to see the maturing adult use the skills he has already learned as a child to solve the problems confronting him in the general society.  And just as we prefer to design tools that fit our hands comfortably, so we prefer to design public institutions that fit our instincts and our habits comfortably.



CHAPTER FOUR

THE PERILS OF PROGRESS

The Good Old Days



       Which we did, for twenty thousand centuries.  We snuggled down in a primitive Garden of Eden that cushioned our survival instincts in large families of low life expectancy living at subsistence levels, and we grew up to join large populations of utterly equal and equally faceless serfs in whose illiterate midst we could scratch in the furrows for a few decades and die unnoticed by history, no wiser than at birth.  It is hardly surprising that the recorded history of the ages marked down in its clay tablets every detail of its rulers' lives while making no attempt to preserve the details of its citizens' lives.  There wasn't any point to it;  they were as alike as peas in a pod, and just as insignificant.

       Up until the late 18th century, there was little question of the equality of men.  Of course they were equal;  they were as equal as the ants in an anthill.  Their societies looked like anthills because their economies looked like anthills.  Multitudes of identical peasants performed simple repetitive tasks with simple identical implements while they sowed and tended and reaped the crops.   Other identical masses worked in crude, identical houses and spent their lives engaged in crude, identical handicrafts:  spinning thread and weaving cloth with primitive household devices.  With the cloth that came out of their wooden looms, they made the clothes on their backs, which were identical in every respect to those of their neighbors.

       From the first days of our civilized life on earth, we used animal labor to do our work.  Mostly the animals were ourselves.  In small farms and fisheries, a family or group of families did the necessary work;  in large-scale enterprises like irrigation canals or pyramids, hordes of slaves captured from nearby tribes were maintained on subsistence diets to dig or build.  In any case, the work of our species was done by people of more or less equal status and equal living conditions straining away with their muscles for as many hours as the day provided.

       The anthill societies of Man's long childhood fit the traditional system of government like a hand in a glove.  A single authoritarian ruler had no trouble at all supervising the simple work of yesterday's peasant masses.  He could make all the decisions necessary to operate such an economy during breakfast and spend the rest of the day recovering from his efforts.



Mind Over Matter



       Then came a colossal upheaval in the affairs of Man, a stage in his development during which he replaced animal power with the products of his mind.  It was later called the Industrial Revolution, the onset of our modern era.  It was the source of many troubles to come:  the beginning of The Age of Anxiety, the source of mass envy, the midwife of Karl Marx, the taproot of ancient communism's transition to modern Communism.  It was a searing emotional experience for thousands of English, German and French intellectuals, who greeted the modern era with cries of anguish, who rose in righteous anger at the injustices following man's replacement of brute labor with mental labor.

       Before the beginning of the 19th century, we had used our ape-like hands to make almost everything we needed.  Now we began to use our Man-like brains to imagine how it could be done better by powerful and ingenious devices.  Before the beginning of the 19th century, we had learned how to make things by accident.  Now we quantified our experience and began to calculate how to make tools and techniques that our eyes had never seen.  Before the beginning of the 19th century, we needed draft animals or human slaves to plow the earth or row our galleys.  Now we designed engines to convert heat into mechanical energy, to drive machines of ever-increasing power, to lift heavy loads and transport them over steel rails.  Now we designed machines of ever-increasing complexity to make goods of ever-increasing utility.  Inventors seemed to spring out of the ground, and in their wake came unprecedented productivity and unbelievably cheap merchandise.  A 19th-century mill turned out the annual product of tens of thousands of pre-industrial weavers every working day.  Everything from window glass to frying pans came pouring out of these new temples of human ingenuity.

       It was England and Scotland that gave birth to the Industrial Revolution and  William H. McNeill, in his study of Western Civilization, examines the reason why:



A pervasive looseness in the texture of British society perhaps stimulated inventiveness and helped give Britain a commanding lead over other nations in the first phase of modern industrialism.  This looseness had been inherited from parliament's angry dismantlement of the aspiring absolutism of the early Stuarts in the mid-seventeenth century.   Under these conditions, the financial rewards accessible to a lucky or skillful promoter were so conspicuous as to induce hundreds of other  individuals to attempt to duplicate his feat.  Quite possibly, in a better regulated society, a more energetic official control of individual initiative  would have prevented the rapid transformation of Britain's industrial plant which in fact occurred in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.      

Individual persons, inspired by diverse motives, made decisions and acted in ways that in sum began to transform the life of England."8



       If we are to understand what McNeill is getting at and if we are to appreciate the disorderly foundations of our modern world, we should pause to contemplate an archaeological discovery made in China in 1978.  It turns out that the second emperor of the Han dynasty, Wu Di, had sponsored a gigantic enterprise on the part of some of his most gifted subjects more than a hundred years before the birth of Christ.  They built an enormous iron foundry, of a size and capacity not seen again until the Industrial Revolution,  in which they achieved temperatures in excess of 1400 degrees Celsius.  Wu Di set them to work making cast-iron trigger mechanisms for his soldiers' crossbows and cast-iron blades  for his peasants' hoes.9

       These people, in this foundry, had the key material and the key technology of the Industrial Revolution in their hands in 127 B. C.  What did they do with it?

  	They went on making hoes.  They made thousands upon thousands of iron hoes because the emperor had thousands upon thousands of peasants to grow food for the empire's tables.  The emperor ordered that primitive hoes be made for his peasants out of the technology of the modern era.  His alone was the decision.  One emperor.

       And when Wu Di died in 86 B.C., the magnificent iron foundry died with him.  After all, it was "his".  It was not China's.  It had nothing to do with China's economy or modernization.  It was the plaything of Wu Di.  One emperor.

       When large, high-temperature iron foundries next appeared in England and Scotland, the whole panoply of steel metallurgy was developed to convert heat energy into mechanical energy, to make engines that freed mankind from brute labor, to make tools and nails and pipes and rails - to make whatever people needed or wanted.  The decision was not the emperor's.  Such a decision was the right of anyone who was walking along the road and took a look inside that foundry and who saw the potentialities of what was going on in there.

  	That is the source of the Industrial Revolution.  That is the source of the modern world.  It is the right and power to make independent decisions.  It is the political and economic freedom to design or develop  or build or manufacture whatever one's own mind conceives to be of use or benefit.

       The political freedom of Scotland and England can be traced back six centuries to the limits placed on King John by the Magna Charta.  That "pervasive looseness in the texture of British society" had been fought for by twenty-three generations of commoners since the feudal lords had begun to loosen the grip of the English king on the affairs of his realm.  His right to decree that the making of iron hoes was the ultimate purpose on earth of all the subjects in his kingdom had long since disappeared when the concept of human individuality came along during the Renaissance to give us a glimpse of our human potential.

       So much for the political freedom.   The economic freedom has deeper roots - roots that grow out of our basic concepts of society, of human organization.

       Early in the twentieth century, people used to ask why the Industrial Revolution took place where it did.  Why did England and Scotland give birth to the modern era, and why did it so effortlessly and successfully spread to Germany and Holland and Belgium and the Scandinavian countries while the cradles of civilization wallowed in the backwaters?  Powerful civilizations like China and Mesopotamia and Egypt and Rome built the ancient wonders of the world, built magnificent cities and networks of roads at a time when the northern European "barbarians" were running around the forests in animal skins.  Why didn't Western Civilization's explosion of technological progress occur in such advanced societies first?

       What crippled those advanced societies was precisely their advanced state of organization.  They were River-Valley civilizations.  Their social and economic habits were formed by generations of disciplined life in the flood plains of rivers -  the cradles of civilization.  Coming up from Africa in pre-historic days, the most adventuresome members of our species (known as Cro Magnon), settled between the Tigris and Euphrates rivers, then along the Nile, later along the Indus and later still along the Yellow River in China.

  	And they prospered.  With irrigation periodically provided by nature, they accumulated so much surplus food they fed it to various wild animals and domesticated large herds of them.  But they prospered by organizing themselves into herds as well.  They prospered by banding together in faceless masses to dig networks of irrigation canals and ditches.  They tamed the enormous rivers that were the source of their livelihood and parceled out land to each family of the realm to grow the food that kept them all alive.  As long as the citizens of these River-Valley civilizations marched in step throughout their economic lifetimes, everything worked quite nicely.  But if anyone got out of line or marched to a different drummer, he threw the entire parade into turmoil.  Irrigation depends on slavish submission to the laws of gravity.  Let one peasant step out of line and dig his ditch differently and everyone beyond his patch of ground receives the wrong amount of water.  Let one peasant take more than his share and everyone beyond him eats a poorer diet and watches some of his children starve.  Such irregularities had to be punished with the utmost severity.  And they were, indeed.  Any tendencies toward individuality, toward variety, were weeded out and destroyed.  They had to be.  No question about it.

       As the River-Valley civilizations of our Mideast origins spread around the Mediterranean, they lost little of what they had learned in their irrigated infancy.  With the exception of a few tens of thousands of independent-minded Greeks between 600 B.C. and 400 B.C. (alas, now long gone from their homeland), the proud civilizations of the classical period left little behind them but clay tablets and parchment scrolls detailing the lives of increasingly inbred and inept potentates.

       That's why the intellectual revolution that created the modern age did not begin in the "advanced" civilizations that had built megalithic palaces.  The tradition in such societies was to leave thoughts and inventions to those in the emperor's court specifically assigned to think and to invent.  In the late 18th century, the descendants of such societies still existed in profusion.  In them, court inventors were busy designing mechanical birds and toys and clever jeweled eggs to amuse the king.

       It was in the barbarian regions of the north, in the primitive forests where there had been no "massive" civilizations and hence no "mass" citizens, that the independent use of Man's intellect gave birth to what we have since named the "Industrial Revolution".  While the splendid temples were being raised by masses of workmen on the shores of the Mediterranean, the barbarians of the northern forests cleared their lands and built their huts in isolated groups that seldom exceeded a hundred families.  They had to solve the problems of farming and hunting and animal husbandry with tools and methods they devised for themselves in their own social and economic communities.  They had to keep themselves and their animals alive during long cold winters or their "solutions" would disappear by Darwinian selection.  Northern European civilization was built by the hands and minds of thousands of craftsmen and tradesmen.  And their habits survived through the centuries until political freedom and social "looseness" developed in a single society large enough to exploit the thoughts of their technicians and the fortitude of their entrepreneurs.

       In the society of Scotland and England, an unprecedented shift in population occurred as a result of the new technology.  As the years went by, able farmers worked more land and inept farmers worked less.  Those who couldn't grow food efficiently under the new circumstances left the farmlands and headed for the cities.  They left behind them prosperous farms whose average size grew steadily larger, decade by decade.  It is amusing to see expressions of nostalgia today for the quaint little farms of the pre-industrial era and to listen to the speeches of politicians who write legislation intended to restore them.  If they were to do a few calculations between speeches, they would learn that the multitudes of the 20th century would starve to death on the production of those quaint little farms.  Times have changed, and so has the size of the human population.

       During the Industrial Revolution, those driven off the land by their more efficient neighbors were organized in the cities into more productive groups of people.  More productive due to the division of labor, more productive due to better machinery, and more productive due to the supervision of successful and experienced experts.  They worked in "manufactories" under foremen selected for their skill instead of for their birth lines.

       Thus the Industrial Revolution replaced the feudal system and its primitive handicraft communities with large, efficient rural farms and large, efficient urban industries.  It split up the feudal mass of peasants (engaged in subsistence agriculture and barely able to feed and clothe itself), into groups of specialized producers whose standard of living rose above their wildest medieval dreams.  And because the supply of food was no longer a helpless prisoner of the weather and because sanitary sewers and water supplies were a part of the technical revolution, children began to survive and life expectancies began to rise. The plagues of yesterday were conquered by the marvels of chemistry and biology, to be replaced by a contagion of personal freedom, in political and economic terms, never before seen on our planet.  In England the population increased from 10 million at the beginning of the 19th century to 37 million at its end.10  European intellectuals bitterly denounced the "inhumanity" of the century, being not very swift when it comes to numbers.

       It wasn't long before the contagion spread to the continent of Europe and leaped the Atlantic.  It was the beginning of our present dynamic era and the end of medieval stagnation.  It was a development in our lives that we all take too much for granted.  Indeed, we tend to think of the modern world as the way human beings live, the way they organize their societies.  Far from it, as a glance at the Third World will show.  Most of the world still lives in mankind's primeval anthills.

       But while the economies of the modern world were splitting up into thousands of specialized and complicated activities, they were leaving the traditional method of supervision far behind.  No longer could a king direct his nation's economy with instructions issued at the breakfast table.  In fact, no king on earth could even understand an industrial economy.  No king and no government and no Central Planning Committee.  The economy was in the heads of the nation's tradesmen, shop foremen, entrepreneurs, farmers, lawyers, doctors, accountants, builders, shopkeepers, craftsmen and engineers.

       And not only were the living standards of the realm becoming dependent on the independent economic efforts of modern people, but the traditional military responsibilities of the feudal masters, the defense of the countryside from the "castle", now depended more on well-made cannon and high energy gunpowder than on the strong right arms of feudal lords in suits of chain mail.  But foundrymen and chemists were not lords of the manor, their skills and experience did not come down to them from birth or family ties.  The very safety of the countryside had fallen into the hands of commoners.

       Now the Industrial Revolution was shaking the old feudal system down like a castle of loose stones.  Not only did the new means of production need completely different modes of organization, but the outpouring of goods from the mills was only of use to the masses.  After all, an aristocrat can wear only so many pairs of socks.  And so, with some flare-ups of violence and much collapsing of decayed institutions, the traditional society that had been based on the familiar structure of the traditional family was replaced by the modern nation.  The feudal system had no apologies to make for itself;  it had served its purposes well for centuries.  But now it was obsolete, and its archaic class structure was merely beside the point.  The new world needed many more minds to operate it effectively than the few proud families of the "castle" could supply.  The feudal system and the classes that gave it form and structure were more or less quickly swept away.  (More quickly in some countries than in others.)

• • •

       As the world began to pull itself up out of the feudal ages, there was an increasing variety in the standard of living among the previously faceless members of the world's masses.  For one thing, entrepreneurs created factories or founded trade organizations and prospered.  For another, the demand for well-motivated and proficient individuals among the peasantry rose to unprecedented heights.   Anyone who tried to manufacture a new product, and anyone who tried to change radically the methods of making an old product, had a desperate need for skilled workers with an independent sense of initiative.  Such workers existed, and the market process clearly indicated how to get them.  When you need strong steel that takes twice as long to make than a weaker grade, you pay the steel mill twice as much for its extra time and effort.  By the same token, when you need shipwrights or clock makers or curriers whose skills and productivity take time and effort to develop, you pay higher wages for them.  Out of the faceless mass of peasants in the feudal antheap came people who willingly spent the time necessary to make of themselves a stronger grade of steel.  In due time the featureless equality of medieval life began to differentiate itself into individuals, into skills, into those who welcomed the future and those who drew back into the reassuring anonymity of the past.

       The thing that made the past look so appealing to those who recoiled from the modern world was precisely the uniformity of station they "enjoyed" under the hooves of the aristocrats' horses.  For, in the good old days, those horses were not ridden by competing neighbors but by hereditary aristocrats.  The blessed relief of the uniform peasant class was that nothing special could be expected of you.  Your social and economic station was hereditary.  Once fate had determined what you were to be, the matter was settled.  And if your peasant neighbor took on airs, he would get his comeuppance from all hands.  Who did he think he was, born to the same class as the rest of us and acting like an aristocrat?

       Now that the "good old days" were gone, things were changing.  Now some of their number, in fact some of their neighbors, were rising out of the uniform anonymity of the mass into highly respected and highly paid positions in the new system.  Between 10% and 15% of English workers in 1865 were making more than 40 shillings a week, a princely sum in the eyes of most of their fellow workers.  So princely, indeed, that they were sneeringly referred to as "the Aristocracy of Labor".  This furious response to upward mobility was to reach epidemic proportions in the Europe of the 19th century.  And in the 20th century, it would punish some of the world's less advanced societies with the misfortune of becoming Communist states.

       The war that began amid the regressive children of envious families in the 19th century is passed off to a gullible world as a class war, a civil revolt against hereditary exploiters, against class privilege.  The slogans and exhortations of that class war tell of hereditary injustice, of righteous anger, of the need to put an end to the Feudal Age and replace it with a "fair" system.

       Interesting.  Particularly interesting in view of the fact that this furious class warfare of the industrial workers of Europe erupted after hereditary class privilege had virtually disappeared from the urban industrial scene.  Oh, you could find inherited "class" estates out in the medieval countryside, but the inbred aristocrats with their frilly shirt cuffs never played a part in the smoky, oily-rag mills of the Industrial Revolution.  What paid off in the new industrial world surrounding all those angry Proletarians was independent production, carried out by former peasants and townspeople, with the help of widespread initiative and widespread innovation.  There was no room for the birthday boys of feudal aristocracy in the Industrial Revolution.  Their special rank in the scheme of things had become an anachronism, their birth certificates useless to the processes of design and operation of the new machines.  Their time had passed, their control of the economy was ended, their functions now a part of social nostalgia.  This process generally took a few adjustments to the tax code and about three decades to accomplish.  It has been carried out quite uneventfully, and peacefully, by every one of the two dozen nations of the modern world.  After the feudal system  is dispensed with, there remains no such thing as hereditary advantage in such economies.  Any modern industrialist would quickly go bankrupt if he picked his computer programmers and office managers and shop foremen by what family they belonged to.

       The fists in the literary streets of 19th-century Europe were shaken at medieval aristocrats on their horses, but the fists that were shaken in the secret hearts of The People were meant for no such remote and impersonal enemies.  They felt that the palaces and country estates of the aristocrats should be sacked, of course, but the Industrial Revolution was doing that anyway, one way or another.  The real enemies of The People were those who grew up next door and who now lived on the other side of the tracks.  They were the "Labor Aristocrats" whose day of reckoning, as we shall see,  invariably came when The People rose up in righteous anger.

       Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn has described in gory detail the torment and death that awaited the Soviet "spetsy", the specialists in machinery and trade, in manufacturing and merchandising, in building construction and building design, who aroused murderous envy among their Proletarian neighbors.  The history books tell us of the destruction of the most able Soviet farmers, the kulaks, and about the terrorization and death of their urban equivalents, the NEPmen.  Newspapers have told us how rampaging mobs, during the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China, settled the hash of anyone whose education or personal expertise incited his neighbors' envy;  of how the bulk of the Cambodian nation took upon itself, in the 1970s, to dispatch (or acquiesce in the dispatch of) any educated or cultured neighbor they could get their hands on.  These aren't oppressed workers making revolution against powdered aristocrats in fine lace and gold earrings.  These aren't history's agents, making revolution against the economic injustice of the long-gone feudal system.  These are murderous human beings whose emotional development, arrested at the stage of dependent siblings in desperate struggle for survival, makes it impossible for them to contemplate the economic success of independent countrymen without "seeing red".





CHAPTER FIVE

THE CHILDREN OF MARX

A Textbook Case



       It is always interesting, and frequently informative, to identify the appearance of a new life-form along the biological "time line".  We can identify the mid-19th century as the moment in human development when a new trait appeared in our midst:  the phenomenon of mass envy.  It came, as we have seen, when we raised mind over matter.  It had never appeared in previous centuries because the animal energy we could each expend on improving our personal living standards was approximately equal to anyone else's.  We could each make about the same amount of clothing from our primitive homespun;   we could each cultivate about the same amount of millet with our primitive hoes.  But now that the fellow next door could bang together a few nuts and bolts and make 500 times more cloth than his neighbor could, the stage was set for serious trouble.  It wasted no time coming.

• • •

       Born in Treves, Germany in 1818, Karl Marx was a specimen straight out of the Adlerian casebook, suffering from what the Beechers called "The Mark of Cain".  The second child born in his family, Karl watched in growing horror as his immigrant Dutch mother produced for him a seemingly endless sequence of siblings, bringing him a brother when he was one year old, a sister at two, another sister at three, another at four, another at six, and yet another brother when Marx was eight.11  Karl detested each one of them with a cruel passion.  He turned against his mother and bullyed his younger siblings unmercifully.  His father said young Karl had "a demon".12  Whatever it was, it led to a curiously constricted career at school, where the only subject that interested him was the study of the German language.  (His mother, not the brightest of women, never quite got the hang of German.  She spoke with a thick Dutch accent throughout her life.)13

       Karl's father was very impressed by the modern renaissance of the Industrial Revolution, by the breathtaking new devices and inventions that appeared in the world around them each year.14  He tried to interest his growing son in such things but, as Karl Marx's biographer has reported,



Karl  did not have the smallest interest in either practical inventions or their theoretical background in the natural sciences.  In the exact sciences as well as in mathematics he remained curiously mediocre.  All his passionate energies were poured out into a concentration on language - - rhetoric, literature, and in his early youth, poetry.15



       Well he got over the poetry, but he never got over the rest of his childhood.  Karl Marx lived through the most exciting period of growth 

and change our species had ever experienced.  He lived through the transition between the permanent childhood of the feudal ages and the explosion of personal freedom and individual creativity of the modern world.  Yet the historical record shows that he lived through it all in a cocoon.  It was a cocoon of childhood, of life in a traditional family, of life in the medieval anthill of the feudal ages.

       Karl Marx lived and spoke and endlessly wrote as if he lived in the bygone age of peasant production for the benefit of a few pampered aristocrats, yet he saw all around him a dynamic explosion of industry and commerce whose output of almost every item numbered in the tens of millions.  There has to be something wrong with a man who regards a factory turning out five million pairs of woolen socks a year as a conspiracy against the masses.  Who does he imagine is going to wear out all those woolen socks?  The horses?



       During his lifetime, Marx provided plenty of "anecdotal material" that Adler and the Beechers could have used in their studies.  For example, in one lecture during Christmas week of 1847, he said:



A house may be large or small;  as long as the surrounding houses are equally small it satisfies all social demands for a dwelling.  But let a palace arise beside the little house, and it shrinks from a little house to a hut.  However high it may shoot up in the course of civilization, if the neighboring palace grows to an equal or even greater extent, the occupant of the relatively small house will feel more and more uncomfortable, dissatisfied and cramped within its four walls."16



       Karl is trying to tell us it doesn't matter how good things get for the commoners of the modern world, it doesn't matter how big their houses become "in the course of civilization".  For as long as some other guy has a bigger house, they suffer the agonies of invidious comparison, they feel "uncomfortable" and "dissatisfied".  Marx has no interest in production or progress, he is playing childhood's zero-sum game.  He's fighting for a society designed to avoid provoking the envy of his beloved Proletarians, whose pleasure in their houses depends not on their own size but on the size of someone else's house.

       Who are these Proletarians?  

		They are something new under the sun.  

	Where did they come from?  

		From the Industrial Revolution.

       As we have seen, the Industrial Revolution created many things that were new under the sun, and one of those things was the sudden rise in social and economic status of hundreds and thousands of commoners, of the folks next door, of craftsmen or farmers who saw a better way to do things and proceeded to do it.  And it should come as no surprise to us, from what we have seen of human nature and the sibling rivalry, that the new age brought in its wake a rise of mass envy.  And mass envy doesn't mean a small band of monks in a vineyard, it means masses of "workers" in the streets.

       Had he merely preached the sermon of envy, however, I would have been obliged to spend two or three pages explaining who, exactly, Karl Marx was.  The zero-sum game was hardly new, it had been on the books for centuries.  Medieval monasteries were set up to practice it, and they were set up in response to precisely the same retarded emotions that inspired Marxism.  Bands of the envious had been clinging to each other in ragged comfort from the earliest historic times.  In America, the Harmony Society, the Oneida Community, the Shakers and a dozen other groups bound themselves together under covenants that strictly forbad private property and private earnings.  There is nothing very remarkable about the zero-sum game.

       But Marx's message to the Proletariat was not "let us withdraw from this iniquitous world, Brethren, and bind ourselves together in sanctified labor on each other's behalf".  If that had been his line, the world's Marxists would have numbered in the hundreds, not the hundreds of millions.  Like the flower children of the 1960s, whose parents hadn't prepared them for an adult world, Marx and his happy band of followers would have holed up in some 19th-century Taos or Haight-Ashbury to live in penury and die in obscurity.  In which case, the world would have been spared many wars and massacres.



The Grab-It-For-Us Game



       No. You don't galvanize the masses and overthrow governments with promises of hungry asylums.  For the really bloody work you need a bloodier motivation.  We know the name of Karl Marx because he also played a second game -  the "grab-it-for-us game".  This game had far more promise.  It paid attention to the fact that the Proletariat far outnumbered the makers of the modern world.  And Marx told the numerous Proletariat that those dirty bourgeois had a miraculous new industrial system that poured out golden eggs;  let's take it away from them and we'll all be rich.  In the words of Eugene V. Debs, a zealous American follower, "A few have got it all.  when we get into power we will dispossess them".17

       Now this is a game of great hope and promise;  this is something worth fighting for.  Everyone can recognize prosperity.  Neither Marx nor his followers could understand where it had come from, but they were bound together in brotherly regression by the conviction that someone must have stolen it from them.  In the Marxist world, the backward masses of first one, then another regressive nation entered the Industrial Revolution,  saw the same dazzling change in economic productivity -  from wooden tools to modern machinery, from the spinning wheel to the power loom - and came to the same conclusion:  those dirty guys have stolen all this wealth from us;  how else could they possibly have gotten it?  If we take the magic stuff away from them, then we'll all be rich.

       Marx never cared where the technology of the Industrial Revolution came from, all he cared about was that the right people grabbed it.  The civil war between emotion and reality inside Marx's cocoon generated some of the most ambivalent public statements in the historical literature.  For example, he occasionally paused in his fulminations about the "inherent barbarism of bourgeois civilization" to describe what that barbaric civilization was up to.  In the Communist Manifesto he declared that



The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has created more massive and more colossal productive forces than have all preceding generations together.  Subjection of Nature's forces to man, machinery, application of chemistry to industry and agriculture, steam-navigation, railways, electric telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for cultivation, canalisation of rivers, whole populations conjured out of the ground - - what earlier century had even a presentiment that such productive forces slumbered in the lap of social labor?"18



       But then he continued his calm analysis by demanding that "the bourgeois  must  be swept out of the way, and made impossible".  And he wasn't going to be satisfied with taking factories away from those dirty bourgeois industrialists, either.  He had scores to settle with that Dutch woman back in Treves who had turned herself into a sibling factory at his expense.  "On what foundation is the present family, the bourgeois family, based?" he asked rhetorically.  He answered himself with a snarl, "on private gain".  For this state of affairs he had a straightforward solution:  "Abolition of the family!"  He then turns furiously on an imaginary opponent:  "Do you charge us with wanting to stop the exploitation of children by their parents?", he asks.  Again he answers himself, "To this crime we plead guilty".  Marx passionately declares that he finds "the bourgeois clap-trap about the hallowed co-relation of parent and child disgusting", but then he gets down to the heart of the matter as he shouts, "The bourgeois sees in his wife a mere instrument of production", and he closes the rhetorical argument thus:



Bourgeois marriage is in reality a system of wives in common and thus, at the most, what the Communists might possibly be reproached with is that they desire to introduce, in substitution for a hypocritically concealed, an openly legalized community of women.



       To understand the Communist story, it is vital to keep in mind that people's reactions to the real world are not necessarily confined to the circumstances of the here and now, but can frequently depend on childish patterns of conditioned reflex that a careless upbringing has left intact.  And explanations are necessary, of this there is no doubt.  We cannot pretend to know what's going on in this story without somehow explaining why a half million words of Karl Marx can be such neurotic nonsense and yet have so much effect on so many people.  To understand his audience, it surely helps to know all these things about mass envy and traditional systems of government, but to understand where the words and concepts of Karl Marx came from in the first place, it helps to read what Daniel Moynihan wrote about the family in a famous American study:



The role of the family is so pervasive as to be easily overlooked.  By and large, adult conduct in society is learned as a child."19



                   A fundamental insight of psychoanalytic theory, for example, is that the child learns a way of looking at life in his early years through which all later experience is viewed and which profoundly shapes his adult conduct.

       One also has a choice between the hilarious conclusions of an exasperated Polish writer, who said in 1972, that "Everyone who knows who Marx was knows that Marx was wrong"20, and the more ponderous findings of the Soviet Academy of Science in 1989 that Soviet political backwardness "arose from the fact that it chose to remain, for so long a time, at the level of Marx's understanding of the subject".

       In any event, those who rallied around Karl Marx were those who looked with contempt on the complicated new methods of production and saw the future of Man exclusively in terms of distributing its magic fruits equally in the old way.  It is a significant fact that their discussions and writings were monopolized by passionate denunciations of the inequality of economic distribution.  If this had been a rational discussion based on rational observation of the economic world, we would have heard parallel discussions of the inequality of economic production as well.  But the subject of production, of where the things come from that are to be distributed, is never mentioned.  It is as if that particular subject didn't exist.  In fact, it didn't.  Not in that argument.  Theirs was not an economic argument, they weren't examining an accountant's balance sheet to see what this one produces and what that one gets to keep.  The problem, for them, was completely defined by inequality of distribution.  The stuff comes from "mom and dad".   Justice demands uniform distribution to the "brothers".

       In the 1990s, we in the modern world will be dealing with millions of people from the ex-Communist world who are trying to cope with the economic consequences of distributive "justice".  For their own sake and for ours, it is important that they prosper in the 21st century, that free enterprise in free democracies permits them to raise their living standards substantially.  But we will find that these people are profoundly fearful of free enterprise in free democracies.  They will take one step forward and two steps back during these first years under the new system.  They have been conditioned to salivate in fear when the bell of prosperity rings more loudly in the houses of the productive than it does in the little house next door.

       Nothing could be more destructive, however, than perpetuation of the common Western myth that their fear comes from living under a despotism established by the Communist Party.  We shall see quite clearly, in each of the nations it once governed, that the Communist Party was primarily a service organization whose claim to legitimacy was based on distributive "justice".  Cruel and bloodthirsty it certainly was (in cruel and bloodthirsty countries), but it never directed its malice at the "predominate opinion".  It never turned its guns on The People.  Communist governments never thundered against their beloved Proletariat, but against the enemies of the Proletariat.  We can mislead ourselves badly by drawing overall conclusions from the panicky goon squads that attacked demonstrators and fired into crowds during the Communist Gotterdammerung of 1989.  Sure there were those who saw it as their duty to preserve "law and order".  Certainly there were those who feared for the loss of their special privileges if the modernists and progressives in their midst were to overthrow the Communist government.  Not only can we mislead ourselves, but there will be plenty who will deliberately mislead us, make no mistake about that.  The bloody shirts of 1989 will be waved in our faces to prove a lot of things that are not true and never were.



NOTE: ( I've been using nomenclature here without defining it.  It entails capitalizing the word, "Communism".  Now is the time to explain how that word earns its capital letter.

       A system of classification many of us have found useful is to reserve the time-honored word "communism" for a group of people living under a voluntary agreement that no one shall have more material goods than any other.  Over the centuries we've seen many groups adopt such an agreement:  religious monasteries, Israeli kibbutzim, the Amish, the Shakers and the Hutterites, to name just a few.  We've seen them tend their flocks and raise their children in admirable fashion, certainly in such fashion as to earn no reproach from the rest of us.  But the key requirement of the communism they practice is that it be voluntary.

       Whenever walls and barbed wire go up around a leveled collective, that group becomes Communist with a capital "C".  As we shall see, the barbed wire serves to improve the otherwise shabby standard of living a voluntary communist collective could provide itself.  It is clearly an indispensible requirement of "Communism" that efficient producers not be allowed to escape.  If they are allowed to pack a U-Haul and go out into the free world (where they are permitted to benefit from their own efforts), they will leave behind them only voluntary participants in the leveled collective and hence, a "communist" nation.

       One other bit of nomenclature:  remember that we designate those who are content to live in a Communist land as "The People".  The People are the ones whose majority militancy during the revolution puts the Communist Party in office, and they are the ones whose majority intimidation afterwards keeps the nation economically leveled.

 



CHAPTER SIX

A QUESTION OF VALUES



       The fear of modern productivity, the fear that will hamper our efforts in Asia as well as in Europe, comes from the enforcement of the majority will, the Mandate of Envy.  To win that mandate (as we shall see), the Communist Party offered the zero-sum game to national majorities suffering from retarded childhoods.  By means that had been developed over the years, Communism gave each person the sensation of living in a family of perfect equality, perfect justice.  And that "justice" could only be assured by making the members of this perfect brotherhood all equal.  And the Party went to enormous trouble to make it so.  At least to make it appear so.

       The commune, the collective farm, the factory collective were all artificially contrived zero-sum games.  To make them function safely, to make the mandate of envy secure and stable, Communist governments went to great lengths to keep individual members from visibly receiving extra rewards.  They did that by putting criminal sanctions on any individual who sought to do extra work on his own behalf.  For example, in a Soviet Union of chronic malnutrition, the Party used to destroy greenhouses built by private citizens who wanted to grow vegetables in the winter.  The citizens themselves were carted off to jail.  And groups of enterprising farmers who grew onions or fruit on their own time on unused land were sent straight to the Gulag.

         The Party controlled and regulated in infinite detail the time and energy private persons were permitted to spend in productive activities.  No jealous Marx ever kept a more watchful eye on his younger siblings than a Communist Party kept on its tiny minority of ambitious citizens.  Why?  Because they could sell such things and earn extra money and they could spend that extra money on clothes or cars or houses - and those things are visible!  A two-story house built by one agricultural entrepreneur was quickly burned to the ground before it enraged the local citizens any further.  Of course, it was always the local citizens who reported such high crimes and misdemeanors to Party officials in the first place.

       It is a question of relative values.  If my emotional health permits me to see you get an automatic dishwasher installed in your house across the street, then I will be able to sit over here and anticipate the freedom from daily drudgery that will come when mine is installed.  But if, instead, I am stricken with unbearable agony by seeing you get yours first, I will value a system that begrudges you your dishwasher more highly than I will value a system that will eventually get around to giving me mine.  There is no point explaining to me in a reasonable tone that I'll be happy later on;  I'm miserable now, the problem is now, my reaction is now and pie in the sky doesn't help.

       When the world split in the 19th century between those who wanted to readjust the machinery to make it work and those who wanted to smother it in medieval squalor, it was the same question of values at work.  It took no more than tolerance and reason to keep tinkering with the machinery until it was able to deliver dishwashers to both of us.  A couple dozen countries did just that and they enjoy living standards today that no king or emperor ever dreamed of.  But the bewildering illogic of "class warfare" and Proletarian revolution and "workers" swarming on the barricades stopped some of the world's countries dead in their tracks.

       Communism has always cast itself in the role of a heroic freedom fighter hurling himself against the bastion of class privilege.  Its language insisted that it was a protest against poverty and hunger caused by class privilege, against the theft of the basic means of life by greedy upper classes.

       Yet when poverty and hunger were indeed cruel and oppressive, when peasants died under the hooves of famine and privileged aristocrats, there was no Communist Party, no protest at the inequality of it all, no Communist lamentations of injustice.  But when the population of ex-peasants was doubling all over Europe and the quantity of goods in their possession was increasing at an unprecedented rate, the cry went up that they could stand it no longer.  Why, in all the centuries of feudal privilege, of economic inequality between the top of the pyramid and the bottom, of inherited class privilege, were there no Communist Manifestos, no Communist Parties, no Communist revolutions?

       Class warfare, indeed!  Embarrassed Marxists will occasionally mutter that the aristocracy had the inside track to own factories and that's what had put a burr on the Proletarian saddle.  But, in reality, the pampered aristocrats didn't know a steam engine from a merry-go-round and considered anyone who got his hands dirty with practical affairs a traitor to his class (and that's real class).  No, the potentialities of Man's practical genius were realized almost exclusively by former commoners who committed their lives and their savings to one or another aspect of the new machinery.  They conceived it, designed it, constructed its models, organized its use, provided its raw materials and distributed its products.  They succeeded when it succeeded;  failed when it failed.  They came out of debtors' prisons or bankruptcy courts and hurled themselves back into the contest.  Some of them became prosperous, and this, to the afflicted we have come to know and understand, was an unforgivable sin.

       In any event, now that the feudal system of inherited prosperity had been destroyed by the exploding industrial and commercial activity of the 19th century, the time had come to take to the barricades against class privilege.  Communism inspired revolutions throughout Europe for the rest of the century;  it spread into the feudal societies of Asia;  and its message spread into the more sophomoric backwaters of academe in both the eastern and the western hemispheres.  The Communist Party ultimately won the Mandate of Envy in fifteen nations, all of which built walls around themselves to prevent the emigration of their productive citizens and all of which proved unable to keep their citizens fed and clothed through the use of "scientific Marxism".

       The empire of scientific Marxism eventually grew to include 1,320 million human beings, all reciting for ninety minutes each school day the imperishable wisdom set down on paper by Karl Marx.  Many of them studied more diligently than the rest and went up through the ranks of the Young Communist League, memorizing the definitions and semantical rules of Das Kapital, all set forth with the elaborate phraseology of scholarly caution, all deliberately styled after the early works of 19th century physicists and mathematicians, copied by Karl Marx in a childish attempt to make his neurotic primal screams look scientific.  The game of dressing up subjective prattle in scientific phraseology, complete with utterly meaningless algebraic equations, goes on in academic circles everywhere today.  But nobody played the game more avidly than old Karl, and no writings nauseate modern scientists as much as his do today. 

       What grew in significance, as decade followed decade, was that the accurate (and ostensibly sincere), recitation of such silly pretensions constituted the selection mechanism for economic and political leadership within the Communist empire.  Those deemed intellectually fit to command industry, to establish biological truth and to plot their nation's course into the future were precisely those whose fitness had been demonstrated in the Marxist classroom.  The anti-Darwinian effect of all this became, in time, simply devastating.

       We in the West have generally resigned ourselves to the fact that the truly representative leaders of modern democracies frequently have representative minds, that it is the rare president or prime minister who reads (much less writes) world history.  But electing politicians with least-common-denominator intellects is not half as devastating as insisting that they memorize and subscribe to least-common-denominator thoughts as well.  An American president is permitted to read James Madison and Abraham Lincoln, for whatever good it will do him.  Suppose he was forbidden to read anything but the collected works of the Ayatollah Khomeini, or Ron Hubbard's "Dianetics"?!  Suppose his knowledge of economics, botany, meteorology, soil chemistry and modern technology had been learned by watching television news programs?  His governing ability would then be on a par with a leather-jacketed member of a California motorcycle gang.  We shall detect a very close intellectual resemblance between the Politburos of scientific Marxism and the motorcycle gangs of California. 

       But, surprisingly enough, we will see very little of The People's emotional tricycles in those Politburos.  Unlike Marx, whose envious passions were worn on his sleeve, the principal Communist leaders of the fifteen Communist nations were almost completely free of envy.  Their driving motive was not sibling rivalry, but total rivalry.  Ambition, competition, lust for power - those were the emotions that ruled their lives.  Lenin, Stalin, Ho, Kim and Castro, though consumed with ambition, shared little of the sense of injustice over inequality that ruled their zealous comrades.  It was all the same to them whether the multitudes they ruled were lined up in faceless rows wearing identical overalls or whether they competed freely with each other in social and economic independence.  What selected those particular leaders out of the Communist masses at a particular point in history was, in each case, a coincidence amid a complex set of circumstances.  They each advocated the right thing at the right time.  As we shall see, Lenin fought for the surrender of his nation's land and people at exactly the right time, then fought for the surrender of Communism at exactly the right time.  On the other hand, Ho and Castro fought for armed struggle at exactly the right time;  Kim Il Sung sensed correctly that his main chance was with the Russians and not the Chinese;  Stalin and Mao sensed correctly that their main chance was with the envious majority, not the productive minority.  Mao, however, was himself a severely afflicted envier, which helped him become the world's most perfect Communist leader.

         It is likely that history will, in the long run, judge each of them very differently.  Few historians are likely to criticize either Lenin's advocacy or his actions.  What is tragic about Lenin is that his power was based on the most atavistic group in contention for power in Russia during his rule.  Kim Il Sung will probably be forgiven under the circumstances, will probably be passed off as a national liberator of some sort.  Castro will undoubtedly be seen as a buffoon.  Stalin and Mao will be placed among the most despicable terrorists in history.

         In each case, the long-range tragedy was the destruction of progress along with the massacre of the progressives.  Lenin alone was given the chance to turn a Communist revolution around -- and he took it.  Successfully, as we shall see. 



A Helping Hand



	Today the West is in a crucial relationship to the "ex"-Communist world.  What that struggling world needs most is active and sincere Western assistance.  There are plenty of progressives, modernists, visionaries, producers and creators in those ex-Communist populations and they need all the respect and goodwill we can muster in the decades ahead.

   	But those populations are suffering terrible economic deprivation and even more terrible political agony.  Pensions, careers, employment security, personal safety are things of the past.  Most of them keep telling themselves that the only way to retrieve those crucial benefits is to return to the past, the Communist past.  The public clamor issuing from all those "liberated" people - their shrill demands to return to totalitarianism, their shrill threats against the West - will alarm our fellow citizens and endanger our vital efforts to help.  The understanding we will need in the years ahead can come only from an honest appraisal of the Communist story in those lands.  

 	As if words alone weren't difficult enough, we have the deep-seated emotions of those with terrible memories to conceal.  For when we deal with Russians and Chinese, we deal with the killers of the killing fields, their children and their grandchildren - but we also deal with the children and grandchildren of their victims.  When we deal with Cambodians, we deal with the killers and their children - few descendants of the victims themselves are still alive in that decapitated country. 

 	It is imperative, therefore, that we fully understand what that degree of complicity means and, even more important, what it doesn't mean.  These are human beings who found themselves in unprecedented circumstances, responding to human emotions of primeval intensity and responding to families and societies that, in the West, would be considered utterly dysfunctional.  We can gain the understanding we'll need in the crucial years ahead by revisiting the worlds that ordinary Russians, Chinese, Cambodians and Vietnamese inhabited during the years of martyrdom of their best and their brightest - the worlds remembered by most of them as the good old days before the agony of progress overtook them.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

LENIN AND THE REVOLUTIONARY TWO-STEP



       After it took root in the British Isles, that Industrial Revolution we have been talking about began to travel in all directions.  To the westward it found its most receptive population, the New World of America, where it encountered no social or political impediments.  For one thing, the New World had never had a hereditary aristocracy in control of its economic affairs.  For another, its people had all arrived with the intention of earning their own livings with their own hands.  They wanted the products of the new system and they were in desperate need of any technology that would replace human labor with machines.  The New World was not overpopulated.

       On the other side of the Atlantic, the Industrial Revolution ran headlong into the feudal system.  Here in Europe the inbred family tree of medieval chieftains had decided every detail of social and economic life for a dozen centuries, and the goals and purposes of "the castle" had been accepted as the goals and purposes of every group in the realm.

       Since the fashion setters in the castle would never dream of soiling their hands with productive labor, the fashionable attitude among society's more ambitious members was to avoid such labor at any cost.  In several European countries, those commoners who had worked hard to better themselves, had struggled to get an education, had carved themselves a niche in the world of commerce, looked upon direct participation in the noisy, steamy, oily Machine Age as a quick trip back into the lower classes - a career disaster.  They were occasionally willing to invest in someone else's enterprise, but any personal contribution of time, effort or problem-solving was out of the question.  This automatically removed a large fraction of Europe's most able citizens from the modern world.  They clung throughout the century to an ambiguous status midway between the nobility's "beautiful people" and the commoners' tawdry people - gnashing their teeth.

       But in those sections of Western Europe where a "pervasive looseness in the texture of society" existed, the new system flourished.  Belgium, Holland, Germany and Northern Italy took to the new system with enthusiasm.  They had long traditions of local enterprise and problem solving;  they belonged at that particular time to no highly successful feudal system.  Here the typical pattern emerged that was to last throughout the century:  first the machines were put to productive use in a set of receptive towns, then railroads were built between those towns and their natural markets.

       In Eastern Europe, the Industrial Revolution spawned awkward mutations that hobbled along painfully and sometimes died out altogether.  The first impact of Western Civilization on Russia had come in the 18th century under the driving energies of Peter the Great.  He planted the seeds of Western agricultural and industrial methods in his ancient kingdom in the hope they would take root there.  But when he died, his Western innovations, like Wu Di's iron foundry, died with him.

       It is of particular interest to Westerners today that the modernization of Russia was carried out almost exclusively by West European industrialists imported by various tsars and transplanted (with their machines), in towns chosen by government ministers.  The process got its proper start with the freeing of the serfs by Aleksandr II in 1861.  His intentions were quite deliberate, he wanted to lay the social and economic foundations of the new age.  His action had modest economic and spectacular political results.  Our discussions of the emotional forces at work in a backward population have prepared us for what was now to happen to Aleksandr II and to each of his successors.

       As was the case in Europe and America, the transformation to a modern economy began with the construction of the railroads.  Fuel and minerals had to be mined wherever they existed, the marvels of the modern age were being manufactured in scattered towns, and so the "iron horse" was brought in to tie them all together.  Freed serfs were the miners, the track layers and the machinists.  They were also the independent private farmers of the new age.  Aleksandr had given them land, which they had either sold to buy vodka or farmed to grow food.

       Those who had converted their land into alcoholic dreams woke up with an ugly hangover and saw those familiar devils, the labor aristocracy and the kulaks, prancing around in new clothes.21  They screamed in anguish and Russia's perpetually wrong-headed "intelligentsia" responded vigorously.22  The universities exploded in protest;  these poignant signs of distress in the countryside23 proved conclusively that "something had to be done".  Grinding poverty had supported glittering palaces and country estates for centuries with barely a murmur, but now the "intelligentsia" set out to right the wrongs Aleksandr had visited on the peasantry.

       The first attempt to kill Aleksandr was bungled by an ex-student in 1866.  The government, shocked at this unprecedented affront to the throne, assigned the job of protecting the Tsar to the police chief of St. Petersburg, who was shot by one of the young revolutionaries of academe in 1878.  Two years later, another revolutionary set off a bomb in the Winter Palace that caused forty-three casualties but missed the Tsar.  Meanwhile, a band of intellectuals who called themselves "The People's Will", had sentenced Aleksandr to death, and had spent two years trying to carry out their sentence.

       On March 13, 1881, Aleksandr signed into law a reorganization plan that would have converted Russia's government into a representative democracy, putting the country on the road to McNeill's prerequisite "looseness".  Two hours later, grenades thrown by young idealists killed Aleksandr and over a dozen passersby in the streets of St. Petersburg.  The People's Will had carried out its sentence.

       His successors fastened on the country totally autocratic despotisms and sailed through their reigns with the people's respect and cooperation.  They had restored things as "they were supposed to be".  The stern fathers of Russia's traditional family had come home to rule the roost.

       But the industrialization process continued apace (Russia's rate of growth in the 1890s was the highest in the world24), and The People's distress grew with it.  Anger now was directed primarily at the successful producers themselves, the kulaks on the farms and the specialists, the "spetsy", in the factories.

       There was, however, a particularly successful modernist, a prime minister very much in the pattern of Mikhail Gorbachev in Russia and Liu Shaoqi in China, who increased substantially the opportunities open to Russia's kulaks and spetsy.  His name was Pyotr Stolypin and he was assassinated by a progressive intellectual in 1910.

       Only one attempt, however, was made on a tsar's life after Aleksandr II.  It was a typically bungled bomb attempt against Aleksandr III by revolutionaries whose numbers had, by now, shrunk to fewer than three dozen in the entire country.  The only interest it has for us, beside the fact that it failed, is that the bomb maker, who was hanged for his trouble, was Lenin's older brother.

       When Tsar Nicholas II set off the cataclysm of World War I and sent his poorly provisioned and frequently unarmed multitudes off to battle, they threw their hats in the air and loyally marched off to be slaughtered in their millions in a hopeless, pointless conflict with Germany and Austria.  They grimly persisted in one bloody disaster after another, while throngs of civilian refugees fled back from the front lines and descended on the hinterland like a plague of locusts.  Unable to supply the fighting forces properly, the utterly incompetent government was even less able to supply the nation's civilian population.  Hunger and cold struck the cities as early as 1915 and only got worse in subsequent years.  By any yardstick, the tsarist regime had to go.

       Russia's aristocracy and the tsar's ministers finally organized enough resolve to remove Nicholas on March 15th, 1917.  A provisional government was appointed to run things while general elections were held throughout the nation to elect a Constituent Assembly.  Russia was about to become a constitutional democracy;  it was on its way into the modern world at last!

       There was one fatal problem, however - the war.  Just as it was obvious that the tsarist regime had to go, so it was also obvious that Russia's role in World War I had to be brought to a merciful close.  But the very people who were capable of leading Russia into the modern world were the people who could not end the mindless bloodshed on Russia's battlefields.   Those who could provide honest leadership into the future had ingrained ties to the Western world and the West had entered the war in support of Russia in 1914.

       Both France and England had suffered grievously between 1914 and 1917.  And so had Russia, more grievously than any other nation.  Worse yet, Russia had neither the food nor the ammunition to continue the war on any basis but mass suicide.  Experience had taught every one of its citizens that no one in Russia, from top general to lowliest peasant-soldier, understood the new warfare well enough to push Germany back off their land.  No one could see any sensible future in this grinding slaughter.  Russia had to get out of the war.  It wasn't a choice or a decision to be made.  It was simply a fact.

       England and France, however, were not interested in Russia's political affairs;  their citizens were bleeding and dying in droves on the western front.  As long as Russia kept fighting on the eastern front, Germany was forced to keep 45 divisions there, 45 divisions that would otherwise be facing the Western allies. England and France didn't want to hear about a separate peace treaty.

       The tragedy of Russia in 1917 was that its impending democracy depended entirely on the promises of those in positions of power and hence it depended on whether they were honorable or not.  But if they were honorable, they would have to honor, first of all, the compacts Russia had made with those who had joined her in war in 1914.

       Week after week, those honorable politicians had gone about their duties in Petrograd, had renewed their pledges to their Western allies, had kept their eyes averted from the bloodshed on the fighting fronts and had unwittingly prepared the way for the nation's ultimate collapse.  The basic contradiction in its state of being was that there was no decent way for Russia to end the fighting and yet it could not possibly survive unless it did.

	As so often happens in man's history, the grinding logic of a deadly predicament chose a leader to fit the circumstances.   And the Germans obligingly transported him to Russia from Switzerland in a sealed train.  The only one in public life at the time who was willing to betray the Western allies and pull Russia out of the war was Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, leader of a relatively insignificant group of revolutionaries called the Bolsheviks.25

        While Karl Marx and the bulk of his disciples were hot-eyed enviers, Vladimir Ilyich Lenin was not.  His single-minded drive to control and govern was completely unaffected by the torments and passions that repeatedly swept through the ranks of his Bolsheviks.  He was, in this respect, quite typical of later Communist leaders, as we shall see.

       Lenin was ambitious.  He never in his adult life wavered for a single recorded moment in his personal ambition.  From 1874 to 1924 he was in perpetual combat, not with the forces of evil at which the beetle-browed Marx had sullenly glowered, but almost exclusively with his fellow Marxists -  with a series of real and imagined rivals in a succession of surreptitious study groups, Communist Party organizations and, finally, the revolutionary government of Russia.  Let some hapless ideologue utter a statement whose introductory sentence failed to acknowledge Vladimir Ilyich's preeminence, and the gauntlet was thrown.  Lenin would expend any degree of time and energy it required to get his "rival" either denounced or expelled from the group.  Not only that, but the fellow's (generally meaningless) words had to be exorcised in a flood of Leninist incantations (also generally meaningless) before that particular organization was able to get on with its work.26

      He passed his time thus zealously engaged until March, 1917, when he received word at his home in Switzerland that the sorely tried people of Russia had overthrown the Tsar and were about to elect a Constituent Assembly.  The Germans, fearing that a popularly-elected government would be able to prosecute the war against them more effectively than the incompetent Tsar's had been, gathered up Lenin and his associates at Bern and hurried them on their way toward St. Petersburg (at that time named Petrograd).

       On their arrival there they found a scene of complete turmoil.  The nation had been living under the autocratic rule of a witless Tsar, had been losing blood and treasure at a ghastly rate in a hopeless war with Germany, had been in political disarray since its defeat at the hands of the Japanese a dozen years earlier, and was now faced with ruin and death no matter which way it turned.  In the midst of this confusion, Lenin's voice alone carried the blessed sounds of assurance, of confidence, of conviction.  While every responsible person in Petrograd was perplexed by the agricultural, industrial and military problems they grappled with, no such questions troubled Vladimir Ilyich.  His concern was, as it had always been, solely with political power -- -- with gaining unquestioned control of the Bolsheviks for himself, and with gaining unquestioned control of Russia for the Bolsheviks.

       Lenin was the only one in town who looked as if he knew what to do;  everyone else had his eye on the terrible problems of the day, Lenin had his eye on Lenin.  He stood in the prow of the helpless ship of state as it smashed against reefs and spilled its human cargo into a devouring ocean and he held his unwavering hand outstretched - pointing the way.

       The way he pointed was away from the war, and very few people in Leningrad in those days could publicly take his side on that issue.  Treason was an important crime back in 1917 and, remember, there was a German army seizing Russian land and shooting anyone who stood in its way.  As so often happens in historical circumstances of that sort, Lenin attracted few enthusiasts but even fewer active opponents.

       As it finally happened, on November 7 (October 25 by the old Russian calendar), there was a revolution without any fighting.  Small armed bands of Bolsheviks wandered about the streets of Leningrad that night occupying post offices and police stations whose normal employees had either already abandoned them or who went away wordlessly when Lenin's people arrived.27  The same was true of the Tsar's in-town palace, the Winter Palace, which had been partially used for governmental affairs since March.  Everybody had left it for the night except a few ministers in desultory conference and a women's brigade serving as the ostensible guard force.  When an unruly group of people approached the front door of the building, the women's brigade left by the back door.  Indeed not a single death on either side resulted from this historic "assault".  What actually happened is that about a hundred and fifty hooligans looted the palace's silverware, candlesticks and whatever else wasn't nailed down.  We shall see, as our story goes on, how very appropriate this birthday of the "revolution" was.

       Lenin was now in political control, but only of the "provisional" government.  He still had to fend off the democratic government that was being elected at the time, either by winning that election or by "other means".  When his political party won less than a quarter of the votes, he proceeded promptly to "other means".  With the help of some thugs who dispersed the Constituent Assembly with machine guns, the single-minded Lenin achieved both of his ambitions.  He was unquestioned boss of the Party and the Party was unquestionably "in control" of the affairs of state.

       The next four years were years of famine and civil war.  Together they cost between 6 and 8 million lives.  They reveal so much that is significant about the phenomenon of Communism they should be examined individually.



Famine in the Workers' Paradise



       In view of the fundamental political and economic changes that occurred in Russia at the beginning of the 1930s, it is hard to take seriously the tumultuous activities of 1917 to 1921.  It seemed like a comic-opera theatrical staged by Charles Dickens.  It was absurd that all this passion and suffering and bloodshed was being offered up in a cause that actually had no other substantive content than that Moscow be the new capital and that Lenin make the ultimate decisions there.  All sorts of comic-opera pretensions filled the stage with sound and motion;  innumerable Soviets continued to issue solemn pronunciamentos on the details of life in utopia;  Bolsheviks and Mensheviks argued endlessly about which turgid formulation of the latest decree would bring the most spectacular success.  The Cheka was formed to liquidate political opponents and a permanent Red Army was decreed to fight perpetual war against capitalism -  All this less than three months before Lenin announced that "Soviet power is a new type of state in which there is no bureaucracy, no police, no standing army."

       	And no food, the people were starving.  

	By 1922, according to Nikita Khrushchev, people were eating each other.28

       After the "revolution", the output of Russia's farms and factories fell precipitously year by year.  The economic distress caused by the war began to pale in significance compared to the collapse of production once things had finally been "straightened out".  We will see this phenomenon again and again in nations recently gone Communist.  It is a grotesque contradiction of the "scientific" Marxist view of the world.

       According to the careful, scientific calculations of Karl Marx, the Proletarian mass of workers produces tremendous wealth under the grinding heel of the exploiting capitalists who steal most of it for their own selfish purposes and leave the diligent workers poor as church mice.  It has always been a reasonable expectation, on the part of card-carrying Proletarians that, once the revolution is successful, all that tremendous wealth stolen from them by the dirty capitalist bosses would be distributed "justly" among the revolutionary faithful and that "they'd all be rich!"

       What is difficult to understand, then, is why every successful Communist revolution, whether independent or imposed from without, promptly results in a disastrous drop in productivity, in wealth, in living standards - - even though the workers have taken back all that was stolen from them and now get to keep the daily outpouring of wealth they used to have to share with their exploiters.  What mysterious force is at work here?  By what sinister conspiracy have the tricky bosses let all the air out of the workers' balloon?

       This farce has been played out fifteen times in real life and at least once on the silver screen.  It is the unwitting subject of a classic motion picture, René Clair's À Nous La Liberté   Most of the delusions that characterize the economic concepts of entertainment intellectuals and their academic brothers are to be found in this amusing film, a satire on industrial production.  The hero, a convict, is forced to (shudder) work in a prison factory making children's toys.  He breaks out of this infernal penitentiary and gets into the manufacturing business himself by (what else) crooked double-dealing.  He makes portable phonographs, all the while imposing on his "free" workers the same ruthless conditions we previously saw in prison (get the connection?).  Just as Russia had a happy ending in 1917, so does the film.   The hero gets his priorities straight and gives the factory to the workers.

       It is here, at the end of the film, that the Proletarian fantasy world is brilliantly captured by René Clair.  In the factory yard where greedy capitalists had recently been depicted in a free-for-all scramble after fluttering banknotes, the newly-liberated workers are engaged in their favorite industrial activity:  they are bowling.  Others are dancing to the title song in an outdoor park.  The rest are sitting out on the grass behind the factory, fishing in a river that runs alongside.  Everyone is happy at last -  in the sharpest possible contrast to the sullen, humdrum misery that characterized anyone engaged in any form of productive effort earlier in the film.  They sing À Nous La Liberté (We Choose Freedom) for the Nth time as the picture ends.

       Fortunately for the audiences who saw this entertaining classic, they could do so with full stomachs in heated theaters, could then rise at its end and walk through brightly-lit lobbies to catch properly-functioning transportation to their snug and secure homes.  In utopia itself things had developed rather differently:  no heat, no light, no transportation.  All those things require the successful operation of hundreds of specialized factories, and utopian factories don't operate very successfully.  All enterprises in Russia employing more than ten workers had been nationalized in the first month of the revolution.29  Any factory so nationalized was put under the control of a commissar who typically had no experience in productive activities of any kind, and who operated the plant on the basis of ideology and revenge.  Productivity in some oil, coal and metal industries dropped to no more than ten percent of the pre-war level.  By 1920 total production had fallen to one-sixth of what it had been when the workers were liberated three years earlier.

       The commissar's ignorance and motives were not the only problems.  After all, he was usually in a remote office engaged in fervent revolutionary discourse with dozens of other commissars, while the factory itself was under the immediate direction of its employees.  The factory soviet of workers was the seat of all authority;  an authority that was generally to be found on its seat.  Maurice Hindus tells us what it was like in those first years of Liberated Labor:



Early attempts to put workers in charge of factories proved a dismal failure.  Whenever anything went wrong in a shop, they called mass meetings, argued and wrangled, smoked endlessly, and wasted precious hours of work.  As a director or manager of industry, the highly eulogized Russian Proletarian demonstrated that he would just as soon argue as work.30



       According to the official Soviet statistics at the time, the nation's manufacture of cloth to put on the liberated workers' backs fell, by 1921, to less than 7 percent, and the cultivation of food crops fell in some places to less than 5 percent of pre-revolutionary levels.31  Famine ravaged the land as farmers stopped planting any more acreage than they needed for themselves.  It didn't make sense any more, it would only be seized by one official agency or another   without compensation.  The official death rate rose to 60 per thousand in 192232;  it was undoubtedly substantially higher than that.

       With both industrial and agricultural production at intolerably low levels, the workers' utopia tried to create an aesthetic symmetry by destroying their commercial relations with the desperate consumers.  In 1920 all private trading was prohibited;  small factories, shops and stores were closed;  their owners were arrested;  their goods were confiscated.33

       The grab-it-for-us game was heady stuff;  so much so that its Proletarian players occasionally forgot they were only supposed to plunder the bourgeoisie.  In Saratov and in Vladimir, for example, Karl Marx's infantile fantasies about "an openly legalized community of women" led to the nationalization of all women by decree.  The exact wording of the edict provides some insight into the emotions and motives underlying the workers' paradise.



At the age of eighteen, all girls are declared state property.  All girls achieving the age of eighteen and not having married are obliged, on pain of severe fines and punishment, to register with the Bureau of "Free Love" attached to the Commisariat of Charity.  Those having registered . . . have the right to choose a cohabitant, ranging from the age of nineteen to fifty. . . . Men also have the right to choose from the girls of eighteen or over.  For those who want it, the choice of husband or wife takes place once a month. . .  . Men from the age of nineteen to fifty have the right to choose women registered in the bureau even without their consent, this being done in the interests of the state.  Children deriving from such unions become the property of the republic . . . ."34



       It may have been fun and games for the "workers", but Lenin was not amused.  He was disgusted by the "new sexual life" being preached in the name of liberation, and he was disgusted with the liberators themselves35.  Less than six months after his Communists knocked over the Provisional Government that had been set up after the overthrow of the Tsar, Lenin wrote a comprehensive appraisal of the "immediate tasks" needed to keep the citizenry alive.  "The principal task of the Proletariat," Lenin declared, "[is the] production and distribution of the goods required for the existence of tens of millions of people.  [The] revolution can be successfully carried out only if the majority of the population, and primarily the majority of the toilers, engage in independent creative work . . . ."   In a voice loud enough to be heard by the Proletarians fishing out behind the factory, he added, "The principal difficulty [is] raising the productivity of labor".  In case the message wasn't clear enough, he went on to say  "The Russian is a bad worker compared with the advanced peoples. . . . The task that the Soviet government must set the people in all its scope is - learn to work".36

       The time for Marxist claptrap about the noble Proletariat had passed.  There was no further need for progressive mobs marching through the streets waving placards, chanting slogans.37  Left in their wake were the age-old needs of food, clothing and shelter.  As Lenin put it, "It becomes immediately clear that while it is possible to capture the central government in a few days . . . the problem of raising the productivity of labor requires, at all events, several years".



Civil War



       While most of the glorious revolution had something positively ludicrous about it, there was nothing laughable about the Civil War.  Those who objected violently to the seizure of Russia's brand-new democracy by the Bolsheviks promptly made war on the new regime.  They were joined by "contingents" of English, Japanese and American soldiers sent into Russia by the betrayed Allies who were trying to oust Lenin and restore a government that would renew Russia's war effort.

       In this continent-sized civil war, lasting from December 1917 to December 1920, the Bolsheviks had virtually no material advantages.  Even the military supplies left over from the World War were under Allied control.  The trans-Siberian railroad was under American control.  The Black sea ports were under English control.  And all these military assets were placed at the disposal of the democratic government in its fight against the Bolsheviks.  Not only that, but the Ukrainian breadbasket of the nation was, during this period, under German control and then under its own control, and completely hostile to everything Russian.

       For their part, the Bolsheviks lacked modern weapons and they couldn't import them from foreign nations because of the blockade.  Indeed, they lacked every basic economic requirement of modern warfare.  The cards were stacked against the Communists from the beginning.  But the Bolsheviks won virtually every battle against the government loyalists and their foreign allies.  Month by month in the cities, year by year in the countryside, they won the "hearts and minds" of The People and, with them, the populated areas of European Russia.  The will of The People won the Civil War.

       Mass battles to the death, engaged in by millions, and supported with food and shelter and portage by many more millions have, since the beginning of time, served as the decision maker in human affairs.  Such a decision was the Civil War, the true revolution of the Soviet Union and of Communism.  Those who fought in this ghastly ordeal left the safety of their homes, left their families, banded together in poorly equipped "contingents" and they fought bitterly for what they zealously considered "right".

       The reasons for all this were to be crucial to the course of world history in the twentieth century, for the same scenario was played out on a global stage during the next seventy years.  In China, a ragtag force of Communists living in caves with nothing but the clothes on their backs and a motley collection of hand-me-down weapons would ultimately defeat a well trained and well- equipped Chinese government army with two billion dollars worth of American military aid in a civil war that imitated the Soviet Civil War in almost every detail.

       Not only that, but the same Communist China, emerging from 8 years of "total war" with Japan and 4 years of "total civil war" with its own government, a China laid waste in its industrial facilities and stripped of its most able population, would conquer Tibet and fight the combined armies of South Korea, the United States and the United Nations to a bloody standstill in Korea without a single placard or "teach-in" or "sit-in" on the home front, without a single decisive defeat on the battlefield, without a single break in the leadership.  And if you think that's because China was a "police state", try to remember that all this happened only eight months after the Communists took over.

       And remember, too, that an equally war-ravaged North Vietnam would conduct large-scale terrorist operations and full-scale military operations against Laos, South Vietnam and Cambodia for twenty-one years at an unimaginable intensity without a murmur of dissent at home and with complete victory in the field against an equally unimaginable level of military effort and sacrifice by the South Vietnamese and the Americans on land, sea and air.

       That is strength.  That is military strength.  The Americans learned it in 1965-73 when their home front came apart at the seams despite the steady military ascendency of their superior forces in Vietnam.  The lesson of history is that the tanks and guns and airplanes a nation can put into the field do not constitute, by themselves, military strength.  All that equipment will be found abandoned in the wake of a retreating mob if the other side has a monopoly on emotional dedication and if the people behind the other side's weapons have a suicidal determination to win every battle.

       And so we learned for the first time, during the Russian Civil War, that there is something about this new phenomenon, this emotional recoil from political and economic individualism, that binds The People together into an almost invincible force.  And we learned that this new force was equally effective out there on foreign battlefields and back here in the streets of the "workers' paradise".  This inspiring emotion, this motivating force, is the ideal of "sibling justice", a basic instinct, the powerful rallying cry of righteousness against evil.

       Arrayed against this primeval cause are the bright shining goals of the modern world:  economic efficiency, technological innovation, individual freedom, free enterprise, "looseness".  Such things are not only of vanishing interest to a feudal population but, in fact, the concept of individual freedom is, to the feudal mind, merely a call for license or social outrage, the sort of thing only a libertine would desire.  And we have already analyzed the effects of the "Mark of Cain" on such a population.

       As we relive the story of Communism's rise and fall, we will appreciate how dangerous the world became in the aftermath of so much "brotherhood".  We will see one Communist regime after another come into power without a single thought of world domination or regional conquest and find itself irresistibly drawn into military assaults on virtually every one of its neighbors.  Drawn by what?  By the immediate advantage, the military advantage of what we will hereafter call "polarization".

       When all of the elements of a normal population go about their varied business and draw varied conclusions from varied lifestyles and argue with each other over the relative advantages of each one's philosophy of government and life, the nation they inhabit has very little of the strength, the military strength, we have been talking about.  But in a Communist country, the common passion that excites the hearts and minds of the population binds everyone tightly alongside his neighbor with a noble purpose, the cause of "justice".  The Communist state finds itself automatically duplicating the tight bundle of rods imperial Rome chose as its (very appropriate), symbol, the Fasces.  The fact that Rome's symbol depicts a military axe in the middle of that bundle is no accident.

       And when all of the elements of a group line up in the manner of a Fasces, we say they are "polarized".  The emotional bond at work in a Communist community polarizes its members into a collective that is far stronger than the unpolarized members of a free community across the border.  This very unfortunate effect of collective regression led to a great deal of bloodshed in this century, all of it totally pointless and all of it utterly destructive of human progress.



Lenin's Counterrevolution - the New Economic Policy



       But now that Lenin was in complete control of a more or less united nation, he was less interested in Marxist zeal than he was in ordinary human progress.  He didn't see much of it in the "workers' paradise".  In place of the bountiful utopia that was supposed to be created by a free Proletariat once it had struck off the chains of capitalism, Lenin saw only economic ruin.  To make his workers' state prosperous, he decided, would require a return to capitalist chains.  "We must raise the question of piecework and apply and test it in practice," said Lenin.  "we must make wages correspond to the total amount of goods turned out."38

       Then he launched himself into an extensive sales pitch on the subject of time-and-motion studies, an idea much in vogue in capitalist circles at the turn of the century.  Having praised at length the immediate benefits to be derived from holding a stopwatch over the sluggish Proletariat, Lenin gave them the bad news:  these were the methods that had to be introduced into the workers' paradise to prevent disaster.  These methods, which Lenin identified as "the refined brutality of bourgeois exploitation", had to replace kaffe-klatch management in Soviet industry.  What was needed was a boss with an iron fist.  The revolution had only just smashed the oldest, strongest and heaviest fetters to which the masses submitted under duress.  But that was yesterday.  Today, the same revolution demands "that the masses unquestioningly obey the single will of the leaders of the labor process."  Of course, such a transition "can be achieved only as a result of reversions to old ways."  [The italics are Lenin's.]

       Lenin certainly didn't gain political control over the pre-revolutionary Marxist movement with talk like that.  Blunt words about work and other distasteful subjects were unprecedented among the idealistic visionaries of the revolution.  What had provoked this blasphemous diatribe was the economic disintegration of the nation, the starvation of its citizenry, and the orgies of self-indulgence among the liberated heroes of the new age.

       But in the midst of this early trial-by-fire, Lenin discovered a remarkable thing about human beings:  if you incessantly tell them they are living in a green world, they will hardly notice that it is brown.  If you tell people something over and over again, it becomes a part of their reality.  Lenin only got down to brass tacks on those rare occasions when a lot of people had to be talked into changing some very specific activity.  But, at all other times, he kept up a nonstop harangue about the workers' paradise and how utterly, wonderfully Marxist it was.  He found the world that people lived in was, by and large, the one they heard everyone telling them they lived in.  Lenin told them.

       He kept on telling them, through the months of famine and turmoil, how breathtakingly scientific Marxism was, how steady the Russian ship of state was being held on its Communist course  - - while he quietly steered the foundering lifeboat in the opposite direction.  After hearing for the eighty-seventh time that they were living in a Marxist world of broken chains, of worker control of industry, a factory's workers were generally willing to "revert to the old ways" and "unquestionably obey the single will" of Lenin's new bosses.  It was a new world, after all;  it was bound to be a bit confusing.

       It was indeed!  At a Party Congress in March, 1921, Lenin rang down the curtain on the Proletarian revolution and converted the entire Soviet Union into a capitalist restoration.  With hordes of idle Proletarians to feed and clothe, he declared that private enterprise was the only way to get the economy back on its feet.  He pushed through the congress a New Economic Policy (NEP) that turned private farmers, private tradesmen and private manufacturers loose again.  After they paid their taxes to the Communist government they could carry on their normal economic activities as they saw fit.  In his major statement on the subject in April, 1921, Lenin freely admitted what effect his NEP would have.



The effect will be the revival of the petty bourgeoisie and of capitalism.  This is beyond doubt.

. . . to prohibit entirely, to put a lock on, all development of private, nonstate exchange, i.e., trade, i.e., capitalism would be foolish and suicidal for the party that tried to apply it.  It would be foolish because such a policy is economically impossible.  It would be suicidal because the party that tried to apply such a policy would meet with inevitable disaster."39



       And here we have the first public utterance of the central contradiction that shaped 20th-century Communism.  It is the unmentionable factor that made every Communist government a hostage of its own majority and a despot to its most valuable minority.  Lenin realized by that time that "communism" was the last thing on the minds of his victorious Proletariat.  The vision and ideal of "communism", as we have seen, had been around for centuries.  Any group suffering the pangs of envy could set up a monastery, a kibbutz or a commune as an asylum to shield their emotional illness from the terrible nonuniformity of the outside world.  But Lenin realized his Russian workers had not made a revolution and fought a civil war for the sake of equality alone.  Economic "justice" in a cold monastic cubicle on bread and water is great stuff to talk about (particularly when justifying tawdry deeds by claiming holy purposes), but any ruling party that actually "tried to apply such a policy would meet with inevitable disaster".

       You bet it would.  The vision that had mobilized those scruffy mobs in the streets of Petrograd and Moscow was plunder, not Gregorian chant.  But if it had been only a matter of lust and greed, everything would have worked out reasonably well in the end.  There was nothing new about plunder, it has been one of the most common human activities throughout history.  What was new in Russia, and later new in 14 other nations, is the desire to escape envy and poverty at the same time.  The desire to be equal, yet prosperous.  To have entitlements without requirements.  To live under the slogan "from each according to his ability, to each according to his need", but to live well.  This was indeed something new under the sun.  Having destroyed the feudal system to create a rich modern world, we now began to see irate groups of "revolutionaries" who wanted to return to the uniform equality of Marxist feudalism but wanted to bring along with them the new wealth created by modern independent producers!

       The contrast with historical revolutions was stark indeed.  In every economic revolution since the good old days in France in the 1790s, the mobs got a chance to plunder the town houses and estates of the aristocracy, but then the referee blew his whistle and everyone went back to work.  Once the excitement was over, once people's passions had simmered down, it had always been time to pick up the tools of the economy again, time to produce food, clothing and shelter for the revolution's survivors, who promptly divided themselves into the same three groups mankind has split itself into since the Stone Age. 



There were the eager beavers who saw what needed doing and did it.

There were the sluggards who usually went back to the hay loft or the tavern to pick up the threads of their former lives.

And there was the bulk of the population that turned its back reluctantly on the amusements of the guillotines and stood in the yard waiting for someone to tell it what to do.



	The bulk of the population did what Lenin told it to do, but it still harbored Karl Marx's primal scream deep in its breast.  It still marched to the sound of a distant drummer, the drumbeat of envy.  Helmut Schoeck has described envy as that "early, inescapable and unappeasable drive in man".  It has since become clear that envy is merely the habit of sibling rivalry not outgrown.  For Lenin's Proletariat, the vision of a new world was an angry daydream of long standing, a daydream of total confiscation from all those imagined siblings on the other side of town.  For Lenin's Proletariat, the vision included an all-powerful mother state that would redress every remembered childhood grievance and punish unmercifully the "favored siblings". 

	During Lenin's New Economic Policy, that vision lay dormant in wait for a more appropriate leader.

       Lenin was lucky;  he died in 1924.  He painted rosy pictures of wealthy monasteries in the sky, then turned the country over to private enterprise and waltzed out of the picture into a snug tomb in Red Square.  He left his campaign promises behind to be taken care of by his lucky successors.  In the meantime, he was the first to dance the Revolutionary Two-Step that has been danced by every Communist regime in its turn:  the first step toward the Marxist vision (until famine brings it to its knees), the second step back to individual economic enterprise (until envy brings it back to its feet again).  It is the second step that turns a revolutionary country into a Communist one.  It is the second step that brought to the Russian scene a true leader of The People, Josef Vissarionovich Djugashvili, known to his fellow revolutionaries as Josef Stalin.



CHAPTER EIGHT

JOSEPH STALIN AND THE MANDATE OF ENVY



       When he forced the adoption of the New Economic Policy, Lenin dropped a stone in the middle of utopia's lily pond;  the waves spread out from the center in widening circles for the next nine years.  Capitalism in the workers' state!  Free enterprise in operation again just a few years after a revolution and bloody civil war to stamp it out.  Nikita Khrushchev recalled the early days of the NEP in his private reminiscences.



Another of Lenin's measures that proved to be very controversial was the New Economic Policy.  This was a bold, decisive, and dangerous - but absolutely necessary - step for him to take.  In essence the New Economic Policy meant the restoration of private property and the revival of the middle class, including the kulaks [Soviet term for productive farmers].  The commercial element in our society was put firmly back on its feet.  As soon as the NEP was instituted, the confusion and famine began to subside.  The cities came back to life.  Produce started to reappear in the market stalls, and prices fell.

The Party slogan at the time was "Learn Commerce!"  We were supposed to defeat the private merchants and NEPmen  by beating them at their own game.  We tried to take over as much commerce as possible and put it in state hands.  We tried hard to underprice the NEPmen in state cooperatives and also offer higher quality and better service.  But we didn't have much success."40



       Khrushchev later reminisced about his home province and about some foreigners in a nearby settlement who joined the NEP to raise livestock at their own risk and on their own behalf.  Along with other colonies of private enterprise on small farms in the area, they turned the whole disaster around in four years.  As Nikita describes it:



They sold their meat cheaply - - and privately.  By the fall of 1925 there was an abundance of vegetables, watermelons, and poultry, and meat cost only fifteen kopeks a pound.  We had returned to prewar standards.  But it was still difficult and even painful for us to adapt ourselves to the New Economic Policy.41



       You bet it was!  Years later, in a public speech, Nikita Khrushchev spoke of the shock wave at the center of the lily pond.



The New Economic Policy indulged capitalist elements in the country, but it did so in the interest of strengthening the positions of socialism in the country.  Lenin said it had to be done, that NEP had to be adopted.  He even resorted to granting concessions to foreign capitalists if they wanted to secure concessions from us.

We had fought, smashed the White Guards, smashed our internal enemies and the foreign interventionists and had celebrated the victory.  And this was the time when Lenin said that it might be necessary to grant concessions, to take the step of indulging capitalist elements.  This came hard, comrades.  There were Party members who could not understand the necessity for this policy, who pulled out their Party cards and said:  'I am leaving the Party'.42



       The NEP spread waves of bitter envy in the general urban population as well.  Any factory or shop or commercial enterprise that was small enough to be operated by the private entrepreneurs themselves was turned over to them.  The prospect appealed to about 16 percent of the urban population.  They willingly accepted Lenin's NEP and cut themselves loose from the collective umbilical cord to make shoes and overcoats, to fix worn out plumbing and to replace broken windows.  This 16 percent accounted for 75 percent of the urban economic output during the NEP years.  The other 84 percent of the city dwellers happily congregated in the vast Proletarian flophouses of collectivized heavy industry.  These were maintained by the solicitous mission keepers of the Communist regime to avoid the dangerous presence of large crowds of unemployed in the volatile cities.  In these industrial soup kitchens, 84 percent of the urban population produced 25 percent of the urban economic output.  They benefited, more or less, only from their own production, while the eager beavers in the NEP benefited from their share of the production - over 15 times as much per person.43 

 	It was an emotional disaster!  If the revolutionary two-step outraged the starry-eyed Marxists in the Communist Party, their reaction was mild when compared with the mounting fury among the rank-and-file Proletarians.  The worthy masses who had carried the guns were getting sore feet from Lenin's dance.  They had won equality in four bloody years of strife only to find out their equalitarian production was not enough to keep them alive.  Lenin promised to solve that problem for them, and now as a result they had lost equality again.  While industrial economic output rose by 450 percent during the NEP44, the inequalities of individual production, hence distribution, rose 1500 percent.  It was a losing battle;  the goads to Proletarian envy were fast outstripping the prosperity in Proletarian bellies.

       When the waves of the NEP reached the countryside, an even fiercer battle with the scourge of envy erupted among the agricultural population.  To be sure, the NEP was putting more food on the table, but the loathsome consequences of permitting farmers to grow crops on their own behalf were far more obvious out on the open land than they were behind the discreet walls of the city.  When a farmer plows his fields faster and gets more seed into the ground during the optimum time of the year, the results are not modestly veiled by draperies at the windows;  they spread all over the countryside in maddening splendor, in seas of ripe grain rippling in the breeze, in golden oceans of sunflowers, whose seeds provide Russia's principal food oil.  Any green-eyed neighbor can calculate in his head what riches will flow into the kulak's pocket when all those crops are harvested.  But that's not all.  When the kulak and his family have worked round the clock to bring in their harvest at just the right time, they have the nerve to thresh it in clean new wooden sheds they've been building all summer - their grain losses from rain and vermin are less than anyone else in the region.  Then they feed it to a growing herd of livestock in new cow sheds and milking barns - all this right out in the open, mind you, where everyone can see it going on.

       It hadn't been nearly as painful when all those crops belonged to the lord of the manor, the aristocratic landowner, the powerful father figure of the district.  That was as should be, as it always had been.  That was how the general mass of peasantry had been brought up from birth in their own families.  The all-powerful autocrat of the meanest hovel dispensed what little there was to a hungry set of children either justly (i.e. uniformly), or unjustly (i.e., showing favoritism to one or another sibling at the expense of the rest).  So little work has been done on this fundamental question that we do not know, for example, whether envy is more savage when someone has been raised in an unjust family than a just one.  Whatever the case, serfs didn't envy their landlords as much as they envied their neighboring serfs, because the landlord was in loco parentis while the neighbor was in loco fratris.  It's all right for a parent to live in splendor on a higher plane but, when a surrogate sibling dares to do the same, we're right back in the seething playpen again.

       By the end of the 1920s you couldn't tell the Ukraine from Indiana.  Ninety-six percent of the land was owned by private farmers left to sink or swim on their own.45  Some swam quite prosperously but many, lacking initiative and accustomed to detailed instructions re. their daily activities, sank slowly into insolvency.  The famine conditions that had led to the NEP in the first place were now a thing of the past, but there was still a wide discrepancy between what an inept or lazy farmer could raise on his land and what an efficient, hard-working kulak family could raise on its land.  When Khrushchev's NEP neighbors produced in sufficient abundance to drive the price of meat down to 15 kopeks a pound, their unproductive neighbors could no longer sell theirs for 40 or 50 kopeks.  If they couldn't make the grade at the new price, if they couldn't pay their bills on what their own productivity was worth, they had to sell their land to the kulaks and move to the collective factories in the city.  That's what made Indiana what it is today - - a place where small numbers of efficient farmers raise huge crops.  That's what was happening to the Ukraine in the 1920s.

       In the time-honored manner, many Ukrainians moved to the cities to see if they could do better there.  They sold their land and called it quits with the agricultural business;  they acted like normal rational people in many developing countries.  Being a bad farmer doesn't make you envious - - the two things have nothing to do with each other.  But there were enviers in the countryside.  With a vengeance.  There were hordes of them.  And a good many were lousy farmers.  Their smoldering emotions struck sparks in the dry tinder of those disgruntled Party aparatchiks who hadn't turned in their cards yet.  The Party's propaganda line in the hinterlands became a message of hatred.  And it spread like wildfire.

       While René Clair was dreaming of workless utopias in which flowed the milk and honey of equalitarian prosperity, the rancorous movie makers of  the Soviet Union were filming a classic motion picture of their own, this one more in keeping with reality.  In Kiev, the capital of the Ukraine, the Party's arrested emotional development inspired the epic film "EARTH!", a Marxist pastorale to rural envy.  Made on location in the farm country during 1929 and 1930, it depicts the implacable hatred of "progressive" farmers towards neighbors with livestock and fields of grain.  Interestingly enough, the progressives in the film are generally to be found indoors, engaged in endless conversations with local Party agitators.  When they do go outside, it is either to curse the neighbors' fences or to look up the road for the long-awaited tractors that had been promised them from the Proletarian flophouses in the cities.  EARTH accurately depicts a long wait for very few tractors.  Indeed, only 3300 tractors were manufactured by collective industry in the entire Soviet Union in 1929.46  (You and your neighbors could build that many tractors in the school gymnasium in that amount of time.)

       Throughout the film the messages are clear and Marxist - and endlessly repeated:  the progressives have little or no livestock and have built no storage sheds or barns, while "next door", the movie points out, "the rich farmers have fine structures".  Basil, the young hero of the progressives, promises that "we'll put an end to the rich farmers" and he dedicates his life to tearing down their fences and tearing around in the one tractor that does finally appear on the scene.  He neglects, however, to put water in the radiator and hence manages to burn the motor out.  The film's final message is that "The glory of Basil will fly around the world".

       Leaving Basil and his burned-out motor aside for the moment, the question becomes:  Who are these rich farmers everyone is talking about?  Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn explains who they are in the first volume of The Gulag Archipelago.   He reveals how rural envy was made respectable by concealing it in the plain brown wrapper of obsolete terminology.  Back in pre-revolutionary times, a "kulak" was an unscrupulous loan shark;  a speculator.  It was the epithet hurled at a dishonest rural trader who got rich not by his own labor but by usury and dirty dealing.  But after Lenin discovered free enterprise and invented the New Economic Policy to grow the nation's food again, the term was increasingly applied to hard-working and productive farmers.  Thus a "kulak" became a rich farmer;  the word now being used as an emotionally charged club to bludgeon anyone envied by a worthless neighbor.  Solzhenitsyn passionately condemns this abuse of language and reminds us where those kulaks came from in the first place.



...by 1930 all strong peasants in general were being so called - all peasants strong in management, strong in work, or even strong merely in convictions.

Let us remember, let us open our eyes:  only a dozen years had passed since the great Decree on the Land.   The land was allocated in accordance with the number of "mouths" per family, equally.   Then suddenly there were kulaks and there were poor peasants.  How could that be?  wasn't it most often a matter of hard work and persistence?47



       Back in 1917 when the revolution was simple and straightforward and Marxist, the enemies of the people could be identified in class terms as those who had benefited from hereditary privilege or unfair advantage, but the Party agitators could hardly drag out those old chestnuts at this late date - all the aristocrats and landlords were gone.  As Solzhenitsyn points out, everyone had started from scratch after the revolution;  whoever was prosperous in the NEP years had done it strictly on his own.

       This presented the Communist Party with a formidable problem in the countryside.  Day by day throughout the 1920s, the Party sought to win the support of the rural masses by propaganda and exhortation.  The Party's hold on the cities was by now fairly secure;  the teeming Proletarian flophouses saw to that.  But in the countryside the pace and direction of events was primarily determined by the fast-stepping kulaks, who had no earthly use for Marxist prattle.  Rural merchants and craftsmen took their cue from the front runners, and a good many mediocre farmers emulated the kulaks, striving to copy their techniques and keep up with their pace.  These latter were known in Communist jargon as "middle peasants".

       But the kulaks represented at most 10 percent of the farm population, and the middle peasants added another 10 percent.  That left 80 percent of the farm population to whom Karl Marx just might have something very interesting to say.  Joseph Stalin, the head of the Party's Politburo, thought so.

  	In those days Joe Stalin was a virtually unknown aparatchik whose power base was exclusively within the Party bureaucracy.  In view of the authority exercised by Communist leaders in later years, the insignificance of Party hacks in the 1920s is hard to remember.  Leonid Orlovsky, an officer in the Red Army assigned to guard the Kremlin in the 1920s, later explained that 



In those days Stalin was an unknown figure to us.  People hadn't heard of him.  I was a Red Commander and I worked in the Kremlin and I didn't know who Stalin was.48



Those who did know who Stalin was called him "Comrade Card Index" because he was the general secretary of the party whose job in those days was confined to keeping the Communist Party's records.

   	Before the bloody events of 1929 - 31, the government of the Soviet Union was controlled by government leaders, people like Aleksei Rykov, who succeeded Lenin as Chairman of the People's Commissars, people like Nikolai Bukharin, head of the Communist International and editor-in-chief of Pravda, the Soviet Union's principal spokesman.  Bukharin was a professional economist and an enthusiastic supporter of the New Economic Policy.     

       At any rate, Stalin spent the NEP years looking for useful allies in his struggle to succeed Lenin. The 80-20 split in the countryside was made to order for him.  At that time he was merely an aparatchik who counted political noses above hungry mouths.  He urged Party activists to mobilize the lower strata of the countryside for struggle against the kulaks.  At the same time, he began to make a famous series of speeches that rose from tentative experimentation to raging demagoguery, later to turn into panicky pleas for moderation - when the thing got out of control.

       We must remember that, at that historical juncture, the Party was a minority group with questionable support, and the revolution it had sponsored was fast becoming yesterday's news.  The problem of winning the rural mandate was crucial to the future of Communism on this planet.  It had taken Lenin barely three and one-half years to call a halt to the only unique feature Communism had to offer, viz, its economic program of mass leveling.  Normal economic activity had been wearing its grooves into the nation's consciousness for over twice that long now, and the infection of NEP success had spread into the top leadership of the Party itself.

       Nicolai Bukharin, the head of the Comintern and a far more illustrious personage at that time than Joseph Stalin, argued that the NEP was the wave of the future, particularly in the agricultural sector.  He wanted its free-enterprise aspects increased, and he publicly questioned whether the nation could achieve 20th-century modernity in any other way.  Well, of course, it could not.  And had Russia followed the usual course of the world's revolutions from this point on, very few people today would ever have heard of Joseph Stalin.  We all, however, would recognize the names of Lenin and Bukharin as people involved in the transition of Russia from a feudal to a modern political organization during the first half of the present century.



The Rise of Stalin



       The fact that history took a different course, that a strange new phenomenon like Soviet Communism emerged from the political crucible of the 1930s is, after all, quite surprising.  Stalin, by insisting the Party seek to enlist on its side only the weakest producers in the Soviet farmlands, was breaking new ground in the political history of our species.  In this respect he was a pioneer among world revolutionaries.  Invariably the leaders of past regimes had sought to enlist the movers and shakers of every sector of the nation's economy in their cause.  They had tried to organize the strengths of their people in the service of the new state.  Now for the first time in history, a political leader sought power by destroying strength, sought personal supremacy by enlisting on his side the least common denominators among the citizenry.  Stalin defeated Bukharin and his fellow Chamber-of Commerce boosters by reminding the Communist Party on which side of its bread the distributist butter was to be found.  In a speech before the Central Committee in April of 1929, Stalin ridiculed his productivist opponents for believing that economic success would lead to a Soviet Union still under the control of the Communists.  He reminded them that the Party was completely unnecessary in the absence of "the class struggle", and that Bukharin's expectation of support for a Marxist government from a productive countryside was "blindness" to the realities of their political program.  He charged Bukharin's people with trying "to adapt our policy to the tastes of the . . . bourgeoisie", and wanting to "surrender our positions to the capitalist elements".49  The message was clear:  turning the nation loose to become prosperous was equivalent to suicide for the Bolsheviks.  Their Party's mandate lay in what Amalrik called "justice" and what Stalin called the "class struggle".  Any other game was bound to be played by somebody else's rules.  There was no more unfit group of individuals on the face of the earth to organize and manage a modern economy.  The countryside was following the lead of efficient farmers who found nothing of value in Marxism.  What those farmers wanted was tractors;  what the Party's industrial soup kitchens produced was 3300 a year delivered to 26 million farms.  In a nation 82% agricultural, the Bolsheviks could never gain national majority support on the basis of their economic expertise.50  But Stalin realized they could win the support of the bulk of the peasantry with that most powerful of all Communist weapons, the mandate of envy.

       As Roy Medvedev describes it, "a very dangerous situation was taking shape in the middle of 1929.  An undeclared war with the kulaks was going on.  The country was threatened with the complete disorganization of the whole national economy, and with famine".51  

	Indeed there was an undeclared war with the kulaks going on.  The outraged serfs of a bygone feudalism were burning down the houses and barns of their more prosperous neighbors;  there were beatings of kulaks and their families, the seizure of livestock, of land, and of stored grain.52

       At this point, Stalin persuaded the aparatchiks to turn against Bukharin's Chamber-of Commerce free enterprise and support the peasantry against the kulaks.  He reported the early results triumphantly to an increasingly attentive Party in December, 1929.



The characteristic feature in the work of our Party during the past year is that we, as a Party, as the Soviet power,  have developed an offensive along the whole front against the capitalist elements in the countryside.

What does this mean?  It means that we have passed from the policy of restricting the exploiting proclivities of the kulaks to the policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class.  This means that we have made, and are still making, one of the decisive turns in our whole policy.53  [Stalin's italics]



       Clinging to the illusion that he was still in control of events (and knew what he was doing), Stalin prematurely announced the impending success of his brilliant scheme to establish Communism's supremacy in the countryside.



Now, the kulaks are being expropriated by the masses of poor and middle peasants themselves . . .[and it is] ridiculous and foolish to discourse on the expropriation of the kulaks.  You do not lament the loss of the hair of one who has been beheaded.



       Stalin had no idea how much cause for lament was building up out there.  What had been beheaded was, in Solzhenitsyn's words, "the flower of the peasantry".  As the orgy picked up in tempo, the borderline between the very best farmers (kulaks) and the next best farmers (middle peasants) lost much of its clarity.  Who you were in relation to the mob depended on how low a mob you faced.  The Party's Central Committee newspaper charged, in 1930, that there were



cases of middle peasants being subjected to dekulakization because they had once sold a dozen scythes, some grain, a cow, shoe soles, or hay.  In some places groups of poor peasants explicitly decreed the expropriation of middle peasants, ordering the confiscation of such luxuries as sewing machines, mirrors, and beds.54



       Solzhenitsyn describes another enemy of the people who, although one step removed from the center of the action, nevertheless received equal attention in the progressive cause.



[I]n every village there were people who in one way or another had personally gotten in the way of the local activists.  This was the perfect time to settle accounts with them of jealousy, envy, insult.  A new word was needed for all these new victims as a class - - and it was born.  'a person aiding the kulaks'.  In other words, I consider you an accomplice of the enemy.  And that finishes you! 55



                   And so it was that these two terms [kulak and kulak helper] embraced everything that constituted the essence of the village, its energy, its keenness of wit, its love of hard work, its resistance, and its conscience.  They were torn up by the roots - - and collectivization was accomplished.

       And what did collectivization represent?  It was the fundamental promise of the revolution:  escape from envy.  It was equality.  It was a landscape free of free neighbors, a haven for the rural Proletariat, a return to the feudal system of equal siblings.

       And what about the kulaks?  Does the zero-sum collective have room for productive farmers?  Stalin's answer was "of course not, for they are sworn enemies of the collective-farm movement".56  Later, when his collective brethren proved unable to feed themselves, Stalin tried to salvage as much kulak production as he could, away from the green eyes of his constituents.

       In 1963, when Nikita Khrushchev was trying to recapture the agricultural productivity of the NEP years, the specialist journals were permitted to examine the records of those grisly years and discuss quite openly what they found there.  It was not a pretty picture.  Each day's victims, it turns out, were chosen in meetings of the rural soviet.  This wasn't part of the national government, nor was it a part of the Communist Party;  it was just Basil and the boys whooping it up in an empty shed in town.  The boys?  They were whoever wasn't out tending the fields, and thus found time weighing heavily on their hands.

       The dirty work was done by (in the words of the official records) "brigades formed by the Councils of the Poor and Middle Peasants".57  And who are they?  Basil again;  the same boys, the same shed.  When the shouting was over, when the vodka ran out, when the mood got sufficiently ugly, the "brigade" set off on the day's rounds.  In 1982, the Soviet monthly Oktyabr discussed some of the rural types who made up the murder brigades of 1929-31.  One had suffered "since he was a child  from a sense of inferiority, which has filled him with envy, suspicion and hatred toward all those who appear to be 'luckier' than he is".  Feelings, it points out, that can have "highly unpleasant consequences".  Another's "insane hatred  turned into a primitive thirst for blood" - again with unpleasant consequences.   He found "killing a human being  easier than crushing a louse".58

       According to the official records, progressive elements of this ilk killed 21% of the "kulaks" living in the Northern Caucusus region, killed them right where they found them, killed them in their own homes and in their own fields.  In the Central Volga region the brigades of poor and middle peasants massacred almost 20% of the kulaks and they also killed an equal number of "uppity" middle peasants, clearing off in the process the families living on ten thousand farms.  In Siberia the rate was about the same:  one kulak in five slain wherever he was found.  All this happened during the winter of 1929-30.59

       The official history says simply that "the destruction of the kulaks started in 1929 in violation of Soviet law".  It goes on to say that "Following the lead of the peasants, Stalin changed the laws to permit expropriation of kulaks and driving them from their land".  The date given for Stalin's seizure of the Mandate of Envy is "at the end of 1929".

       The data that are coming out today are still incomplete.  Periods of time and sections of the country in which the slaughter was the worst have never shown up in the official tabulations.  But we do have a valuable clue to the overall totals which, when combined with U.S. intelligence data on Soviet railroads, makes it possible to separate out the various killings and match them with the various killers.  In 1942, Winston Churchill dined with Stalin in the Kremlin.  Near the end of a five-hour round of wines, of numerous toasts in vodka, of several brandy snifters, the two men began to vie with each other in the sharing of confidences.  When Churchill brought up, in sympathetic vein, the subject of the kulaks, Stalin began a spirited reminiscence of what he clearly considered a nightmare.  He said it was "fearful" and had cost ten million lives.  He said that "the great bulk were very unpopular and were wiped out by their laborers".60

       Since few kulaks had any hired "laborers", we can overlook the standard Marxist implication of "exploitation".  To Boris, work under any conditions was exploitation and, for those who made up the killing brigades, the term "laborers" is misplaced.  But Stalin is saying that, of the ten million killed, over half were done to death in the countryside.  We know from ample historical data that the rest were packed into boxcars and taken away, either to "the province of Tomsk or the province of Irkutsk or farther north" (in Stalin's words), or to the mining and lumbering camps in the northern reaches of European Russia and the Ural mountains.  The rolling stock and single-track lines available in 1930 were barely sufficient to move three million people to new land in Siberia in the time allowed;  another two million could just possibly have been moved to the nearer labor camps under the conditions described by Solzhenitsyn and others.  According to Soviet records, only 990,470 kulaks remained alive in the camps at the end of 1938.  By no stretch of the imagination or data could 10 million or 12 million or 15 million have been moved away from their farms for any distance by the railroads of the early 1930s in the Soviet Union.  Any number over 5 million died where they stood.61

       During the past forty years I have read hundreds of personal accounts given by escapees from various Communist lands.  They tell what happened to their families, their friends, and to themselves.  They stick very carefully to the objective facts, of cold and hunger and demonstrated malice;  they deal with hands and feet and eyes;  they seldom mention emotions in any detail;  they never delve into basic motives or meanings.  People who have passed through these nightmares prefer to stick to the facts, not the feelings.  It helps keep them sane.

       There is a great problem of numerical scale about death.  If you have a child of your own and you nurture it, love it, come to know its unique gifts, then watch it die in your arms - you will never fully recover, you will keep the pain forever.  Yet I can inform you that almost three million kulaks died in labor camps without even causing a break in the conversation.  This human defense mechanism is vital to our welfare.  Without it we would suffer the loss of a thousand lives with an emotional impact a thousand times the death of that precious child in your arms, and we would never have got past the first murderous volcano in the dawn of our existence here on earth.

       Yet important as it may be for our sanity and emotional balance, I feel we must come to terms with one particular number among those we've discussed, namely, the 5 million deaths in kitchens and backyards, in gardens and grainfields, in the countryside.  These aren't the same thing, by any means, as the Jewish holocaust in the Europe of the Nazis.  The Germans and French and Dutch and Belgians who registered the Jews, rounded them up, and sent them on their way to the death camps in railway wagons could always tell themselves stories about resettlement at the other end - and leave the actual murders to the camp guards.

       We aren't talking about that kind of impersonal, organized operation with its forms to fill out and its name tags fluttering from button holes at railroad stations.  We are talking about people murdered wholesale by their neighbors.  We are talking about more than 5 million of them - men, women and children - struck down by envious murderers for the crime of superior productivity.  Struck down with knives and hoes and an occasional gun for growing more grain and feeding more livestock than Basil and his buddies.  In the hot-blooded homicide of a "killing field" the whole neighborhood saw what was happening, saw the bodies, saw the blood on the ground, saw (and dug!) the shallow graves in which Solzhenitsyn's "flower of the peasantry" fertilized into eternity their own well-tended fields.

       Why must we come to terms with sights and sounds and smells that threaten our sanity?  Because our ignorance of the universal human motives behind such slaughter cripples our ability to help the stricken nations of the Communist world as they now emerge from this nightmare of their own, of their parents', and of their grandparents' creation.  If we come to terms with the killing fields, we can come to terms with the sickness of the soul called envy, and we can help these people recover from the most morbid of Communism's terrible motives.  If we deal with the populations of ex-Communist nations as though they were innocent victims of a fiendish conspiracy against their natural democratic instincts, we'll make a mess of this world that we might never be able to clean up again.

       Sanity and reason are precious possessions.  They have helped the citizens of Western Civilization cope with their own blackest instincts many times in the past.  Now we are called upon to help others;  not just the fifteen ex-Communist nations but another dozen (at least!), in the Tiers Monde that were infected during the "People's War" campaigns of China and the "Wars of National Liberation" carried on by Russia during the 1960s and 1970s.  This malevolent plague of the soul once stalked the entire earth.  The bloody deeds of the Ukraine, the Caucusus, the Volga, the Crimea have spilled out into those parts of the world too emotionally primitive to cope with the modern world.  The events in the Soviet Union between 1929 and 1931 have set the pattern for all the glorious Communist revolutions that have followed.  The bloodshed was proportionately greater in Russia and China, in Vietnam and Cambodia, than it was in the others, but the motives and the process were the same, and the words of self-justification all came out of the same book.

       Eric Hoffer, the American longshoreman and student of mass movements, came to terms with the murderous numbers that characterize this facet of the human species.  He has squeezed out of the bare facts, and out of his own grasp of our basic nature, the essence of an answer;  an answer to the bewildering contradiction between the placidity of the Russian countryside before 1861 when, indeed, the serfs were used like draft animals on behalf of absentee landlords, and the ferocious blood lust we have just seen sweeping over the same countryside 70 years after the serfs were liberated, 70 years after they could work for themselves in social and economic freedom, 12 years after the land was equally distributed to every Soviet citizen, and 12 years after the last of the aristocratic landlords had disappeared from the face of the Russian earth.   Hoffer explained the deadly scourge of our modern, post-feudal world in his book, The True Believer.62



Slaves are poor;  yet where slavery is widespread and long-established, there is little likelihood for the rise of a mass movement.  The absolute equality among the slaves, and the intimate communal life in slave quarters, preclude individual frustration.  The troublemakers are the freed slaves.  In the case of [freed slaves] it is the burden of freedom which is at the root of their discontent.

Freedom aggravates at least as much as it alleviates frustration.  Freedom of choice places the whole blame of failure on the shoulders of the individual.

Unless a man has the talents to make something of himself, freedom is an irksome burden.  Of what avail is freedom to choose if the self be ineffectual?  We join a mass movement to escape individual responsibility.

Those who see their lives as spoiled and wasted crave equality and fraternity  more than they do freedom.  If they clamor for freedom, it is but freedom to establish equality and uniformity.

They who clamor loudest for freedom are often the ones least likely to be happy in a free society.  The frustrated, oppressed by their shortcomings, blame their failure on existing restraints.  Actually their innermost desire is for an end to the 'free for all'.  They want to eliminate free competition and the ruthless testing to which the individual is continually subjected in a free society.

Where freedom is real, equality is the passion of the masses.  Where equality is real, freedom is the passion of a small minority.

Equality without freedom creates a more stable social pattern than freedom without equality.



       Hoffer obviously understood the mandate of envy, the powerful social force that glued together the citizenry of Communist nations.  He clearly understood that such nations were not held in bondage by a sneaky group of Communist conspirators, but by an emotional defect common to their own masses, a defect he describes in detail in the book quoted above.  It is a defect rooted in our long dependent childhood in the human family, during which we form our ideas of justice and equity in competition with siblings under the supervision of all-powerful parents.  

       But what had inspired all that anguish was the trauma of progress, the agony caused by a premature attempt to emerge from the feudal system.  As we have seen, Tsar Aleksandr II made that premature attempt in 1861 when he abruptly freed the serfs, gave them land, and sat back to watch what happened.  He found out what happened - it blew up in his face.

       What few people realize is that the leveling imposed on the masses by feudalism's greedy aristocrats plays a crucial ecological role in the lives of backward people.  The social reformers who avidly seek the destruction of the old system should be required to file an Environmental Impact Statement in quadruplicate and be singled out for special torment by having to explain their intentions and methods to an average American bureaucrat.  Social reformers invariably make the unfounded assumption that the bluebloods hold the masses in painful bondage by means of the "class system".  They are always amazed at the ease with which a hundred million commoners sweep a few hundred "powerful" leaders out of office.

       It is not reasonable to assume that once the bad old leadership is destroyed, the "people" will welcome their liberated future with welcome arms.  Sometimes they do -  eventually.  But then again, sometimes they do not.



Another Famine



       In any case, after the trains hauled Russia's surviving kulaks off to the Gulag, they began to haul tens of thousands of corpses out of the new collective farms.  Solzhenitsyn tells of  "a strange three-year famine - a famine that came about without drought and without war."  Nikita Khrushchev was an official in Moscow in 1932, and he had taken it for granted that glorious new socialist prosperity was about to pour out of the collective farms.  He recounts in his memoirs the rude awakening in store for the conquerors of the kulaks.



Word got around that famine had broken out in the Ukraine.  I couldn't believe it.  I'd left the Ukraine in 1929, only three years before, when the Ukraine had pulled itself up to prewar living standards.  Food had been plentiful and cheap.  Yet now, we were told, people were starving.  It was incredible.63



       The fall in agricultural production is estimated by various observers as being from 25% to over 50%, depending on the region.  More than 10 million people died in the resulting famine.  Kulaks had worked only 4% of the farms in the Soviet Union,64 but they had obviously been feeding far more than their own numbers.



CHAPTER NINE

THE DICTATORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT



       Scattered about the Soviet countryside, the collectives huddled in the winter's cold and waited for the brave new world of agricultural justice that would spring to life now that the dirty old kulaks were gone.  Yet somehow, the land of milk and honey that was certain to come when the "exploitation" and "robbery" of the kulaks was put to an end, never materialized.   When spring came, the beheaded agricultural forces of Stalin's loyal new constituency began to lurch about in the countryside with sickles in hand trying to "organize" some food production.  But there was an important obstacle blocking their efforts.  The collectivized residue of killers and bystanders that "inherited" the agricultural lands of Russia couldn't care less about their homes and fields.  Formerly productive fields were left uncultivated in a wave of absenteeism.  Tractor drivers routinely took short cuts through fields of growing wheat without giving it a second thought.  The observation was made in print that the kulaks never went on vacation during the harvest period, but collective farmers are often away in the summer period.  Pride in neatly plowed fields and cut meadows had disappeared.

 	Meanwhile, in the cities, Proletarian managers in the capsized industries of the post-NEP period were banging with hammers on various machines and various people trying to "organize" some industrial production.  This may not be the era that inspired the hammer-and-sickle emblem, but it was most certainly the era in which Communism emerged as a reality on our planet.

       Nothing like Communism had ever existed in our midst before.  Human societies had always organized themselves around whatever methods worked out best for them, whatever people did things better than the rest of us.  Now we have seen Joseph Stalin, a nondescript little Georgian with an awful accent and a withered arm, bring down the country's proud and respected leaders by organizing the new Soviet Union around those people and methods that produced the worst results.

       At that stage in the development of the people involved, politics had the inside track on economics.  While those in power argued among themselves about how to chain Lenin's bounteous New Economic Policy to the Party wagon, Stalin was convincing the grass-roots Marxists that their political future lay with the "lower strata" in the farmlands and the Proletarian herds in the cities.  Running backward down the track of history, Stalin won the honor of leading Russia into a Bronze-Age future distinguished by two entirely new principles of economics:



         1)  If you attempt to produce anything of value on your own, you will be shot.



         2)  If at any time in the past you demonstrated an unusual aptitude as an economic producer, you will henceforth have no part in the organization or direction of economic activities.  You are a class enemy and so are your children, who will be excluded from any significant participation in the social, political, economic or educational life of the new world.



       Economic producers have become enemies of the people.

       But weren't they always?  Weren't the wealthy and prosperous identified as enemies of the people right from the beginning, right from the first day of the revolution?

       Yes, they were, but the wealthy and prosperous before October 1917 must not be confused with the economic producers we've just been discussing.  One prospered in Tsarist times not by devising or building or organizing powerful new means of production, but by the relatively sterile roles of landholding and inheritance.  One's relationship to the feudal aristocracy was still, in Russia's 20th century, the principal determinant of great wealth.  At lower levels of prosperity, at the level of the urban middle class, prosperity had only recently come from largescale entrepreneurial activities on behalf of the general population.  In former days, money had to be found where it existed, and it existed largely in exalted hands.  Hence most of the pre-revolutionary middle class was merely a part of the sleepy feudal pyramid of supply-and-service activities aimed upward at an anachronistic aristocracy.

       One of the many ironies of Communism, wherever it comes to power, is that, having destroyed the feudal bourgeoisie, having taken away their lands and town houses and gold watches, having reduced them to penury and helplessness, it spends the rest of its days and years and decades rousing the populace to struggle fiercely lest the hated bourgeoisie overthrow the revolution.  Long after the last dispossessed and disenfranchised bourgeois has gone to his grave in potter's field, ruling Communist Parties incessantly pound the drums of alarm over attempts at "bourgeois restoration".

       What these code words stand for, of course, is a redirection of the country toward the modern world, toward free politics and economies.  What the words are useful for is to direct The People's frustration and anger away from the infallible Communist Party and toward whatever non-Communist "demons and monsters" are available to incite Proletarian hatred.

       In Russia, at this stage of the revolution, the best available hate objects were the remnants of the NEPmen, the survivors among those whose talents and temperaments produced the prosperity of the NEP years.  Farmers and merchants and craftsmen, they contributed initiative or experience or special skills to the recovery from Communist revolution.  Some of them had trained themselves in  the technology of the Industrial Revolution.  They were engineers, architects, machinery designers, mining experts - - all of whom were lumped together in Soviet parlance as "specialists".

       Nikita Khrushchev, a young man in those early post-NEP years, was appalled at the envious murder lust the progressive populace felt toward technicians in general, toward those whose knowledge made them unusually productive and, occasionally, well rewarded.



There was terrible animosity among the people toward the specialists.  Party organizations, acting on Lenin's instructions, were hard pressed to control and restrain this attitude.  It was part of Lenin's genius that at such a critical moment he was able to  take advantage of their experience and expertise.  Stalin, for his part, remained a specialist-eater all his life.



       As we have seen, that is because Stalin was a Communist revolutionary while Lenin was a classical revolutionary.65

       Those who were officially referred to as specialists were called "spetsy" by the general public and, as Solzhenitsyn tells us, "an inner hostility to those cursed spetsy remains in Proletarian hearts"66.  Being a know-it-all among the progressives is a dangerous occupation, even if you haven't been given a fair share of what you have produced and even if you don't draw attention to yourself with decent housing, clothing or food.  Remember, Webster's dictionary warned us that envy doesn't seize on material goods alone.  If you can envy "a girl's beauty" or "an honest man's reputation", you can sure blow your cork over an engineer or an agronomist, someone who makes you feel inferior, someone who makes you look ignorant or thick-headed in the eyes of your friends or neighbors.

       What it means to be a progressive is that you no longer tolerate differences between people.  If any person stands above the crowd, the progressive political philosophy holds that person guilty of a crime against humanity, a mortal sin against the new religion of equality.  In primitive Russia the spetsy stood out in stark contrast against the general background of ignorance and superstition.  They earned envy's malevolence for their brains and tribalism's animosity for being "different".

       But they had more to worry about than envy alone.  They had Basil, in the movie "Earth", tearing around in the fields on that rare and precious tractor.  Remember, Basil didn't know it needed water in the radiator.  He had never seen a motorized vehicle before, hadn't the least idea what a radiator was or what function it served.  But he was too preoccupied with high-minded Proletarian duties to learn the dull details of proper maintenance procedures - he was busy tearing down the kulaks' fences.  When, in such instances, the motor was run to destruction and was lost to socialist production, one could not politically hold the glorious Proletarian in the driver's seat responsible for the disaster.  He, after all, was one of the good guys.  It was his support and his support alone that kept the Communist Party and its progressive leader, Joseph Stalin, in the driver's seat of the entire nation.

       But things kept getting broken.  Things kept wearing out when they weren't oiled, burning out when they were run too fast, cracking under improperly applied loads.  The People were rapidly being deprived of their most precious possession:  that miraculous new industrial system they had taken away from the dirty bourgeois exploiters.  Somehow or other those dirty bourgeois had contrived to steal away The People's treasure, and they must be severely punished for it.  No better scapegoats for progressive fury could have been dreamed of than the specialists.

       By 1928, as Solzhenitsyn tells us, "the time had long since arrived to crush the technical intelligentsia, which had come to regard itself as too irreplaceable"67.  Production in collectivized industry had already fallen to less than 10% of its pre-revolutionary level due to the prevailing lack of initiative in what was, after all, merely a vast Proletarian flophouse.68  That meager output was in danger of disappearing altogether due to the general neglect and misuse of The People's machinery.  Apart from the stripped gears and burned-out motors, hordes of ignorant Party bureaucrats kept issuing orders to industry that created havoc.

       One example.  A ball-bearing plant was ordered to be built by the best minds of scientific Marxism.  To make it last forever, it was decreed that the new plant have cement floors, something no industrialist in the "outside world" would ever do.  Cement dust wrecked the equipment within two years, whereupon a series of hysterical investigations was initiated to find out who was sabotaging the machines.69  The answer in every case was the same:  the haughty specialists with their superior airs were sneaking around in the middle of the night spoiling the recently seized golden goose.  The solution was as simple as the answer:  arrest them, send them to Siberian camps, confiscate their possessions and turn their haughty families out into the street.70  Over and above these just compensations for the envious pain they had inflicted, it was found necessary to shoot quite a few of them.  After all, a lot was going wrong in the progressive cities, the distraught Proletariat had to be convinced that the problems were being dealt with firmly.  "Thus in the course of a few years," writes Solzhenitsyn, "they broke the back of the old Russian engineers who had constituted the glory of the country".71

       There were problems out in the countryside as well:  famine stalked the land and Basil was burning out tractors.  This meant that envy's scapegoats had to be found among the agricultural specialists, too.  They were.  The sinister "Famine Organizers" (the official Soviet term) began to be hauled into court in September, 193072.  Agronomists, those farmyard smart alecks, were sent off to Siberia.  Thus, while heavily engaged in the slaughter of the existing cadre of competent farmers ( i.e., the kulaks), the Revolution made sure there would be no one left in the countryside capable of training new ones, viz. the botanists and agronomists.

       All of which served to assuage progressive anguish, but none of which replaced any of the ruined machines.  These now had to be bought from the hated reactionary countries of the world.  True to form, the greedy curs insisted on being paid for their machinery - and in real money, not rubles.  That meant it was necessary to get hold of enough genuine specie to buy a new tractor for every Boris in the country.  That meant gold, silver and jewels - whatever could be sold for hard currency.

       A treasure hunt began.  The gold would be squeezed out of the small, independent producers of the N.E.P. era.  Thus the private craftsmen and tradesmen and merchants found themselves, in their turn, at the center of public attention.  Leopold Tyrmand reminds us that the high priests of distributive justice



regarded the craftsman with obvious detestation.  To them he was little more than the embodiment of petit bourgeois culture.  In the twinkling of an eye, the self-reliant, thrifty, industrious, and insufficiently repressed craftsman became a rotten small-time capitalist.  The very fact that he preferred to work alone, far from the loyal effort of the collectives, seemed shocking and threatening.  That his individualism was the generator of various loathsome efficiencies - - meeting deadlines, solidness of the finished product, low production costs - - invited the charge of provocation73.



       But the treasure hunt produced more blood than gold.  The methods of the state police (GPU) were not as delicate as those of the Bureau of Internal Revenue and, by all accounts, not as productive.  Certainly not as discriminating.  Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn describes the mass dragnet in the first volume of The Gulag Archipelago.



Who was arrested in the 'gold' wave?  All those who, at one time or another, fifteen years before, had had a private 'business', had been involved in retail trade, had earned wages at a craft, and could have, according to the GPU's deductions, hoarded gold.  [Actually] their money  had melted away or been taken away in the Revolution, and nothing remained.

The interrogators  had one universal method:  feed the prisoners nothing but salty food and give them no water.  Whoever coughed up gold got water!  One gold piece for a cup of fresh water!74

If you in fact had no gold, then your situation was hopeless.  You would be beaten, burned, tortured, and steamed to the point of death or until they finally came to believe you.



       With the Soviet Union moving from outrage to outrage in what seemed like a sinister pattern, many outside observers began to believe that there was indeed a plan behind it all, a central authority in malignant control of events.  Up to this point, however, there had been no plan nor, since Lenin's death, any central authority.  There had been nothing but chaos and improvisation - and then fatigue.  That was the single most significant factor in the 1930s:  After years of angry turbulence and sudden upheavals, the revolution was tired.  Tired of working everything out from scratch.  It was ready for a plan.  It turned back to the one it had started with, the one Karl Marx had written in the 19th century.

       For their part, the Marxists had never expected anything else.  They had hailed their master plan right from the beginning, and no amount of famine and poverty could convince them it was bankrupt.  But suddenly, with the New Economic Policy, Vladimir Lenin had foreclosed the Marxists' mortgage, and the nation had found itself living in prosperous agony.  Yes, there was meat on the table, but kulaks were getting rich off its production.

       The bloody events that had put an end to Russia's prosperous agony hadn't been part of a plan - anybody's plan.  You'll find it in no book or manifesto or pamphlet.  That 30 months of murder and mayhem in the countryside and in the prisons of the treasure hunt had been a spasm of Communism's underlying instinctual motives.  The Revolution had lashed out in a violent reflex like the tail of some primordial dinosaur.  The source of its irresistible strength had been overwhelming numbers and overpowering envy.  Stalin was master of the Soviet Union because he had stood on the right side of that lashing tail;  he had stood on the side of Marxist justice.  Bukharin and the promoters of the NEP found themselves on the wrong side.  They were all destroyed.

       Now that the national work force had passed through envy's guillotine, its best and its brightest cut down with Communism's busy sickle, a hundred and eighty million people scrambled for new handholds on what was left of Soviet economic life.  A new system was needed, something that told each citizen what to expect of the day ahead, how each encounter with a fellow citizen should be handled - at home, in the streets, at work.  Some reliable arrangement had to be found to spare the afflicted Proletariat the miseries of chaos on the one hand and the torments of free enterprise on the other.  Up to this point the Revolution had depended for its victories on the emotional unanimity of its envious masses, on countless meetings in shipyards and factories, on incessant demonstrations in the unruly streets.  Those meetings and demonstrations had called repeatedly for Proletarian solidarity on all matters involving the dangerous "Labor aristocracy", but the daily demands of solidarity were too exhausting to be sustained over the long run.  The ground rules had to be established once and for all;  the Mandate of Envy had to be written into the nation's law books.  At the end of the NEP, it was.



The Dictatorship Becomes Law



       The permanent legal subjugation of above-average producers is called the Dictatorship of the Proletariat.  Although it was waved over the heads of 1917's revolutionary masses, it was not until the 1930s that it came down off the banners and rolled up its sleeves.  Up to then it had only been a slogan, one of the many promises Karl Marx had made to his followers.  It was, however, a concept of which Marx was unusually proud.  He himself admitted that most of what he had written was copied down from the works of others, but he laid claim to the Dictatorship of the Proletariat as his very own personal invention - a necessary bulwark between the upside-down cake of a Marxist operated economy and the powerful basic forces of life, of human progress, of upward striving that keeps pulling our species out of its caves and tree houses - when allowed to operate freely.75

       That Karl Mark realized the necessity of a detailed legal fortification to protect the robust Proletariat from the parasitic sluggards of the "exploiting classes" is, to my mind, the most revealing contradiction in the entire body of Marxist thought.  After inventing an imaginary world in which vigorous Proletarian multitudes pour a cornucopia of riches at the gout-ridden feet of the fat capitalist bosses, Marx promptly becomes obsessed with the relative weakness of his energetic heroes.  He warns incessantly of the sinister power of the dispossessed bourgeoisie - they must never be given equal social or economic rights, they must be stripped of the protection of the laws, prevented from regaining political protection, excluded from the councils of government and industry.  Let the mighty Proletariat take one false step and it will be back under the lash of "wage labor" again, back in the chains of economic slavery.

       Think about it.  Why do the strong-armed wielders of hammer and sickle have anything to fear from a bunch of lazy good-for-nothings?  That aspect of things is never made clear, yet the posters keep coming off the printing presses, all of them depicting heavily bicepsed toilers at glowing furnaces and thundering mills shaking their massive fists at fat little parasites with black silk top hats.  When the steel chains wrapped around all those bulging muscles finally snap, we are told, the most elaborate precautions will be necessary to keep the pot-bellied little parasites from regaining control of every aspect of economic life.

       Marx really couldn't talk like that unless he knew, deep down in some unspoken recess of his mind, the true state of affairs.  Although the knowledge was there and could inspire great anxiety about the stability of any economic system that tried to stand on its head, Marx never uttered it in print.  It is not unusual for political activists to have one set of facts for thinking and a different set of facts for stirring up the troops.  For political activists, words are merely tools.

       This particular tool saved the Revolution.  Without the concept of the Proletarian dictatorship that Marx's secret fears inspired, Stalin's rejuvenated revolution would almost certainly have been eroded away in the classical manner, long before Perestroika.  As the years rolled by and the slogans got boring and the workers stopped coming to the rallies, productive people would have ventured out into the economic arena again.  They would have started their little foundries and sold better axles to the tractor plants.  They would have exercised the initiative that identifies them by trying to do things in new ways.  In normal circumstances, whoever advances out ahead of yesterday's practices is imitated by the rest.  Human societies have tended over the centuries to follow the front runners.  That tendency is the source of our progress.  That tendency would have left Stalin's revolution in a shambles.

       Which is just what the Dictatorship of the Proletariat prevented.  It identified those independent producers who didn't need Communism and would be better off without it, then it promptly removed their economic and political rights.  Anyone who had demonstrated an independent ability to produce during the New Economic Policy days was now branded a NEPman and was subject to a host of punitive regulations.  All craftsmen, tradesmen, managers, technicians and taxi drivers who had ever managed to earn a living by their own efforts were legally stigmatized as Bourgeois or Petit Bourgeois, taking their place alongside the 19th century's "labor aristocracy" as enemies of The People.  What had been sporadic and inconsistent up to that time was now written in every book of regulations:  In any matter even remotely pertaining to the direction of economic affairs, independent producers were excluded.  Exclusively excluded.  Furthermore, through special taxes, high rents and price discrimination, a disproportionate share of the economic burden was shifted on to their shoulders.  And burden there was - under the leadership of the inert eighty percent.  But even that wasn't the end of it.76

       Like most primitive political philosophies, Marxism believes in genetic guilt, in impure blood, in the inheritance of treacherous tendencies by the class offspring of class enemies.  The muscular Proletariat can't settle back in its easy chair and feel safe after settling accounts with bourgeois grownups   it has to worry about the kids, too.  According to scientific Marxism, even the genetic taint of a private producer somewhere in a person's ancestry can be expected to break out in Bourgeois tendencies like lesions on a leper's skin.

       Every Communist nation sifts through its citizens' forebears with elaborate care to see which should be pressed to the collective bosom, which should be treated as a scabrous untouchable.  The first Five-Year Plan in that trailblazer of world Communism, the Soviet Union, contained a government edict that the children of any who had ever been independent producers were henceforth excluded from various responsible areas of employment and from attending any university in the land77.  Starting in the Soviet Union in 1928, as in all other Communist countries at one time or another in their revolutionary lifetimes, you had only to prove that your parents, grandparents and distant (traceable) ancestors had never produced a single thing of sufficient value to raise them from the lowest economic levels of the population and you were welcomed into the national political and economic leadership as a worthy and honorable Proletariat.  You had first choice of everything from housing to whisk brooms;  your children were free of society's vengeful memories of envy's torments.  A father's pre-revolutionary superiority at the local foundry, however, could cast the tainted offspring into the outer darkness as a moral leper, shunned throughout the workers' paradise as a genetic carrier of the Bourgeois disease.

       The rancorous grudges and bitter resentments of envy were no longer merely shouted slogans at workers' rallies in drafty meeting halls, they had become the law of the land.  And now that the Communist revolution was back on the main track again, another orgy of confiscation got underway;  this time spurred on by the accumulated animus of the NEP years.  Now everything:  all property, all tools, all housing - anything a non-Proletarian ever made or saved - became The People's property.  The People's state confiscated everything down to, but not usually including, a personal toothbrush.  It was a distributist paradise, a zero-sum fantasy come true.  What with the exhilaration of settling accounts with the strutting individualists and the unsettling spetsy, it was a great time to be a Proletarian.  Behind the shining ideological armor of the Marxist vision, it was safe to carry out the wildest frenzies of unresolved sibling rivalry.  What would land you in jail in any civilized country became an act of social justice in the Soviet Union of the early 1930s.

       Any time an entire nation succumbs to such infantile disorders, it excites the imagination of the more volatile nitwits in the outside world.  One of the most famous in the endless catalogue of stupid remarks Western enthusiasts have uttered on the subject of Communism was made at precisely this time.  In 1931, Bernard Baruch inquired of the American author Lincoln Steffens, "So you've been over into Russia?", to which Steffens enthusiastically replied, "I have been over into the future - and it works!"78.

       In what respect the future was working in Russia in 1931 is difficult to discern.  The famine caused by the slaughter of the kulaks was cutting short people's futures on every hand.  It raged through the winter of 1932 and on into the spring of 1933.  People in the most favored cities weren't getting enough to eat until the fall of 1933;  those in the rest of the nation suffered on for another year.  What help the industry of the "future" could offer its farmers was typified by what we have seen of its tractor production:  3300 for the entire nation in 1929.  In that same year, rationing was introduced for most manufactured goods and, of course, all food.  It would be 1940 before the glorious future could eat an adequate diet again.

       What the new Russia did manage to produce in surplus was bogus statistics.  In the midst of the economic disaster he had himself triggered, Stalin triumphantly announced that the first Five-Year Plan had been successfully completed in only four years!  Who, besides Steffens, believed such nonsense, I cannot say.  That there were many who did not is certain.  As Walter Kirchner points out in his celebrated History of Russia,



the official figures  were assailed as to their correctness.  Failure of the transportation program was only too evident;  and the low productivity of the laborer, his wastefulness, and the poor quality of his work were criticized.  His lack of interest  and the excessive costs of production owing to his laxity were pointed out.79



       Russia had begun what was to become a steady diet of phony statistics, spread like a tent over the workers' paradise, fluttering like a gay canopy over the torpid celebration of Proletarian revolution.  Careful studies in the 1960s revealed that Soviet economic growth after the destruction of the NEP had been high only in the propaganda mills.



       But something far worse than phony figures was being built into the system.  The nation's ability ever to recover from its Marxist binge was being rapidly undermined by an attitude that still hamstrings industry and mechanized agriculture in today's ex-Communist nations.  It grew quite naturally out of the contempt for economic productivity demonstrated during Russia's bloody termination of the NEP.  When those craftsmen and specialists and managers were swept aside by the victorious revolutionaries, the functions of training and supervision were inherited by Marxist zealots.  The overheated minds of those progressive worthies were deeply rutted with the neurotic class-war phrases of their 19th century mentor, but bore no trace of technical experience or understanding.  They brought to the complex tasks of industrial management a complete set of Pavlovian reflexes trained by assaults on White-Guard strong points during the revolutionary civil war.

       At the beginning of the 1930s an endless stream of peasants was pouring into the cities out of the famine-ravaged countryside.  These legions of illiterate and frequently unhousebroken "shock troops" were hurled into the glorious battle to build Communism, hurled at rows of vital machines in Russia's scarce factories by Party hacks armed with utterly meaningless slogans.  They were told to produce abundance, but what they did produce, of course, was wrecked machinery.  Although there were plenty of scapegoats among the spetsy to shoot for such sabotage, the physical damage had nevertheless been done and, along with it, what would prove to be irreparable moral damage as well.

       That moral damage permeates the post-Soviet nations today, and any attempts to modernize Russian or Ukrainian industry must carefully take it into account.  The source of this unseen damage is the fact that the motor burned out in ten minutes of senseless abuse had taken dozens of people dozens of days to manufacture in the first place.  It wasn't long before the rampaging destruction had completely demoralized Soviet motor builders.  It wasn't long before a general attitude of contempt and carelessness took over in Soviet industry.  It wasn't long before people started spending a lot less time and effort getting things made just right.  The same thing happened in China and, to a lesser extent, in Eastern Europe as well.

       It is impossible for most people to preserve a personal sense of responsibility for equipment when they know it is only on its way to the casual demolition derby of Proletarian industry.  While the trial in 1931 of the "Industrial Party" for sabotaging state-run industry successfully deflected criticism from the Party hacks, it did not divert the negative indoctrination of the Soviet labor force that was taking place in the collectivized factories.

       The attitude of a Proletarian worker toward the tool in his hand or the vital machinery placed in his care grew steadily more negligent under the ground rules of state socialism.  Whether he was making it or using it or just putting it on a shelf, the attitude was the same:  "After all, it doesn't belong to anybody, really.  Well, then, who cares what happens to it?  Everything is government property now.  The government isn't a person.  The government has no feelings, no sense of loss, no bottle of vodka waiting in the locker room.  The government will never miss it".

       A permanent state of heedless vandalism unpacked its bags and settled into residence in the workers' paradise during these formative years of collective industry.  Thereafter, in factories, in tractor stations - and even in laboratories - vital machinery and other expensive equipment paid a heavy annual tax to the negligence of the progressive worker.  It does to this day.  It is one of the sources of Communist and ex-Communist poverty from East Berlin to Shanghai.  It was one of the leg irons of each Five-Year Plan.  The chain on the other leg was the Dictatorship of the Proletariat.



• • •    



       We have witnessed the birth of the Proletarian dictatorship in that trailblazer of Communism, the Soviet Union.  At last the Revolution had found a plan.  At last it knew where it was going.  The Mandate of Envy wasn't just a political maneuver anymore;  not just a frenzy of revenge that broke out whenever free enterprise produced free (and diverse) production and incomes.  The Mandate was written into the nation's laws and regulations for all time.  After all the false starts it had had, after all the back alleys it had got lost in, the Revolution was on the smooth, straight highway again;  on the broad, straight Marxist highway headed for the workers' paradise.



The Mobilization of the Proletariat



       Then a curious thing happened.  The Soviet Union, having mustered itself in resolute columns to march off to the left, suddenly found itself marching in the opposite direction.  The reversal was so abrupt it even threw Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn off his stride.  Writing in recent years about the headlong charge of the Proletariat toward its coveted dictatorship, he recalled the plans that had been made in 1931 for a grandiose trial of rural spetsy to wreak vengeance for the ruin and famine of those years.80  The trial had been scheduled to attack no fewer than 200,000 of the hated specialists, including leading agronomists and economists.  "Then all of a sudden, one lonely night, Stalin reconsidered," writes Solzhenitsyn.  "Why?  Maybe we will never know  . And instantly the whole  trial was called off.  All those who had 'confessed' were told they could repudiate their confessions."81

       The same sort of thing was going on all over the country.  The spetsy suddenly found themselves officially treated as engineers, draftsmen and foremen again.  Fledgling business executives were even addressed by the Great Leader himself, were exhorted in the most passionate language to excel at that ultimate of Bourgeois occupations, the management of commercial and industrial enterprises.  Stalin answered Solzhenitsyn's question quite openly and frankly during the two major meetings held for business executives in 1931.  At the first one, in February, he said:  "How is it that sabotage has assumed such wide dimensions?  Who is to blame for this?  We are to blame.  Had we handled the business of industrial management differently, had we started much earlier to learn the technique of the business, to master [technology]82, had we more frequently and efficiently intervened in the management of production, the wreckers could not have done so much damage."

       This Alice-in-Wonderland habit of speech to which Communists are addicted amused George Orwell so much he made it a major theme of his novel, 1984.  He called it "double speak".  It is a constant source of satirical amusement for hard-working analysts of Communist affairs   and we deserve whatever fun we can get out of life.  Imagine reading this stuff day after day, decade after decade.  But let's return to Stalin, who has tired of Aesopian language and has launched himself into the most candid discussion of a public issue the Soviet Union was to see until the heyday of Nikita Khrushchev.



We must ourselves become experts, masters of business;  we must turn to technical science - such was the lesson life itself was teaching us.

It is frequently asked:  Why have we not one-man management?  We do not have it and will not have it until we have mastered technique.  You can write as many resolutions as you please, take as many vows as you please, but unless you master the technique, economics and finance of the mill, factory or mine, nothing will come of it, there will be no one-man management.

Hence the task is for us to master technique ourselves, to become the masters of the business ourselves.  This is the sole guarantee that our plans will be carried out in full, and that one-man management will be established.

This, of course, is no easy matter;  but it can certainly be accomplished.  Science, technical experience, knowledge, are all things that can be acquired.  We may not have them today, but tomorrow we will.



       How could all those alien values of productive economics seize so thoroughly the attention of the chief spokesman for distributive economics?  What looking glass has Alice stepped through this time?  Here we see the Great Collectivizer, the man who sought political power through the elevation of the least common denominator, now consumed with the importance of "one-man management", of becoming "masters of the business" of productive activity.  Stalin wastes no time explaining his reverse march.



 those who fall behind get beaten.  One feature of the history of old Russia was the continual beatings she suffered because of her backwardness.  She was beaten by the Mongol khans.  She was beaten by the Turkish beys.  She was beaten by the Swedish feudal lords.  She was beaten by the Polish and Lithuanian gentry.  She was beaten by the British and French capitalists.  She was beaten by the Japanese barons.  All beat her - because of her backwardness:  military backwardness, cultural backwardness, political backwardness, industrial backwardness, agricultural backwardness.  Do you want our socialist fatherland to be beaten and to lose its independence?  If you do not want this you must put an end to its backwardness in the shortest possible time.



       Hence, as Solzhenitsyn observed, "Stalin reconsidered".  Now that his rule was unchallenged inside the Soviet Union, Stalin had had time to take a look around the adjoining world.  It was not at all comforting.  Marxism had promised the Communist faithful that the Revolution would sweep the decadent Bourgeois regimes out of power all over the world.  Once the Proletariat had broken its chains and had established its dictatorship in one country, the mighty wave of historical inevitability would set in, the invincible hordes would liquidate their tormenters everywhere at once, and the world's victorious workers could wallow in the blessings of Marxist justice into an equalitarian eternity.

       It hadn't worked out that way.  In the wake of World War I, other countries had fallen into ruin and chaos and national regression, but not to the Communist form of regression.  Most of Russia's neighbors and near neighbors had retreated from the 20th century into a different Stone-Age, not the tribalism of the Proletariat, but the tribalism of Fascism.  That particular form of regression had been used as a weapon to put down the destructive Communist uprisings all over Europe and Asia.  Now the frightened citizenry of those states had installed reactionary and militaristic Fascist regimes to put an end to Proletarian disorders.  Soviet ideologues had recoiled from distasteful reality with a brand new scientific Marxism based on "Communism in One Country", but the reassuring inevitability of World Communism had gone out of the Marxist hope chest forever.

       By the time Stalin "reconsidered", the game had turned into a nightmare.  Having drowned his Party rivals under the suffocating wave of Russia's backward masses, Stalin was stuck with the same wave himself.  He was stuck with a primitive "work" force in an unproductive nation while the world all around him vigorously (and expertly), prepared itself for World War II.

       In his first speech to the Soviet executives, the one in February of 1931, Stalin wanted to rally his industrial troops without, as yet, getting too explicit about his counter-revolutionary intentions.  He had confined himself, for the time being, to historical reminiscence and a generalized pep talk.

       But things didn't get any better that spring, either inside the country or out.  The Japanese militarists were getting out of control on the eastern border;  indeed the Japanese army began its conquest of Manchuria in September of that year.  Across the western border, the German militarists had found their voice and their champion in Adolf Hitler.  They were convinced in 1931 "that the Nazi Party would come to power in the not too distant future"83.  If they were convinced, it's a sure bet the German Communist Party was too;  its bully boys were losing the street fights that had by now destroyed any hope for democratic government in Germany.  They sent their reports to Joseph Stalin.

       A few months later, in June, 1931, Stalin addressed another conference of business executives in Moscow.  This time there was no reticence.  His anxiety swept aside all the double-talk normally used in public Communist discussions.  This time Stalin told them in plain language what he had in mind.  It was like a cannon going off in a phone booth.



What is the cause of the heavy turnover of labor power?  The cause is the wrong structure of wages, the wrong wage scales, the 'Leftist' practice of wage equalization.  In a number of our factories, wage scales are drawn up in such a way as to practically wipe out the difference between skilled and unskilled labor, between heavy and light work.  The consequence of wage equalization is that the unskilled worker lacks the incentive to become a skilled worker and  the skilled worker is obliged to wander from factory to factory until he finds one where his skill is properly appreciated.

Hence, the 'general' drift from factory to factory;  hence, the heavy turnover of labor power.

In order to put an end to this evil we must abolish wage equalization and discard the old wage scales.  We cannot tolerate a situation where a rolling-mill hand in a steel mill earns no more than a sweeper.  We cannot tolerate a situation where a locomotive driver earns only as much as a copying clerk.



       Having dropped one shoe, Stalin wasted no time dropping the other one.  First he declared bluntly that Russia could no longer manage its industry with the "very small engineering, technical and administrative staffs" left over from the spetsy purges.  He demanded that the Revolution bring the hated specialists back into its embrace.  But are they at least to be our own loyal specialists?  No.  Not even that.



Among these comrades not a few are non-Party people.   Some comrades think that only Party members may be placed in leading positions in the mills and factories.  This is the reason why they not infrequently shove aside non-Party comrades who possess ability and initiative and promote Party members instead, although they may be less capable and show no initiative.  Needless to say, there is nothing more stupid and reactionary than such a 'policy', so-called.  It need hardly be proved that such a 'policy' can only discredit the Party and repel the non-Party workers from it.  Our policy is to create an atmosphere of mutual confidence. 



       Thus Stalin reconsidered.  He put an end to the trial of the spetsy and opened the economic life of the nation to them.  He urged his Bolsheviks to suppress their hostile and suspicious attitude toward the old engineering and technical staff84.  In public he fulminated against the "equality mongering" of the Proletariat85;  In private he was even more candid about the source of Russia's difficulties.  "Equalitarianism," Stalin told a visitor in his office, "owes its origin to the individual peasant type of mentality, the psychology of share and share alike, the psychology of primitive 'communism'"86.

       History occasionally evinces a malicious streak, a fondness for hoisting its major villains on their own petards.  Never has there been a more delicious prospect than that of Joseph Stalin scurrying about the Kremlin, peeking over its red brick battlements at the world of the 1930s as Germany and Japan poured out of their efficient factories the warplanes and tanks and battleships they so obviously intended to use for territorial conquest.  Then, as Russia's hostile neighbors demonstrated their military power in Poland, in Norway, in France, and on the plains of coastal China, Stalin looked down at his own sorry cohorts, the product of his own Mandate of Envy, the Proletariat that had collected itself in his collective industry, the "lower strata" that had collected itself on his collective farms, the "collective might" that stood between him and the rampaging modern armies arrayed against him.

       In January, 1934, the month that the Polish buffer state threw in its hand with Hitler's new Nazi regime in Germany, Stalin returned to his harangue against the lock-step economic equality his inert masses had instituted after the NEP.



The communes [i.e. the collective farms] socialized not only the means of production, but also the appurtenances of life of every member of the commune:  that is to say, the members of a commune  did not individually own poultry, small livestock, a cow, grain, or household land.  This means that in the commune the individual, everyday interests of the members  have been eclipsed  in the pursuit of petty-bourgeois equalization.87



       That wonderful Orwellian language again.  Surely one cannot criticize the noble Proletariat by name;  the term "petty bourgeois" at least has the flavor of traditional enemies in it.  Having carefully named the petty bourgeois as the odious source of the leveling instinct, Stalin goes on to describe how his corrective efforts have contributed to the ending of the collective famine.  Remember, this is the year that food begins to show up in adequate quantities in the cities again.  The Party-mandated concession of private plots and a few private animals to those energetic enough to make use of them is given credit for halting the nationwide famine.  Stalin wants to break up the deadening uniformity in the countryside even further;  he needs foreign exchange to buy modern tools and weapons.  As things stand in 1935, he's using all his foreign exchange to buy food;  he needs Soviet agricultural production to reflect its higher producers more and its "lower strata" less.  He ridicules the collective farms that won him his power, and he rewrites history enough to carve a loophole in the Dictatorship of the Proletariat.



 there are no longer any communes which practice leveling, equalization in requirements and in individual life.  Practice has shown that the communes would certainly have been doomed had they not abandoned equalization.   Every Leninist knows  that equalization in the sphere of requirements and individual life is a piece of reactionary, petty-bourgeois absurdity worthy of a primitive sect of ascetics, but not of a socialist society organized on Marxian lines;  for we cannot expect all people to have the same requirements and tastes, and all people to live their individual lives on the same model.88



       It was at this point, in mid-1935, with all of Manchuria conquered by the Japanese and with Nazi Germany formally embarked on a massive rearmament program, that a hard worker in the Ukrainian coal mines responded to one of Stalin's particularly impassioned speeches in a way that was to have truly grotesque and highly instructive consequences.

       The Stalinist harangue over the past four years had conveyed two messages very clearly:  To energetic producers he had been saying, "Get things going again and I will personally see to it that you get a reasonable share of what you produce".   To the Proletariat he had shouted, "Get off their backs!".   Now a fellow named Aleksey Stakhanov, who worked at the Irmino mine in the Donbas coalfields and was already exasperated with the irrational use of equipment and the slow pace of extraction in Soviet mines, heeded Stalin's call.89

       It was standard practice for a coal cutter at Irmino to haul his pneumatic drill up to the face of the seam, cut it a bit deeper, stop, go back out of the tunnel a bit to find some wooden beams to prop up the ceiling, then get himself organized all over again to mine some more coal.  The result of all this was that the drills were operating only two-and-a-half to three hours a shift while the miner wandered around for the rest of the time on his other errands.  Stakhanov organized a three-man team.  He would cut coal, and only cut coal, while his two helpers ran timbers around and propped up the tunnel behind him.

       The new arrangement was tried for the first time in August, 1935.  At that time, the quota for each working face of the mine during a five-and-a-half-hour shift was seven tons of coal.90  Stakhanov and his two helpers mined one hundred and two tons the first time they tried it, even more on later occasions.  This meant seven times more output per man in the Donbas coal mines.91  It meant seven times more coal for Soviet industry at a time when coal was basic to every facet of the weapons-making process.

       Stakhanov then worked out a scheme for mining vertical seams that reduced the strain on the cutter and enabled the coal to drop directly on a conveyor that removed it from the coalface.  He and his helpers were paid piece rates for their work:  the more they produced, the more they were paid.92

       Their action was echoed elsewhere in the country.  An innovative foreman in a textile mill organized her fellow workers into a system of tending looms that caused production to shoot up manyfold - - and stay there day after day93.  A shoemaker did the same in his Leningrad factory.  A fellow named Krivonoss raised the speed of his locomotive by using an anti-scale emulsion that increased the flow of heat from furnace to water.  He also insulated the pipes and cylinders in his locomotive's steam engine and got his trains from place to place substantially faster than the normal Soviet practice of the time.  And there were plenty of others, from sugar-beet growers to boilermakers.  Spetsy and foremen and entrepreneurs everywhere began to work at their own pace and leave the collectives behind.

       It had been assumed by Stalin and his grassroots agitators that a wave of enthusiastic emulation would sweep through the revolutionary masses in response to these thrilling examples of "socialist" production.  Stalin called a conference in November, 1935 to celebrate the new productive surge on the part of the victorious masses.  To honor the phenomenon's pathfinder, it was called "The Stakhanov Movement" and the record breakers themselves were called "Stakhanovites".94  Medals were awarded.  Praise was heaped on the new Stakhanovites in newspapers and magazines.  Stalin then stepped back from his propaganda efforts to watch the masses emulate their new heroes, double and re-double their proud socialist production, carry the Revolution into fields and factories.

• • •

       It didn't happen.  It didn't even begin to happen.  The Great Soviet Encyclopedia says that "the Stakhanovite movement could not develop spontaneously, and it needed leadership and assistance".  Walter Kirchner reports that "wages for the workers were more and more differentiated, according to the amount of work performed;  distribution of ration cards was used by factory managers as a spur for production and discipline;  and efficiency standards were revised.  As a result, a vigorous counter movement set in.  'Star performances' were bitterly condemned.   Discontent among workers increased, and justified fears were voiced regarding the re-emergence of a privileged group within the Proletariat."95  Irving R. Levine writes that "the murders of 'leading shock workers', apparently by indignant co-workers, were reported in Soviet newspapers.  It was necessary to issue a decree ordering 'severe punishment' of persons found guilty of 'sabotaging of Stakhanovite methods of work'96."

       After all the analyses we've been through   of human instincts and the emotional reflexes learned in childhood, of Communist revolutions carried out by eternal siblings, of how and why we humans come to behave the way we do - all these pieces of the great Soviet puzzle fall in place for us with a gratifying clarity.  We understand what guided the hands that murdered the kulaks, then the NEPmen, then the spetsy, then the Stakhanovites.  We know that Marx didn't create masses of people in arrested emotional development.  He didn't create backward multitudes with the Mark of Cain.  He used what he found at hand in the aftermath of the Industrial Revolution:  great mobs of people who had been more content with a serf's life in the feudal system because they had been to the manner born;  great mobs of people whose reactions to the modern world's disorder was a scream for social justice, for sameness, for leveling, for freedom from envy-provoking diversity in people's economic and social stations.

       When adults live like untrained children, when complex public issues are settled by tantrums in the streets, no progress at all is possible.  Discontent, resentment, hostility and finally murder- -  we recognize these now as the bitter fruit of envy, and envy the bitter fruit of regression.

       Envy isn't as virulent a disease in the developed world.  It takes some rather extreme public attitudes to turn people into head hunters on such a scale.  The society that produces envious cutthroats must publicly legitimize the fundamental premises of envy long before the knives begin to flash.  Those fundamental premises are:



           •  inequality is a crime

           •  wealth is theft

           •  the least common denominator would not be the least common denominator were it not for a conspiracy of the able and industrious

           •  the least common denominator has, therefore, a moral right, indeed a moral obligation, to use its numbers to crush those who surpass it in any conspicuous way.

       If a moral obligation exists to crush some set of people, those people must be, by definition, social criminals.  They must be creatures beyond the proper protection of the collective law;  thus people whose pillage or "liquidation" constitutes no crime on the part of the aggrieved headhunter.  This societal attitude freed the hands of millions of envious murderers in Russia, in China, in Vietnam and in Cambodia to put to death any neighbors who looked too good to live with.



The Walls Go Up



       Having long since legitimized the fundamental premises of envy, the Soviet Union, in the mid-1930s, finally laid the ultimate crime on the backs of its dissident producers - the crime of trying to escape.

       An elaborate new Criminal Code had already been adopted in 1926.  Although nothing in its 140 articles prevented a disgruntled citizen from leaving the country, it did have the following language in section 1 of article 58:

     Art. 58(1).   Counter-Revolutionary Crime

          Any act designed to  weaken the external security of the U.S.S.R. and of the basic economic, political and national achievements of the proletarian revolution, is deemed to be a counter-revolutionary act.

       On June 9, 1935, four subsections were added to Article 58(1).  The first of these read as follows:



     Art. 58(1.a).   Treason against the homeland, i.e. acts committed by citizens of the U.S.S.R.  such as  flight abroad by land or air are punishable:

             •   by the supreme measure of criminal punishment - death by shooting and the confiscation of all property;

             •   in extenuating circumstances - by deprivation of liberty for a period of ten years and the confiscation of all property.97



       When we examine the data of the East Germans, the Hungarians and the Cubans who escaped from Communist countries before the walls came tumbling down in 1989, we will see that this language is unusually frank and perfectly clear.  The counter-revolutionary crime dealt with in Article 58 is that of weakening the economic "achievements of the proletarian revolution".  There is no question that any productive citizen who removed himself from economic bondage to the Proletariat substantially weakened the economy he left behind.  In 1935, when the Proletariat was finally put in charge of its revolution, any such "flight abroad" was made punishable by death - or by ten years in a more formal slave-labor camp, one with a smaller area than the U.S.S.R.



Whose Walls?  Who's Walled?



       But were they exclusively economic producers, those wall jumpers?  Are we correct in assuming that Art.58(1.a) was directed at those who produced more than their "fair share"?

       All things considered, we are.  The most important feature of emigration from Communist countries has been its selectivity.  The efficient producer, being the most seriously disadvantaged by the zero-sum game, was the most seriously interested in leaving.  Moreover, the best producers are more likely to have the initiative and self confidence to get up and go - by definition.

       At the same time, we would be quite mistaken to assume that all of the energetic producers in a Communist country were potential wall jumpers.  Indeed it can be assumed that many energetic and innovative people constituted the driving force behind Communism itself.   No law of nature dictates that an enterprising innovator is immune from envy.  Nothing that we have learned so far would prevent a highly productive citizen from being wracked with envy himself.  People who envy, or people who fear envy so much they will do anything to assuage it, might make fine factory managers, newspapermen or Communist Party executives.  The machinery they cranked up so willingly each morning might have been the machinery of the Communist state.

       In 1935, then, we could assume that a wall jumper was probably a highly productive citizen.  However, we could not assume the same thing about an energetic pedestrian we met on the street.  Yes, he might be on his way to jump a wall.  But he might, instead, be on his way to build one.

       What it all came down to in the end is that anyone who could raise the living standards in a Communist country lost the right to leave it, and anyone who hated productive citizens won the right to lead it.

       Over the decades since the Soviet 1930s, the sordid action we have just seen was to become a key stage in the growth of Communist countries.  In each country consecutively the sequence of events is the same.  Before the Dictatorship of the Proletariat, the streets are full of passionate debate, the years full of astonishing upheavals.  The Marxist scriptures are interpreted by numerous factions, by a hundred "flowers", in a hundred different "scientific" ways.  The social experiments tend to be radical, massive and bloody;  the economic experiments alternate between the limits of what is possible and what is wildly destructive.  There is never a dull moment.

       Throughout this period the nation lurches between the two jaws of a trap:  the jaw of greed and the jaw of envy.  When they snap closed, the streets are stilled and the years stop moving.  The entire scene freezes into one huge Big-Brother poster surrounded by minefields, fences, watchtowers and heavily armed guards.  Any visible departure from this state of equilibrium is a signal to the majority that its interests are threatened, a warning that Marxist justice is being violated.  The leadership, whether charismatic personality or collective blob, must preserve its mandate by the most cautious maneuvers, by endless pleadings and exhortations and slogans and celebrations of collective victory.  The leadership must tell The People how green their barren world is, how utterly, indescribably equal everybody is.

	During the heyday of the Communist world, the years between 1917 and 1991, the books and newspapers of the West constantly declared that entire populations were being held in dreadful bondage by cruel and omnipotent Communist leaders who made them work day and night, made them live in shabby hovels and built walls around them to hold them prisoner.  Why all that coerced labor didn't produce better housing, better food or better clothes was never discussed.  How a few people could force hundreds of millions to live under such appalling conditions wasn't discussed, either.  If those omnipotent Communist leaders could scribble orders on pieces of paper that caused millions to be murdered or imprisoned, why didn't they scribble out orders to do a decent day's work out in the fields, produce food surpluses, stay sober in the factories, make their nations rich and powerful?

	How rueful those leaders must have been - reading their Western press notices while their torpid nations sank deeper and deeper into medieval squalor despite their constant exhortations to produce, produce, produce!  If they could only be as powerful as they were in the American newspapers.

         Stalin was no exception.  Yes, he needed Stakhanovites to protect him from Hitler, but No, he better not let them drive home and park anything as provocative as a private automobile in front of their houses.  He desperately needed to encourage their exertions, but he also needed to protect his Mandate of Envy.

  	So Stalin loaded the economic dice against his vital Stakhanovites.  By seeing to it that "unusual" consumer goods were either priced out of reach or absent altogether from the stores, that good housing was either non-existent or safely out of sight in suburban forests, that the most the Stakhanovite could buy in the open market was the least a loyal Proletarian could buy in it, Stalin kept the streets looking as uniform as a row of spinning wheels in a serf's home village.  The Stakhanovites kept knocking themselves out for meaningless wages good only for investing in government bonds that were subsequently defaulted.98

       By the time those diligent Stakhanovites were as thoroughly demoralized as everyone else in the country, the German army arrived on the scene to make every citizen of the Soviet Union utterly, indescribably equal.



CHAPTER TEN

A CATASTROPHIC WAR / A RUINOUS PEACE



       The torpid and tattered Dictatorship of the Proletariat was roused from its slumber in the early morning hours of 22 June 1941 by the most powerful military assault in history.  Fresh from its easy conquest of Western Europe, the most modern army on earth charged across Russia's 3000-kilometer western border to be met by a disorganized rabble composed of cavalry units brandishing sabres and an infantry force with fewer rifles than it had in 191499 under the Tsar.  These motley groups of half-armed men were under the command of the most inept officer corps on the continent,100 a third-rate bunch of opportunistic survivors who had just recently managed to throw away a million Soviet lives101 in a brief war with tiny Finland whose total population was only 4 million souls.

       The fruits of a decade of Proletarian dictatorship had been starkly in evidence during the winter war with Finland, enough so to convince Nikita Khrushchev that "our miserable conduct of the Finnish campaign encouraged Hitler in his plans for the blitzkrieg [against Russia]"102.  Most Western experts agree.

       Thus to the long list of famines, industrial failures, railroad disasters, housing shortages and general economic miseries that the Dictatorship of the Proletariat had brought on its own head, now could be added the ultimate horror:  an all-out war for survival against an invading army of superior strength in modern arms.

       One particular spectacle that occurred that June morning typified the contrast between the Soviet Union and her German nemesis.  Just north of Brest in central Poland the military boundary followed the winding course of the river Bug.  The attacking forces would have to cross it.  The defenders would have to prevent the crossing by firing on any enemy units that attempted to throw across a bridge.  (There was no civilian bridge for miles in either direction.)

       Less than an hour before dawn, fifty batteries of German artillery had opened fire on the Russian defenders.  After the barrage, the scattered survivors of the Soviet frontier detachments stationed in the area dug themselves in along the river and peered through the early light over the primitive sights of their obsolete rifles.  It was up to them to stop the invader.

       It was not long before their task was made clear to them:  80 German tanks, having driven across on the river bottom totally submerged, broke out of the water at its edge and rumbled up the Russian shore at full speed.  Each of them popped a rubber plug out of its gun barrel, let the air out of an inflatable water seal surrounding its turret, and promptly swept the local defense forces out of the area103.  Armored scout cars of the Proletarian army were sent up from the reserve area to repel the invaders.  When they arrived, the German Mark IV tanks destroyed every one within range and sent the rest off in hasty retreat.

       That was all there was to it.  That was the entire contest at the river   the most important obstacle impeding the German advance.  The contrast in equipment had been so one-sided the Soviet forces really might just as well not have been there at all.  The contrast was quite revealing.  It symbolized in detail the amount of care the two sides had taken to assure themselves of a favorable result at the river.

       For their part, the Germans had taken those tanks to diving basins built for them near Prague just two months before the attack.  Their design had been changed for underwater operation, the necessary modifications had been made, and the tanks had been field tested in time to get them to the river in June.

       Two months!  That was, at the time, about how long it normally took the Proletarians to hold meetings to discuss such a matter, much less do anything about it.  Moreover, it would likely take considerably longer than that just to schedule such a discussion.  There were more important things on Soviet minds.

       A leading aircraft designer for the Soviets at that time later summed up his frustration by saying, "Hitler was busy building Messerschmitts, but we were preoccupied with fruitless wrangling as to what Lenin did or did not say"104.  Even when the Proletarians did manage to produce an actual piece of equipment, it wasn't necessarily much help at the front.  Those "armored cars" that had opened like tin cans under the German tank guns were nothing more than converted Ford flivvers with V-8 engines carrying a thin steel body and a machine-gun turret of such absurd design one's first impression was of a Charlie Chaplin parody.

       The sorry state of the workers' state was to cost many lives in those first days of the German onslaught.  While modern machines and modern tactics drove deep into their homeland, the Soviet armed forces deployed themselves with the skill of aborigines.  Units were assembled and marched off "towards the sound of the guns" without the slightest notion of what was happening in the vicinity.  All the Luftwaffe needed was ammunition - - and strong stomachs - - as it mowed down the mindless columns on the roads.

       Armored brigades fueled their tanks and sent them off in single file - straight into the sights of German artillery.  Each tank followed in the tracks of the one before it until it was tidily junked in its turn by an armor-piercing shell.

       Having completely destroyed that part of the Soviet Air Force within its reach, the Luftwaffe braced itself for the inevitable counterattack from air bases deeper in Russian territory.  When it came, "it was infanticide, they were floundering in tactically impossible formations".  Over five hundred Soviet planes were shot down that first day.  Including those destroyed on the ground, the Russians lost over two thousand planes in the first two days of war.  The Soviet Air Force was effectively eliminated as a fighting force.  The lack of air cover, combined with dull-witted leadership, was to make the casualty rate of Soviet troops ten times what it could normally have been expected to be.



Envy Turns Darwin On His Head



       It wasn't mere laziness that brought the Proletarians to this new disaster,  they had worked long and hard to weaken themselves to this extent.  They had spent many long months during the late 1930s combing through their officer corps in search of intelligence, imagination, good training, originality and initiative.  Wherever they found such counterrevolutionary attributes, they had their owner shot.  They wiped out, in this selective manner, between 33,000 and 40,000 men105   over half the entire officer corps!  The world's afflicted, the eternal siblings, the enviers are nothing if not consistent.

       Let's let two distinguished observers put us in the picture.  One is the Soviet leader, Nikita Khrushchev, speaking in the 1970s.  The other is the English historian, Alan Clark, writing in the 1960s.



Khrushchev:    "The reasons for the weakness of the military command are well known.  Our best commanders were eliminated as enemies of the people."



Clark:              "Before the purge, the Red Army had been a vigorous and perceptive body, abundantly equipped and alert for new ideas.  Now innovation slowed down to walking pace;  technique disappeared, the 'Mass Army' reclaimed its position as the Proletarian ideal - - but the trained reflexes which can quicken a mass and make it formidable had been eliminated."



Khrushchev:  "There is no question that we would have repulsed the fascist invasion much more easily if the upper echelons of the Red Army command hadn't been wiped out.  They had been men of considerable expertise and experience.   After they were eliminated, we had to appoint new commanders.  The military staff underwent two, three, even four changes of command.  Men who had earlier occupied third- and fourth-rank positions were promoted to the top after those in the first and second ranks were shot."



Clark:       "[Along the battle front] in the north [General Dmitri] Pavlov's forces were in a state of complete disintegration, their strength broken by a sequence of counterattacks which for clumsiness and extravagance were to be rivaled only by Budenny's later performance in the Ukraine."



Khrushchev:  "After the annihilation of the Old Guard, men like Mekhlis  came in, and the Commissariat of Defense became like a kennel of mad dogs.  Mekhlis was one of the worst.  I considered him a nitwit."



       What Clark and Khrushchev are talking about, of course, is the military part of the Great Purge of the late 1930s, one of a series of massacres triggered off by Joseph Stalin's brand of "new-style" revolution.  At the end of the 1920s, as we have seen, Stalin won power both inside and outside the Communist Party by rallying to his support the "lower strata" in the countryside - by winning the Mandate of Envy.  Those within the Party who saw clearly that Communists had no useful role to play in a free-enterprise New Economic Policy, had no difficulty supporting Stalin.  They cooperated willingly as he put the Party squarely behind the least common denominator of the Soviet people.  They saw his new-style revolution as the natural outcome of the political promises of 1917 and, in a nation that preferred a feudal social and political structure, they saw Stalin's fundamentalist brand of Marxism as the most reliable base of political support available to them.

       But those Communists who supported the NEP had fallen into the trap of imagining themselves at the head of a classical revolution, one that sought to enlist the most able and industrious in their cause.  They differed with Stalin about ending the NEP, and they nagged him during the famine that resulted from the slaughter of the best farmers.

       Stalin, as we have seen, was just as concerned about Soviet production as they were, but he understood the ground rules of the Party's support among the masses far better than the wooly-minded Party theoreticians who opposed him.  And Stalin was a shrewd and ruthless peasant in his own right.  When some of his critics organized themselves loosely under the leadership of Sergei Kirov, the Party boss in Leningrad, Kirov was promptly murdered - - under mysterious circumstances.  Although Nikita Khrushchev charged in 1956 that Stalin had arranged for the murder, the evidence is so contradictory the affair must still be considered mysterious.

       In any event, Stalin moved quickly to take advantage of Kirov's assassination.  He declared that it was evidence of a plot to seize control of the nation, then used his authority over the secret police to have a few of his opponents tried on vague conspiracy charges.  They were found guilty and imprisoned.  There the matter rested for over a year and a half.

       But all was not roses for Stalin in the mid 1930s.  He was, as we have seen, ridden with anxiety over threatening developments beyond the borders, and he was pounding the drums for Stakhanovite productivity in an attempt to make Russia strong enough to hold Germany and Japan at bay.  He was, therefore, running great risks with his crucial Mandate of Envy.  His ever more contradictory twists and turns on the economic scene left him wide open to political ridicule.  The man who passed up  no opportunity to ridicule him was Leon Trotsky.

       Stalin had maneuvered to get Trotsky expelled from the Communist Party in 1927 and then had him banished from the Soviet Union in 1929 to remove him from the scene altogether.  It hadn't worked out.  Safe to speak his mind, Trotsky became a prolific writer of books and articles condemning the Georgian pipsqueak who had seized power after Lenin's death.  Stalin kept his agents busy trying to murder Trotsky but, in 1936, the exile was carrying on an effective anti-Stalin campaign from abroad and was in the process of writing an exposé entitled The Revolution Betrayed.

       This time he wanted to get the message across with more impact than he had in 1935.  He had his imprisoned opponents dragged out in front of the footlights of Soviet justice once again, now charged with a better-designed spectrum of wrongdoing:

       • To mobilize his own political supporters, Stalin accused the prisoners in the dock of plotting with Leon Trotsky to overthrow him.  Anyone who opposed Stalin thereafter became a Trotskyite and a conspirator.  [A "conspirator" was, ironically, the most hated thing in Communist ranks.]  Those who owed their jobs to Stalin were thereby given a club with which to strike out on behalf of their mentor.

       • For those who owed him nothing, and hence failed to see Trotskyites as natural enemies, Stalin enlisted the ancient tribal instinct of a "threat from without".  He accused his opponents of treasonous dealings with Japan and Germany - aimed not only at his personal overthrow but at the destruction of the Proletarian dictatorship and the workers' state and Communist goodness in general.

       • Then he put an exclamation point at the end of their sentences by having sixteen of them summarily shot.  He had given his message physical impact.



                   But to whom was the message addressed?



       It was addressed to fewer than one in a thousand of those whose deaths it caused.  It has become quite clear, from the revelations of Stalinists and anti-Stalinists alike, that the shrewd, primitive Georgian had tunnel vision even about the Mandate of Envy that had put him on the world stage.  His efforts at murder and intimidation were directed at those who might join in a move to oust him, those in the Party, those in the Red Army.  It doesn't in the least matter whether any substantial number of people were actually plotting against Stalin.  The important factors were 1)  that he suspected there was a substantial number and 2) that he moved against them in this very public manner with great circus trials reported in endless detail in the press and 3) that they ended with very dramatic executions at the hands of The People's justice.

       	Remember what people called Stalin behind his back during the 1920s?  "Comrade Card Index".  Aside from the fact that Marxism's appeal lay primarily  among the least common denominator, Stalin had little knowledge or experience other than being the keeper of the card index of Party hacks.  He naturally turned to it in his hour of need, in the years of his maximum vulnerability to Trotsky and his other Party enemies.  He pored through the files with his devout buddies in the Communist Party apparat, looking for conspirators.

	He, Stalin, may have been exercising his personal power over a few dozen or a few hundred potential opponents  -  a substantial number in personal terms - but when he had those opponents shot through the back of the head like so many horses at the glue factory, he escalated his private power play to a much higher level of national visibility, to a much more stirring level of emotional example.  During the same days that he was in a panic over the daily reports from Germany and Japan, Stalin damaged Russia's ability to defend itself from them far more than he helped it with his Stakhanovites - far more, indeed, than any single leader of any single nation in the pages of history.

       Remember back in the 1920s when official speeches had droned on in theoretical denunciation of the prosperous kulaks for hours on end?  For years, nothing had happened.  Nothing could be expected to happen in response to such vague rhetoric.  But when the natural killers in the countryside murdered a few of those smart-alecks, and then Stalin publicly acclaimed the liquidation of those haughty kulaks "as a class", that was a whole new ball game.  That brought the firebrands and the pitchforks out for some really serious efforts in the cause of egalitarian justice.

       Now Stalin had done it again.  He had said that superiors might be considered traitors, that they might be harboring secret thoughts, and that the dictatorship of the least common denominator might not sit too well with them.  Maybe they were too good for the rest of us.  "Look at me" was the message of Stalin's passion play, "look at my ugly pockmarked face, my withered arm, my short squat peasant's body".  "Listen to my foreign accent, the voice of a dull-witted hick from the provinces.  I've got these strutting bigshots dancing to my tune and falling to their knees in the stone cellars of The People's prisons.  Do you have any smart-aleck superiors of your own who might be too good for our beloved socialist fatherland?"

       Did they ever!  The Great Purge swept at least 5 percent of the population of the Soviet Union into its net in the months between September 1936 and December 1938.106  That means the arrest of as many as nine and a half million people at the rate of over 365,000 a month or more than 12,000 a day.  Ninety percent of those arrested were shot or died an even more uncomfortable death in the Gulag Archipelago.107

       Those numbers offer mute testimony to the true nature of these events.  They keep us from making the mistake many shallow minds have made in the past, viz., to sweep all this awesome bloodshed under a rug marked "Stalin's Purge".  The pages of shallow-minded history books are full of little vignettes showing Stalin urging his secret police to seek out potential adversaries, having lists of names drawn up, perusing them with care, scribbling notations in the margins.  No single one of the writers of such books seemed aware of the fact that, during the seven hundred and eighty days of the Great Purge, Stalin would have had to study the evidence, tell friend from foe, figure out whether,  by having John Doe shot in the basement of the Lubyanka, he was reducing the ranks of his enemies or reducing the ranks of his most crucial supporters - all in less than ten milliseconds!   He had less than one hundredth of a second to analyze and make a decision on each case!  That is the way Soviet history is too often written in the West.

       Stalin did not scan nine and a half million dossiers in the course of the Great Purge.  What he did do was launch the Mandate of Envy onto a very specialized killing field, this time confined primarily to the ranks of the revolution's own children.  These were not bourgeois spetsy or wall jumpers or anti-Marxist plotters.  The victims of the 1936 - 1938 purges were Party, government and military functionaries whose misfortune it was to have envious subordinates in a sea of envious human beings who had just been assured by Joseph Stalin, the Great Father of Russia's new family, that it was okay to cut them down to size if they seemed to need it.

       In the right season on the right slope after the right kind of snowfall, Stalin threw snowballs at his enemies.  As they rolled down the mountain of Proletarian "justice", an avalanche was set in motion.  It swept on with ever-increasing momentum until it engulfed men and women in their millions -  always the leaders of any group, however small, always replaced by an ambitious underling who was frequently replaced himself by another and yet another.  A mindless human avalanche of primitive passions.  As we have seen, it was not the first such avalanche on that particular mountainside and, it must be clear by now, it was not Stalin's.

       In the context of Russia's response to the German juggernaut, here is a recent Soviet compilation of the military victims of the purge:

                 3 of the 5 Marshals

                14 of the 16 Army Commanders, Class I and II

                 8 of the 8 Admirals, Class I and II

                60 of the 67 Corps Commanders

               136 of the 199 Divisional Commanders

               221 of the 397 Brigade Commanders

       The nature of the "beneficiaries" is revealing.  Of those who took the places of the denounced victims listed above, no more than one in ten had academic military training, the rest had none at all.

       This decapitation of the officer corps in 1937, combined with the industrial effects of the killing fields of 1929 to 1932, left Russia almost completely unable to defend itself in 1941.  Carrying in their hands the meager industrial output of the Proletarian "lower strata", led into battle by the survivors of the purge, the luckless soldiers at the front fell like wheat before the German scythes in the first grim year of the war.



Hitler Wins His War



       How is it possible, then, that the Russians won the war?  In the last several chapters we've been watching the green-eyed Proletariat search out and destroy every last vestige of national strength it could find.  If that doesn't result in German victory, none of the factors we've examined make much sense.

       No cause for alarm.  There aren't any unsettling surprises lurking around the next corner.  The fact is, Germany did win its war with Proletarian Russia.  Hitler did win the war he started in 1941.  He won it precisely because of the evidence of the Winter War with Finland, precisely because of the information his agents had been bringing him about the slaughter of the Russian officer corps and the destruction of Soviet industry.  The German army did all the things the world's experts predicted it would.  It did them well and it won its war.  But there were two wars and they were fought against two different nations and Germany only won one of them.

• • •

       The first one went precisely according to plan;  on that point there is universal agreement.  When the attack was launched in June of 1941, those Western military analysts who had been closely following Russian events predicted that the war would be over in a matter of  months.  The only area of controversy was whether it would be six months or twelve months.  It turned out to be more like fifteen months, but there is no controversy about who won it.

       By September of 1942, the precision juggernaut of Germany's combined forces had swept the leaderless and disarmed Red Army out of the most vital industrial and agricultural regions of the country, had captured four million Soviet soldiers, had killed a comparable number on the field of battle, and had starved to death or otherwise destroyed over three million two hundred thousand prisoners of war in vast outdoor camps in the Ukraine and Belorussia.

       In fact, the war with the post-NEP Soviet Union, the war with the Dictatorship of the Proletariat, had been won as totally as it had been fought.  For the Proletariat, World War II had come to an end.



Russia Wins Its War



       Then something happened that neither Hitler nor Stalin could have expected.  An ugly worm, a sluggish caterpillar, pulled itself painfully into its cocoon and died - but from that wintry shell there emerged a new creature, a rearrangement of the old worm's molecules, full of new strength, with the leadership and purpose needed to defeat the German army.  The magic chemicals that had reacted on the Soviet chrysalis to produce its metamorphosis were prolonged fear and sudden comprehension.

       The fear had mounted through five seasons of two years as the citizens of the Soviet Union watched the lines on the map keep pushing deeper and deeper into the territory that sustained their lives and gave meaning to their history.  Then they received the news that Rostov had fallen to the German army on the 28th of July in the summer of 1942 and, with that news, came the comprehension that there might soon be no future at all for their motherland, that history for them might now come to an end, and that the Germans could sweep away the only possible thing a Russian can leave behind his personal death that could give meaning to the fact that he had ever lived.  For all practical purposes, there was nowhere left to retreat.

       Alexander Werth, who was in Russia at the time, saw the realization on every face that the last crucial bastion had been breached.  He saw the shock of comprehension in their eyes, and he saw the shock quickly turn to resolve.  The Dictatorship of the Proletariat was over.  The fun and games of the Great Purges were over.  The joy of liquidating kulaks and spetsy was seen in a new light, a distinctly suicidal light, in view of the fact that German soldiers were pouring over the River Don killing everyone who got in their way.108

       Two days later the Party announced that "the officer's order is an iron law" and soldiers began to listen to what their officers might be saying to them during battles.  Which was a substantial change for Soviet officers since, when equality came to Russia in 1917, Proletarian soldiers had ripped their officers' epaulettes off their shoulders to symbolize the new immersion of individuals in the faceless mass of The People's army.  Now, after Rostov, the epaulettes were being put back on again.  Since there were no production facilities for such things in the workers' state, they had to import much of it from England, which struck the British as frivolous, under the circumstances.  Werth explains that their British allies "did not grasp the full significance of these exports until later"109.  The significance was that officers lost the Proletarian anonymity that had relieved them of all personal responsibility;  henceforth they were held accountable for their decisions, both the wrong ones and the evaded ones.

       The effect on the army was described by Nikita Khrushchev.  The German Army had moved in forty-seven days from its breakthrough on the Don River to its all-out assault in superior numbers against the badly out-gunned Russians at Stalingrad.  Khrushchev reported in a tone of pride mixed with relief that



When the Battle of Stalingrad started, our troops had begun to put up a stubborn resistance.  There was none of the disorderly flight which had characterized the situation earlier in the war.  Our troops were now fighting heroically and retreated only when there was no other way out.  They retreated in a disciplined fashion from one position to another and never allowed themselves to be routed.110



       Alexander Werth sums up the Red Army's share of the national transformation this way:



The stages in the process which began immediately after the fall of Rostov may be said to fall under three headings:  the "inner" smartening-up of the officer corps through the promotion of many young officers who had shown a high degree of technical competence during the war, and the demotion or shelving of the "old warhorses".  Secondly, there was the "outer" smartening-up of the Soviet officer through the introduction of smarter uniforms, complete with epaulettes and gold braid.  Thirdly, the process begun soon after Rostov of drawing a clear line between the officer's and the commissar's respective roles was brought to its logical conclusion on October 9, when the officer's "sole command" was at last restored.111



       Darwin was put back on his feet in the Soviet Union.  The upside-down selection that took place in the purges of the 1930s was replaced on the field of battle by that natural selection that had brought our species up to its present state from one-celled animals floating in the sea.  As Alan Clark put it, in no-man's land, "those fittest to command survived", and he described the chaotic conditions in which "some Red Army officers of courage and foresight struggled day and night to form fresh units out of the unarmed reservists, wandering stragglers, men on leave, and garrison brigades which littered the area"112.

       The metamorphosis reached into the Proletarian flophouses as well;  attitudes toward industrial production suddenly changed.  Envy was no longer the sole arbiter of industrial relations, it became more important whether the rifle cartridge being manufactured could be depended upon to fire cleanly and go its full range.  Tools were not just "government property" anymore, they were the means of staying alive.  It was "from each according to his ability and to each according to his needs".  Everyone's needs were the same now.  To stop the German Army.

       From the middle of 1942 to the middle of 1945, The Soviet Union transformed itself completely, from the nation Germany attacked and defeated, to the nation that counterattacked Germany and utterly crushed it.  Envy disappeared from public life and whoever could do anything useful to the war effort was encouraged and assisted to the utmost.  Millions more would die in the most ferocious war on the most ferocious battle fronts in history, but the new nation won through to victory at long last.  



A Military NEP



       Aside from all this feudal organization on the old pattern, a completely new phenomenon of nationhood evolved in those days, a schizophrenic nation that was eventually called the "New-Class Archipelago".  In the 1940s, however, it grew out of the limitations of slave labor.  One can easily tell vast press gangs to cut timber in Siberia or be shot, but it's no good telling a hundred thousand surly captives to design an airplane, to make tough new steel for modern tanks, to solve this or that industrial problem.  Few inventions have been extracted at the whipping post.

       This, of course, had been a central problem for the world's first Communist state since the end of the 1920s, but there was now a special urgency about the whole subject.  Russian troops had been horrified to see German tanks emerging from rivers and aerial armadas slaughtering their primitive forces in 1941.  They had recovered from that shock and had put their best people to producing praiseworthy tanks and aircraft of their own.  And they had fought their way to victory over the Germans - only to find themselves in a postwar world dominated by far more sophisticated aircraft carrying nuclear weapons.  Relatively speaking, they had emerged from victory more vulnerable and backward than they had been before it.  How would they redress the balance in a Soviet Union restored to zero-sum paradise?  The immediate answer was honesty, which eventually grew into the parallel existence of two Soviet Unions, one within the other, lasting up into the 1990s.

       Honesty came first.  Those machinists and engineers and scientists who were arrested in the 1930s were told to produce modern weapons for the motherland or they would not be fed, they would get no coal for their stoves or mattresses for their beds, and they would get no mail from their families.  To the extent they were successful in strengthening the Soviet Union, industrially and militarily, and precisely to that extent, they would be rewarded with food, coal, housing and mail.  In short, the spetsy were put on salary.

       As free citizens before their arrests, they had been told how glorious it was to work without reward, how much more "just" it was for others to benefit from what they produced (instead of their own families).  Now they worked as honest slaves of the Proletariat and were rewarded for their output in an honest manner.  They heard no more nonsense about economic justice à la Saint Marx.  All the sickening Proletarian pretenses were, at last, stripped away.

       This system grew into an astonishing modern nation of its own, living in a completely free-enterprise economy, serving hundreds of thousands of educated Soviet leaders as an example, within their own borders, of what a free economy can accomplish when it is protected from the zero-sum mentality of The People.113  Sergei Korolev, for example, put together the human forces that would create Russia's space program while he was a prisoner in the dreaded Kolyma Corrective Labor Camp.

       When the new groups were taken out of the camps and set up in enclaves of their own, they produced splendid foundries for the Kremlin Wu Di.  

A group of physicists and engineers built gas-diffusion Uranium separation facilities and nuclear reactors and test facilities and poured over the detailed diagrams and calculations provided them by Soviet espionage and reproduced the American Plutonium fission weapon by the end of August 1949.  Even allowing for the fact that they did not have to run down blind alleys, that they had clear roadmaps to their goal, the effort was impressive and took half the time competent American physicists thought it would.

A team of 250 design engineers started work on the MiG-15 fighter plane in 1946 and sped through prototype and production engineering in two years.  Again they profited from designs of the F-86 in America and jet engines in England, but putting the plane into service with the Soviet Air Force in 1949 was no mean achievement, KGB or no KGB.

But the most impressive achievement of all came from the nuclear weapon designers in 1953.  Aided by Andrei Sakharov's brilliant "layer-cake concept, Soviet nuclear scientists developed the world's first "hydrogen bomb", the first practical thermonuclear explosive, the lithium hydride bomb.  It would be a year before the U.S. caught up with this genuine Soviet accomplishment, the product of Andrei Sakharov's superior ability - as a physicist.  His ability in larger fields turned out in later years to be quite deficient.

       But out beyond the modern world of the NEP enclaves, things were pretty grim.   Plunder and paranoia ruled the Communist world.  The half -feudal satellites of Eastern Europe became completely feudal as their zero-sum majorities took control of every political and economic detail of life.  And life itself was completely submerged in collectivized poverty and xenophobia.

       A hundred million people disappeared behind the Iron Curtain.  Many of them had thrown in their hands with the Nazis and were experiencing the appropriate fortunes of war.  Of the others, of those who rejected Fascism, many did so in favor of Communism and were now experiencing the appropriate fortunes of their own envy and malice.  To the remainder who rejected both Fascism and Communism, the world owes some of its most profound apologies.  It would be close to impossible, however, to sort them out in the 1990s, and it wouldn't matter if we could:  the stubborn individualists of 1945 are dead by now and the people alive today have vested interests in how they are seen by the modern world.



The Beginning of the End



       On March 4, 1953 it came over Radio Moscow:  Stalin had suffered a cerebral hemorrhage, he was lying in a coma, leeches were being applied to his body to draw out the evil source of his affliction in the approved medieval manner.  At 6 a.m. on March 6, his death was announced.  Nikita Khrushchev was one of those at his side.  He has said of his feelings:  "Stalin was dead,  a terrible tragedy.  I took his death very hard.   I wept sincerely.114"

       A communique was issued to the grief-stricken nation.  It closed with an appeal that there be no panic over the dreadful loss they had suffered.  When his body had been suitably embalmed, it was laid out to be viewed by the multitudes.  Roy Medvedev describes what happened next.115  "During the time he lay in state, millions of people crowded into central Moscow to pay their last respects.  The crowd got out of hand.  Hundreds, perhaps thousands, of Soviet people perished, trampled to death by other Soviet people."116

       Had Stalin still been alive, there is little doubt that those "hundreds, perhaps thousands" of deaths would have been blamed on him - attributed to some malevolent conspiracy in which he picked up a telephone and whispered secret orders to a sinister police lieutenant that "hundreds, perhaps thousands" of people needed to be trampled to death today in central Moscow.  Dubbed something like "Stalin's Red Square Massacre", it would go into the history books alongside "Stalin's Collectivization Massacre"  (which is how historians refer to the murder of the kulaks), and "Stalin's Purges" (which is the way they refer to the chain-reaction murder of nine and a half million "favored ones" in the late 1930s).  This is the way we talk about things.  Worse yet, this is the way we think about things.

       If we insist on explaining our behavior by blaming it on devils, then we are forced to assume that a devil with such enormous power over our species actually did exist in the Soviet Union in the late 1920s and the 1930s.  Since the identical  pattern of behavior repeated itself later on in China, in North Vietnam and in Cambodia, we must assume that this special kind of demon turns up in our midst every once in a while, and that he can do just about anything he wants with us helpless human types.  It follows, then, that such a monster could get off a bus in Iowa some Thursday afternoon and collectivize the entire Midwest agricultural region of the United States in three years.  We must assume such nonsense if we attribute events to Stalin's "power" and not to mass emotions and mass instincts.  If a Georgian "Stalin" can do the trick in the Soviet Union, then a Georgian "Stalin" can do it in the United States - - if a Georgian Stalin did it in the first place.

       He didn't.  The actions of millions of people are motivated by the motives of millions of people.  We are a pretty spooky animal, but we don't trample hundreds, thousands or millions of our countrymen to death because of an inter-office memo from a guy named Joseph Stalin.  The green-eyed farmer who set fire to his prosperous neighbor's barn didn't stop occasionally to refer to a set of printed instructions from the Great Man.  And not once in the collectivization years did Stalin go into a rural community to instruct the populace on proper procedure, to explain to them who was a bad guy and who was a good guy, to explain to them whose house needed to be burned to the ground and whose sheep slaughtered "for the common good".  They knew.

       But there wasn't any tattoo on a kulak's forehead to help the neighborhood egalitarians to identify him.  They didn't thumb through Stalin's handbook to see whether this neighbor was a kulak and that neighbor a hero of socialist labor.  Think about it a moment.  For Stalin to murder five million kulaks, he had to be able to tell the rural Proletariat what a kulak looked like.  He didn't and he couldn't.  He didn't know.  The Proletariat knew.  The People knew.  They knew what a kulak was, he was better off than they were, he was better off than the murderous thugs with firebrands or pitchforks in their hands.  That's the only definition of a kulak there ever was.

       As for "Stalin's Purge", it's time we learned that the scale of an effect must be commensurate with the scale of the forces involved.  Nine and a half million human beings are not hunted down in their homes, arrested, imprisoned, starved to death or shot in a single man's attempt to locate people who oppose his policies.  There are tens of thousands of Stalins in the world;  every country under the sun has plenty of people with the right talents, the right temperaments, the right motivations.  The reason the earth hasn't been depopulated long ago is that the national masses haven't had the right set of beliefs and attitudes and emotions to keep the ball rolling.  Unless The People feel themselves in the appropriate relationship to some target group (not necessarily envied - race and religion make wonderful excuses for "target practice"), nothing very much is going to happen.  Sure, the fledgling Stalin can murder a few people and yell to the rest of us to get in on the act, but what's going to happen is that the police will grab him, the court will try him, the jailors will lock him up and the people will yawn.

       When an elderly lady is hit over the head on a dark street, look for a demon, a Stalin.  But when millions of people are being slaughtered, look for universal emotions, universal instincts.  To account for millions of civilian deaths by saying "Stalin did it" is equivalent to accounting for the slaughter in Northern Ireland by saying "Bernadette Devlin did it".  To account for the selective murder of so many kulaks by sweeping it under the Stalin rug is to account for the selective murder of 5,100,000 European Jews in three years by sweeping it under the Hitler rug.  If Hitler murdered all those Jews, what a calamity it would be if someone like him got off a boat in Haifa some day.  There are only 3,400,000 Jews in all of Israel!  He'd go through them in twenty-four months.

       Fortunately there is at least one historian who has looked into the subject of human motives underlying mass murders of this kind with an unblinking eye.  Raul Hilberg, in his definitive study of The Destruction of the European Jews found hundreds of thousands of busy citizens in fifteen countries working their heads off to carry out the gigantic task of killing the Jews - in response to their inner motivations.  He sums up his report by telling us that "A primordial impulse had suddenly surfaced among the Western nations.  From this moment, fundamental assumptions about our civilization have no longer stood unchallenged.  When, finally, a society runs amuck  no one [is] safe.117"

       Let's try to keep in mind the cautionary advice of Erich Fromm and avoid finding comfort "in the thought that the victory of the authoritarian system was due to the madness of a few individuals".  And it would help us to pick our way through the minefields of Eastern Europe today if we remember Ortega y Gasset's admonition that no dictator ever tyrannized a people anywhere "on this earth by basing his rule essentially on any other thing than public opinion."   And it was Ortega who pointed out that, "rule signifies the predominance of an opinion".

       No ruler's career better illustrates the truth of Ortega's conclusions than that of Joseph Stalin.  As far as the Soviet people were concerned in 1928, just before he made his move to win the Mandate of Envy, Stalin was one more grey blob in a suffocating group portrait of grey blobs left over from Lenin's days.  Stalin struck it rich in the Soviet farmlands and discovered the Mandate of Envy.  Thereafter, envy became his lodestar.  His rule over the Soviet Union after 1929 was indeed a totalitarian rule that signified "the predominance of an opinion".  Nikita Khrushchev says as much in a revealing passage in his memoirs.  "I still think that Stalin's ideological position was basically correct," says Khrushchev.  "It shouldn't be overlooked that Stalin's name hadn't been very widely known among the masses in the first years of the Revolution.  He had come a long way in a short time, and he had brought our Party and our people with him.118"

       Let Nikita's words serve as our epitaph for one of the world's consummate scoundrels;  a leader whose people, by and large, richly deserved him.





PART   THREE

THE MARTYRS OF CHINA





CHAPTER ELEVEN  

MAO  ZEDONG AND THE MANDATE OF ENVY



       China is more than fascinating, it is one of the nations that will shape the twenty-first century.  Whatever is on the minds of a billion people is likely to weigh in the world balance, particularly now that China is abandoning the Bronze Age.

       There were times, during the twentieth century, when we wished it would stay in the Bronze Age.  During the last forty years, China has provided some of the world's most dangerous moments and has forced some of the world's most dangerous adjustments.  When one analyzes the behavioral consequences of immaturity in large populations, it is daunting to realize that the majority of the citizens in the oldest kingdom in the world were, until recently, legal children.  They thought nothing of ganging up over a missionary's picture book (in the 1850s), or a numbskull's little red book (in the 1960s), and slaughtering a few million souls or laying waste a few dozen cities.  When the Russians, in a moment of delirium, decided to equip those Chinese frenzies with nuclear weapons, the problem of China's modernization was escalated into a white-knuckled crisis that eventually involved Japan, the United States, Southeast Asia and the Soviet Union itself.

       Before the twentieth century, China was never much interested in foreign people or foreign ideas.  In 1900, it fed and clothed and housed its people in the same way it did many thousands of years ago.  In Henan Province there is a two-thousand-year-old tomb whose walls are covered with pictures of life in ancient times.  Every detail of the equipment and techniques shown in that ancient tomb is the same as it is in the Henan of today.  The storage jars are identical.  The grain is still threshed the same way.   Meat is still preserved the same way.  Cooking and eating utensils haven't changed a bit.  Houses and courtyards haven't changed.  The way food is grown and cooked hasn't changed.  Henan's millet gruel hasn't changed in over five thousand years and it is still the mainstay of the peasants' diet.119

       Our discussion of River-Valley civilizations in the Mediterranean applies with added force to the society that was born along the banks of the Yellow River in that same Henan Province so many millennia ago.  Just as it was along the Indus, the Nile, and between the Tigris and Euphrates, it was out of the question, in the flood plains along that heavily silted Yellow River, for anyone to make his own living.  It was out of the question for any small group to survive.  Only by large-scale organization of irrigated land could humans feed themselves and protect themselves from the river's wild swings in level. When Chinese solemnly assure Westerners that only the clan is important, not the individual, they merely reflect the facts of life in a River-Valley civilization.  It's no good pointing out that conditions have changed.  Conditioning hasn't.  And it's no good pointing out that those lock-step ancestors have passed away.  They passed along their genes beforehand.  Those who were inclined to "make it on their own" have passed along only their bones.

       Irrigated land had to be parceled out to a stable unit of people by a supreme authority, otherwise there would be continual strife in the precious farmlands and everyone would starve.  That stable unit was, naturally, the family.  It had its own unquestioned leadership, its own succession mechanisms, its own biological means of providing for the future.  Therefor, the one crucial factor that enabled any human being to survive and pass on genes, instead of bones, was his relationship to a landowning family and that family's relationship to the clan.

       It is no surprise, when the mass discipline of Spring floods and parceled-out fields keeps you alive for a thousand generations, you get into the habit of earning your living collectively.  It is no surprise, when the direction of your livelihood and the parceling of your land is in the hands of a feudal leader for a thousand generations, you learn to follow your appointed leader with unquestioning obedience.  In the old days the village headman was known as the 'father-mother' official, and the peasants his 'children' people.120

       And when there is only one source of the food that keeps you alive and it is grown one particular way with one particular set of tools, you are not likely to develop a strong tradition of innovation.  So it was that this River-Valley civilization moved only as a group and held tightly to its old ways.  It was the old ways that had kept them alive, and anyone who deviated from the old ways did so at his peril.

       But under insistent pressure from foreigners with their foreign ideas, there was a surge of modernization at the beginning of the twentieth century.  Its effects were felt in virtually every aspect of Chinese life.  The devices and institutions of the modern world began to appear all over the country.  Schools, railroads, paved roads and factories were built.  Naturally enough, these artifacts of the new civilization created a great deal of anxiety.  In 1900, for example, yet another frenzy swept the land, inspired by fear and hatred directed at "foreign" things and "foreign" people.  If one looks at what was done during this frenzy and ignores what was said, it is easy to see that the fear and hatred were directed at "modern" things and the modern people who inflicted them on China.  The fear was of change more than it was of foreigners.

       The onslaught of modernization accelerated after 1900, despite the panic it had already created.  And no land on earth needed modernization more than China needed it.  Textile factories soon clothed its (then) 400 million people beyond their wildest historic dreams.  The scourge of regional famine began to recede in the face of better transport.  Railroads were built across the plains to move food and fuel rapidly between north and south.  They were built between the seashore cities and inland mountain towns to make China's commerce competitive in the world.  By the end of the 1920s the pace had reached that of England a century earlier.

       As usual in the Industrial Revolution, this building of railroads was the pacemaker of modernization in the country, and with the usual results.  Out of the Bronze-Age masses rose hardworking and intelligent peasants who became steelworkers and surveyors and mechanics, our old friends the spetsy, our old hate objects the Labor Aristocracy.  Hence, to the regrettable emotions of fear and hatred were added the familiar curse of envy.  Labor violence finally erupted in 1919 and 1920.  The Communist Party was founded in 1921.

       In its early years, the Chinese Communist Party was largely an urban debating society in the style of Marxist study groups in other countries.  It gathered together in interminable private meetings and numerous public conferences in which the natural "city-slicker" leadership of such movements came to the fore.  But, to demonstrate its universal appeal, the Party always tried to include in its leadership some token representation from the peasantry.  That token turned out to be, more often than not, a rural organizer named Mao Zedong.

       Mao, a two-time high-school dropout whose ability to comprehend abstract ideas had been measured several times in the Chinese educational system and found wanting, was virtually the only Communist agitator who spoke in the simple terms understood by the backward and isolated peasants of central China.  He didn't bother them with the verbose concepts of Marx, Engles or Lenin, he told them that the poor were "goodies" and the rich were "baddies" without going into dialectics and the scientific laws of Marxist historiography.  But it was his definition of "imperialism" that was the most revealing of his attitude toward Western modernization.  He described it as the "foreigners who make the rich even richer".121

       Naturally enough, the Party left the hinterland to Mao and concentrated its efforts on those who inhabited the familiar cities.  And the city folks were just the right listeners for what the Party had to say, for they were precisely those whose emotions had been most cruelly affected by industrial modernization.  They were the "workers".  These martyrs on the altar of mechanization witnessed the outrages of progress every day of their lives;  the spetsy and Labor Aristocracy were all around them;  the evidence of modern injustice was in every week's paycheck.  The Communists of China hadn't a clue what the Industrial Revolution was all about (they had learned all about the "modern" world from Karl Marx), but they threw themselves enthusiastically into the industrial life of the cities by organizing strikes in China's struggling factories and shipyards.

       The small community of merchants and industrialists that had done so much to build a modern China was concentrated here in the cities, where it had been protected and encouraged by both the Japanese occupation forces and, after 1945, by the Chinese nationalist government.  Its members were, at that time, China's only hope, for they had studied the new economics, the new science and the new political philosophy of freedom at the schools of the Western democracies.  They had set about the task of blending those Western notions into the rich ethical and philosophical fabric of Confucianism and of the Chinese social structure based on the extended family or clan.  But it was precisely that ancient philosophy and that rigid, conservative family structure that brought the modernizers to their political defeat.  They had no fire.  They had well-defined words strung together in logical sequences to describe rational goals and circumstances.  Their world was full of metallurgy, machinery and merchandizing.  They had no words to deal with the vehement passions of the times.   Bad enough they had no answer to the thrilling self-sacrifice and egalitarianism of the Red Army, they didn't even have an answer, as far as the street crowds were concerned, to the "political" arguments of the Communists.  Their cool, didactic Confucian style had become identified with a century of Chinese powerlessness and humiliation at the hands of the foreign devils.  The stoic silence that characterized a well-bred member of a traditional family had become identified with the silent, uncomplaining acceptance of poverty and injustice, of famine and defeat, that had seared the public consciousness during the past hundred years.

       Things got so bad in the politically agitated cities that only those who displayed passion and anger were accepted as true patriots while, as Lucian Pye puts it, "those who might be rationally concerned with solving China's problems were seen as less nationalistic"122.  Eventually, those who were politically active among the city dwellers came to consider genuine only an agitator "who can forget everything except the object of his anger" and, Pye adds, "while it was recognized that national development demanded men with modern skills and knowledge, in practice it was assumed that political advance was being effectively carried out only by displays of passion and mass excitement".

       Public passion in the China of the 1940s belonged to the Communists.  They were bent on driving out the foreign devils who had humiliated their ancient land and on driving out the laissez faire capitalism that had permitted tens of thousands to die in famines while their prosperous neighbors disported themselves gaily at dinner parties.  They seemed also to be bent on driving out the ancient habits and social forms among the Chinese people that had frozen their culture into a living museum of the Bronze-Age past.  They would create New Communist Man in the Marxist image and He would leap into the ultramodern future the "scientific"way.

       Economic and psychological developments in China followed the same pattern we've seen in Western Europe, then Eastern Europe, then Russia.  But China's democratic revolution came before the Communist Party existed.  In 1911, with the inspiration of Sun Yat-sen, Chinese modernists had replaced the old imperial government and had set up a truly modern one.  It lasted exactly 21 months123.  It was promptly toppled by a warlord from Beijing (a non-Communist one this time), and it rapidly disintegrated into sectional satrapies supported not by votes but by guns.  The feudal system was not ready to go.  It still rules in China today.  The feudal barons are the regional commanders of the People's Liberation Army.

       The central tragedy of China's internal development was, as in Russia, the failure of the democratic revolution and the eventual destruction of its government in wars it couldn't win.  Had the nationalist government managed its fiscal affairs more skillfully, however, China may never have been plunged into the wars that eventually overwhelmed it.  But the new government of 1911 was eager to modernize, and it financed its modernization by borrowing more money from Japan than it could ever hope to repay.  Each ill-advised loan was followed by missed payments until the total debt was unmanageable.  When the debt couldn't be repaid, the Japanese began repaying themselves, forcibly, by taking things of value from the helpless Chinese.  From unequal trade to port privileges to territorial privileges to territory itself, the Japanese "self-payment" program grew to the size of an army in Manchuria raising crops and running mining operations on its own behalf.  Finding it all too easy, the Japanese Army soon staged pretexts for deeper invasion and its imperialist passions led it into full scale war with China from 1937 to 1945.

       The Chinese nationalist armies had, by 1937, defeated several feudal warlords and had driven the Communist armies out of their southern strongholds, but now they found themselves at war with Japan.  With the help of American supplies and air support, the nationalist forces gave a pretty good account of themselves and, by mid-1943, had completely contained the Japanese.  The government then had 1.9 million men in its army and it faced only 620,000 Japanese soldiers in all of China.124

       In the end, as Japan lay down its arms, government armies controlled about 60 per cent of China's population, mostly in the south and west.  The Communists held sway over 20 per cent in the northwest and east, while the Japanese held about 20 per cent along the coasts and around the big cities.125 But in 1945, the Soviet Union invaded Manchuria and turned over all the Japanese munitions there to the defeated Communists.  The newly armed Communist army could now push out confidently into the northern provinces, protected from encircling attacks by the Soviet territory and Soviet armies at its back. It soon conquered Beijing and settled down to fight a bitter civil war against the government for the next four years.

       One of the basic military realities of Chinese geography is that there is no defensible terrain on the East China Plain.  Control of Manchuria therefore brings with it control of the entire country down to the Yangtze River.  That was the source of the Manchu conquests of the 1640s;  that was the source of the Japanese conquests of the 1940s.  Now, with civil war between the Communists and the national government resuming as soon as the Japanese had been defeated, the war-weary Chinese people were brought to despair by the seeming endlessness of the strife.  Because they wanted to bring the war to an end on any terms, they began to melt away from the government supply trains and from the ranks of its fighting divisions.

       The Communist support, on the other hand, only increased with time, there was no melting away.  Remember the powerful effects of tribal polarization on a group's fighting strength.  Remember, too, that there is an inspiring motivation in the notion of "sibling justice", the stirring feeling of "righteousness against evil".  For the enemies of Communism, there was no such inspiration.  The process of modernization extolls economic efficiency, sound market analysis, improved machine design, gears and pulleys and camshafts.  It is difficult to get leg-weary troops to march another ten kilometers for such bright shining goals.  Furthermore, the fact that the modern opposition to Communism is based on human rights and individual freedom is of vanishing interest to a feudal population.  Indeed the concept of individual freedom is, to such a mind, merely a call for license or social outrage, the sort of thing that weakens the night watch on the walls.  Thus, the peasant army of Chinese Communism, motivated by instinctive passions and fighting for universal "brotherhood", held firm and unchangeable through the decisive years of 1945 to 1949.  The better trained and better equipped army of the Guomintang found itself increasingly alone.

       In October 1949, the Communists declared victory and the nationalist forces, the last battle lost, their last river defense broached, gave up the fight and fled the country.  Thus it was that the greatest of its twentieth-century misfortunes befell the ancient Chinese empire:  the coming of Communist rule.

       We learned a great deal about Communist rule during our close examination of people and events in the Soviet Union.  We discovered what happens when mass envy becomes the predominate opinion, when it sends a nation's majority off in pursuit of "economic justice" in the name of "class struggle".  We now understand what those two phrases mean, what they stand for in the violent, mute passions of primitive people.  We followed, in Russia, the development of Communism's basic ambivalence between the desire to be leveled and the desire to be prosperous, between the desire to be feudal and the desire to be modern.

       But there is nothing more hazardous than drawing conclusions from a single experiment and, until now, all we had examined was what the Russians did when their nation began to modernize.  If this were all the data we had, we'd never be able to sort out the patterns of behavior peculiar to the Russian empire from the patterns of behavior that are determined by the basic properties of Communism itself.  And we certainly couldn't anticipate future developments in the rest of the Communist world.  But now we can put China under our microscope, and we couldn't have asked for a better test subject in our second experiment with Communism.  The people are different.  Their history is different.  Their landscape is completely different. These and a dozen other contrasts between the Russia we know and the China we are about to examine hurl their separate challenges at us 

       We can appreciate the excitement of Nicolaus Copernicus, the 16th century astronomer, when he saw a pattern of motion repeated in far-flung planets, planets at opposite ends of the solar system, a pattern that linked them in their orbits around a common sun.  We can appreciate his excitement ourselves, now, as we look into the masses of observations people have made on China, our second country in the Communist world, our second "planet" in captive orbit around the central emotional defects of Karl Marx.  Although millions of cultural and historical kilometers away from the Soviet Union, the People's Republic of China will reveal to our practiced eye the same patterns we've just lived through among the Soviets.  Yet it would be hard to find two sets of people more different, politically and emotionally, than the Russians and the Chinese.  It would be hard to devise a more stringent test for a pattern seen in one of them than to compare it with a pattern derived from observations of the other.



China's Two Step



       One of the principal points of identity between early Soviet experience  and early Chinese Communist experience was the Lenin Two Step:  



the monomaniacal revolution smashes every last vestige of a nation's government in the name of scientific Marxism and then a bitter civil war smashes every last vestige of a nation's economy in obedience to the zero-sum game;  whereupon, 

the winning Communist Party discards every last vestige of scientific Marxism and the zero-sum game by launching the nation into a free enterprise economy.



  	In Russia, Lenin performed both steps in the dance but, in China, Mao Zedong confined himself to the smashing while Liu Shaoqi confined himself to the free enterprise.

       By 1949 Mao had won the civil war in the countryside with a strict zero-sum game but, when the Party set itself up in the cities to govern the country, Mao was short-circuited by China's foremost modernist of the period, Liu Shaoqi, second ranking leader in the Party.  From 1949 until his murder at the hands of Mao's zealots in 1967, Liu carried on a New Economic Policy by stealth and deception, obstinately conspiring with other modernists in the leadership to increase production while Mao just as obstinately conspired with China's regressives to destroy productivity in favor of the Communist ideal.



In the Countryside



       It was with great difficulty that the lid was being kept on the simmering dispute within the Communist Party, between the true Marxists and those who came to be known later as "capitalist roaders".  Liu Shaoqi preached incessantly against any Stalinist Mandate of Envy in the countryside because it would deprive his urban industries of the raw material and manpower they needed for rapid expansion.  Liu actively campaigned against the destruction of the kulaks in his major address on land reform in June, 1950.  It was a speech that would later be bitterly denounced by the Maoists.  "The basic aim of agrarian reform is not purely one of relieving poor peasants," Liu declared, "it is designed to set free the rural productive forces to clear the path for the industrialization of China."126  Because there were enough others who shared his views, and because of the urgent economic requirements imposed by China's military exertions in Korea, Liu's point of view temporarily prevailed.

       Liu and the other Party modernists knew from experience they had to keep a tight rein on The People if they were to avoid the slaughter of China's precious few kulaks.  They had learned how The People deal with kulaks from one of the Chinese Party's own costly errors in the early days.

       In those areas that had fallen to the Communists before 1949, the Party had made the mistake of telling the peasants to get organized along Marxist lines, sort themselves out into economic classes, and then divide the "surplus wealth" of the prosperous peasants among the members of the poorest class.  The liberated masses had set about this splendid task with a vengeance:  Everyone who could possibly manage to get himself into that wonderful lowest class had joined the raiding parties that fanned out in all directions to seek the "surplus wealth".

       But envy's eyes are bigger than its head.  The raiding parties should have realized how little wealth there was in their backward countryside, but their emotions did most of their calculating for them.  As a result, they were sent into a rage when they found no chests of gold coins or diamond jewelry in the mud huts of those they envied.    The only possible "explanation" was that the prosperous tricksters had hidden their treasure troves in some cleverly devised places nearby.  The scoundrels were trying to cheat The People!

       But they wouldn't get away with it.  They would be forced to tell where the treasure was hidden.  In the process they were savagely beaten.  They were frequently beaten to death.  For example, in a village of 240 families in North China, ten "rich peasant bastards" were apparently beaten to death during such treasure hunts before the Party was able to establish direct control127.  If that ratio were permitted throughout China, agricultural production would have fallen precipitously and there would have been a nationwide famine.

       Liu Shaoqi wanted no part of the Soviet famine of 1930 - 33.  He and his allies set out quite deliberately to save the lives of as many efficient farmers as they thought politically possible.  They would sacrifice many lives before they were through, that's true enough, but they did so in a manner designed to yield maximum political impact with minimum economic loss to the People's Republic.  Their method was to use traveling passion plays that replaced the old Confucian techniques of envy control with the new Marxist techniques of class struggle and the People's Justice.

       Envy has always been such a serious problem among the Chinese that elaborate rituals had to be devised in the past to keep it under control.  Ancient envy fugitives dreamt up long-winded formulas to be used when greeting strangers, younger family members or social inferiors - and equally wordy formulas for taking one's leave of them.  Conducting one's affairs in China used to be time consuming and tedious before 1949.  The Confucians had sought to outwit envy with words, to mislead it with false humility, to placate it with endless protestations of comparative unworthiness.  The Marxists, on the other hand, sought to use envy as their recruiting poster, to ally themselves with those it had most afflicted, to carry it into battle on their crimson banners.

	The culture of envy that had characterized China from time immemorial was prevalent in the general population, but it didn't become  "mass" envy until the mass phenomenon of the Industrial Revolution suddenly removed the Confucian disguise and exposed inequality in the streets and factories of twentieth-century China.   In many respects China gives us a unique petri dish to carry out our analytical experiments with Communism.  A petri dish containing a very different culture medium from that of the dour Slavic temperament we experienced in the Soviet Union.  The efforts of the Chinese Communist Party during the two decades after its nationwide victory were divided between slavish obedience to the scientific methods of Marx and its strenuous attempts to avoid the disasters that befell Stalin's pioneer application of the miraculous new science. 

       Hoping to win the Mandate of Envy without losing the harvest of enterprise, the Communist Party advanced through the countryside with a carefully designed package deal for the majority of its residents - the Agrarian Reform Law of 1950.  The program it embodied took three years to carry out.  Professor Theodore Chen explains why it took so long:



The reform was not carried out in the whole country at the same time.  the country was divided into areas and a schedule was published for the launching of the reform in each area.  One reason for this scheduling is that the Communists did not allow any reform without direct supervision of their cadres, and there were not enough cadres to cover the entire country at the same time.128



       Liu was serious about profiting from Soviet experience.  He permitted almost no spontaneity when he was in control of the Party.  Whenever peasants grabbed land from their neighbors before the reform team arrived, they were forced to give it back to the hated "landlord" until the whole thing could be carried out under proper supervision.  As Chen explains, "the actual distribution of the land, which was uppermost in the minds of the peasants, was only secondary to the class struggle."

       So what was of primary importance to the class struggle?  That favorite bit of Communist theater, the show trial.  In this case, the public trial and execution of the landlords.  The traveling passion plays run by Party cadres circulated throughout the countryside proclaiming the national triumph of the People's Justice and the arrival of class struggle.  A series of "struggle meetings" began at which



the accumulated grievances of the populace could be brought forth in "speaking bitterness" or "settling accounts".  Hatred could be fanned into mob violence in public "trials".  Unpopular landlords or "local despots" chosen for public denunciation were either killed, expelled, or brought to confess and reform .129



       Those who were killed were shot in the back of the head with a pistol;  those who were expelled were sent to forced labor camps.  Moderate estimates of envy targets murdered in the countryside run over eight million four hundred thousand.  Some reports run as high as twenty-seven million.  This is as close as we can come to the actual figures.  Churchill never got Mao drunk in the middle of the night.

       But who were these Chinese multitudes and what was their crime?  Official documents defined them as people who owned land and either rented some of it out to others or hired others to work for them or merely lent money to someone else.

	 Another definition said you were a "landlord" if you were convicted of 1) owning land and of 2) "the simultaneous carrying on of industrial or commercial enterprises".  Then a supplementary decision declared flatly that "any person  whose living conditions are better than those of an ordinary middle peasant shall be treated in the same manner as [a] landlord"130.

       This is the kind of language we can understand.  We've traced it from its origins in childhood.  We've seen it rally the envious hordes to Karl Marx's banner in the Soviet countryside.  To us, the Chinese Agrarian Reform Law is like an old familiar face in the passing crowd.

       About four percent of the total population of China fell into the "landlord" class, according to one definition or another131.  In 1953 that was 24 million people.  Twenty-four million feudal lords?  That's a ridiculous number!  The idea of 24 million members of a hereditary aristocracy in a total population of 420 million is preposterous.  Who are these people?

       American records will give you a clue.  Hundreds of thousands of energetic and enterprising Chinese came to the United States from the 1840s until 1882 (when the Chinese Exclusion Act shut them out), and they built roads and railroads and vineyards until they had enough money (about $400 would do), to buy a farm back in their native land.  That would certainly make them landlords.  That would certainly make them proper Proletarian hate objects.

       In 1950, an unknown number of them were shot.  Another unknown number were kept around as whipping boys.  The rest were sent to labor camps.  Those who were sent to labor camps were not wasted.  Article 68 of the Regulations Governing Labor Service For Reform profited quite directly from the grim Soviet experience of yesteryear.132  Those regulations announced their purpose as "compulsory reform . . .  through labor service".  They set up a series of rewards to encourage forced-labor prisoners to make themselves especially useful.  Even though his entrepreneurial activities in the countryside had identified him as a hated "landlord", he was urged by the People's Democracy to perform those same activities while in prison.  He was even given "a note of merit" if he did a good job.  So a Chinese kulak was praised in prison for doing what had earned him The People's hatred "on the outside".

       Thus Article 68 made life easier for those productive people who had fallen into the Communist net if they contributed their skills and labor free of charge to the ruling Proletariat.  All in the name of that old familiar benevolence, the People's Justice.

       Thus did the Chinese Communist Party profit from Russian experience - for the time being.  Any producers who fell victim to The People's wrath and escaped the avenging bullet in the head were not wastefully allowed to leave the country.  They were used, from the beginning, the way Stalin had eventually learned to use them during the third decade of the Soviet revolution.  Thus the luckless "landlord" in revolutionary China found himself laboring as one of Solzhenitsyn's "zeks" in a Chinese Gulag.

       Liu Shaoqi managed to preserve even more of China's productive capacity than these "free" contributors.  He did it by juggling definitions.  He urgently sent cadre "justice teams" out into the countryside with a definition of class struggle that classified many of China's kulaks as "rich peasants" who were exempted from summary execution133.  The government cadres insisted that these "rich peasants", although clearly "enemies of The People" (for having been more productive than their neighbors), should nevertheless be permitted "some" land to work on.  How much land?  Well, as much as the government thought it could get away with, which turned out to be twice as much as the average holding in the local district.

       Although Liu and his fellow modernists in the Communist government had preserved a substantial amount of China's food growing capacity in this manner, they had to stipulate that the "rich peasants" and their children and their children's children would suffer socially and politically from their class stigma.  These class criminals constituted about 5% of the rural population.

       The "middle peasants" occupied a no-man's-land in the rigid class structure of Communist China.  According to the language of the 1950 decree on class status, "The middle peasants depend wholly or mainly upon their own labor for their living.  In general they do not exploit others." 134 However, as Mao explained it in 1939, they are disqualified from membership in the ruling classes because they are economically self-sufficient.  Being self-sufficient meant, of course, that they needed Communism about as much as they needed a hole in the head.  The only reward they could expect in Marxist paradise was a shiny new harness attached to The People's wagon.  Mao estimated that about 20% of the rural population consisted of "middle peasants".  In 1953 that amounted to 100 million people.  Neither despised as criminals nor accepted into the ruling classes with The People, they became perpetual aspirants to one side or the other, to whatever faction dominated in their locality at any given time.

       The "poor peasants" and farm laborers were the cream of the Marxist crop.  Amounting to about 70% of the rural population they were, in Mao's words, "the strongest force of the Chinese Revolution, the natural and most reliable ally of the Proletariat"135.  They were defined as those who had no property, no land, no workshop   and it was crucial that they depended on other people's economic enterprise for their livelihood.  Let them perform any activity on their own hook, let them build houses or practice veterinary medicine for a living, and they were in for some deep trouble.

       In his documentary account of revolution in a Chinese village, William Hinton tells of the endless meetings among the poor peasants to decide who belonged to the exalted class, the class that would rule the People's Republic of China from now on, the only class that would profit from revolutionary "distribution"136.  The village blacksmith, for example, was a hot tempered, swarthy complexioned fellow who insisted on being his own man.  "He's a middle peasant because he earns good money as a blacksmith," spat one of the noble poor.  They agreed that made him an exploiter.  Which was a very interesting Chinese variation on scientific Marxism, for Karl Marx would have had quite a lot of difficulty seeing a blacksmith (a worker, one of the noble Proletariat), classified an "exploiter", while those who had hired him were classified as "wage slaves"

       But a determined set of poor peasants could be quite inventive when the need arose.  There was in the same village an old peasant, himself a widower, who was so fond of a certain widow that he treated her with exceptional respect and brought her an occasional egg from his own farm.  This turned some of the village women positively green with envy and they swore their vengeance.  As soon as they became organized as the exploited poor, they charged the widow with being a landlord over her lover, the old peasant.  He was her property.137  He was the special favor that eternally serves as envy's Pavlovian link to childhood:   The infuriating parental favor bestowed on a rival sibling.

       But the word play and hair splitting were not exclusively inspired by envy;  there was cold, calculating class struggle involved here as well.  Hinton explains that the poor peasants were in control of the classification process and that "it was in their interest to place others in higher brackets for two obvious reasons - in the first place, unless some families were classed as landlords, rich peasants, or well-to-do middle peasants, there would be no property to distribute;  in the second place, if there were large numbers of families classed as poor, whatever 'struggle fruits" materialized would have to be spread thin.  Clearly," Hinton concludes, "the fewer families there were on the receiving end, the more each family would be likely to get."

       In China envy selected the enemy, but class struggle supplied the motive.  Righteous anger sprang from a lifetime of playing the zero-sum game in each envious heart, but the division of "struggle fruits" came right out of the old familiar grab-it-for-us game.  In China, however, the game was particularly sordid because there wasn't all that much to grab in the first place.  As Hinton describes it:



The problem was not primarily a shortage of land, for there was enough land to give every man, woman and child almost a full acre.  The problem was the shortage of livestock, carts, implements, housing, and manpower.  For even though most of the draft animals had already been shared among four or more families each, there were still dozens of households that did not even own one leg of a donkey, not to mention a spoke in the wheel of a cart.  There were also large numbers of widows and old people who had no one to help them in the fields.   The work team launched an examination of the village accounts in order to determine where all the "fruits" had gone.138



       But although they weren't smart enough to see that defining some poor wretch as a landlord wouldn't make him rich, they did have an extraordinary measure of Proletarian persistence going for them.  They beat the bushes for every peasant blouse, every wooden rake, every stick of furniture that could be found.  Hinton describes a sickening "midnight raid" by three gangs of townspeople on the home of an old widow and her daughter.139  It was the same old widow who had stirred the harpies' fury for having such a devoted lover.  When the organized forces of Marxist justice went to settle accounts with her, Hinton accompanied them.  As he tells it, "the whole area smelled of dampness and mold, a background odor that seemed to sharpen rather than deaden the occasional whiff of truly rotten matter from an overflown cistern that assailed the nostrils of our nocturnal raiding party".

He describes the raiding party:  

	"The group around me was made up of members of the standing committee of the People's Congress, several newly appointed village officials, the cadres of the work team, and several armed militiamen."

       These worthies then pounded thunderously on the door and pushed belligerently into the widow's two-room house.  Their feet covered with mud, they tramped through the place in frustrated fury as all they could come up with in one room was "a large wooden box, some rolls of reed matting, an earthen jar, a few bowls, a mirror, and a brush."   In the other room they found "an old wooden armchair polished until it glistened by generations of use" and a low shelf used as a bed, covered with "a thin reed mat and two faded cotton quilts."

       A bitter argument broke out over how many jars she had.  She explained how one had been broken during a recent cave-in after a storm.  The questioning was punctuated by human behavior revoltingly familiar to students of Communist history.  One militiaman "ordered the widow to stand back.  When she didn't move quickly enough to suit him he gave her a push that sent her reeling against the [bed]. . . .   Then, overcome with frustration he suddenly disappeared into the night.  He returned a few minutes later with a rope which he waved in front of the [widow].  'Tell the truth now, where is the grain?  Don't tell me you have only three bags left!'"

       Another member of the raiding party warns the widow's daughter that "if the masses get angry with you, no one can guarantee your safety".  A militiaman suggests to his comrades that "if we hung them both up and gave them a good thrashing we'd find plenty of wealth soon enough".  But the new 1950 rules forbad beatings.  Another militiaman growls "We aren't allowed to beat her;  very well then, tie her up and throw her in the pond.  Let her drink some good ditch water.  Then everything will spill out.  We are just wasting our time this way.  If this were the year of Liberation, ten rich peasant bastards would have been beaten to death by this time."

       Precisely so.  And for just that reason, Liu Shaoqi was determined that there would be no Proletarian spontaneity in the countryside this time, that there would be no Soviet-style "collectivization famine" in the bone-poor China of 1950.  Shooting those "landlords" who performed no useful function would have little effect on production.  Sending the others off to work in the Gulag would provide a valuable chain gang for special projects.  But the kulaks in the countryside had to be protected by the roving struggle teams sent out on schedule from Party headquarters.  Unfortunately, the Party's solicitude came too late for over eight million hard working peasants.

       It must be pointed out, however, that the Communist Party, which must skillfully and effectively service the Mandate of Envy, has no use for layabouts and murderers.  It must have cadres who will be acceptable to the broad masses and will work diligently in the interests of the People's Justice.  As J. K. Fairbank pointed out, one of the first tasks during the land reform period was to identify "active elements" among the poor who had "the motivation and the capacity to lead the forthcoming movement".

       One old woman in Hinton's village fit that description perfectly.  Impoverished by a horde of lazy relatives that she had to support with her own bare hands, hers was a revolutionary zeal that came from life's bitter memories.  Her attitude toward the new order was summed up in her statement to Hinton:  "In the old society everyone oppressed others . Now things are much better."

       She wasn't really envious in her own right;  the culture she had inherited from the past was saturated with envy.  She had no quarrel with the slogans painted on the walls urging the distributors of the fruits of struggle to "Level the Tops, Fill the Holes".  After all, it was typical for Chinese of her generation to be taught that, "One who wishes to be happy must first learn to keep his head down at the level of the rest.  To stick it up higher is to risk decapitation."140



In the Cities



       The Party advanced into the cities with even greater caution than it had exercised in the rural regions.  It was the original labor-union members of the Party that operated in the cities and they wanted productive city dwellers to continue playing their normal economic roles, while being gradually eased out of any substantive political roles that might inconvenience the Proletarian state.  In solemn official language, the New Economic Policy was an explicit part of the People's Republic of China from the start.  The new regime was called the New Democracy, and its Common Program stipulated that China was not yet ready for the Dictatorship of the Proletariat;  there just weren't enough Proletarians in this primarily agricultural country.  A joint dictatorship was declared between the workers and peasants on the one hand and the "petty" and "national" bourgeoisie on the other.  These latter were the craftsmen, the entrepreneurs, commercial experts, industrial foremen, engineers, the specialists - all the usual enemies of The People.  They were, of course, declared officially suspect and morally evil, the workers and peasants were advised to keep a close watch on them and to chasten them whenever necessary to keep them in line, but they were protected from Proletarian wrath by the Party itself.  There would be no bloodbath for the Chinese "spetsy".  The Common Program of 1949 stipulated that private enterprise should play its proper part "in promoting the development of the social economy as a whole".

       The rule of reason seldom prevails for long in a system founded on malevolent passion.  Liu's NEP was scrupulously observed and bountifully successful for only twenty-eight months.  There were, after all, millions of envious Proletarians in the cities, and from the end of 1949 to the beginning of 1952 they had stood by helplessly while the commerce and industry of the "national bourgeoisie" flourished.  That  ghastly sight had seared their nerve endings the way Lenin's NEP had seared those of the Soviet Proletariat.

       Their anguish struck a responsive chord in the Chinese Communist Party.   To the ideological zealots who staffed the ministries and bureaus, Liu Shaoqi and his fellow modernists at the top of the heap looked very much like the despised Confucians of yesteryear.  The majority of 1950's Communists hadn't joined the Party to provide a political infrastructure for urban capitalists.  They had a mission.  A cause.  These weren't old men preoccupied with nation building, these were young soldiers committed to the cause of "justice".  Their duty was not to production statistics and trade balances, but to a fellowship of aggrieved siblings whose vision was riveted on distribution.   "Fair" distribution.   Equal distribution.

       When Edgar Snow visited them in their poorly heated caves in the barren northern hills, he caught a valuable glimpse of the children of Marx, of the eternal siblings of zero-sum regression.  He wondered what made them the way they were.  Snow wrote in 1937,



I often had a queer feeling among the Reds that I was in the midst of a host of schoolboys engaged in a life of violence because some strange design of history had made this seem infinitely more important to them than football games, textbooks, love, or the main concerns of youth in other countries.  At times I could scarcely believe that it had been only this determined aggregation of youth, equipped with an Idea, that had directed a mass struggle for ten years against all the armies of Nanking.  How had the incredible brotherhood arisen, banded together, and whence came its strength?  And why had it perhaps, after all, failed to mature, why did it all seem fundamentally like a mighty demonstration, like a crusade, of youth?141



       Having closely examined the behavior of European Marxists and Soviet Communists, we now understand what had caused that childish brotherhood to band together, and we understand the emotional problem they shared with their brothers.  Our century of experience has also revealed to us the source of their strength, the strength of the most fundamental tribal bond on earth, the bond of siblings facing a cruel world of injustice, a modern world sent by outsiders to destroy the purity of feudal equality.

       That strength was too much for the Party leaders in 1952.  Since the pursuit of "economic justice" was the very reason for the Party's existence, they had to yield to that "determined aggregation of youth" when the pain of modernization became unbearable in China's cities.  Following in the footsteps of Stalin's "gold bugs", the Party's young activists conducted a treasure hunt among the urban businessmen of the "New Democracy", complete with searches that ransacked their premises and struggle meetings that ransacked their emotions.  Some victims committed suicide to avoid public disapprobation, some committed suicide to avoid further struggle.

       A. Doak Barnet, an eminent scholar of the Chinese scene, tells us what those struggle meetings were like.



 The manager of one large company was kept locked in his office for 17 days, while he was being interrogated and threatened;  he confessed all his real and imagined sins several times, but his confessions were repeatedly rejected as unsatisfactory and incomplete.  Another businessman was questioned continuously for three days and nights;  the weather in Shanghai at this time was still wet and cold, and this man was clad only in his underwear for the whole period.  Managerial personnel in another large company were handcuffed in their office for a long time when they denied that they were concealing large amounts of money.  This type of humiliating and terrifying treatment was meted out to thousands of Chinese businessmen to force them to confess their "illegal earnings" and to make repayment for them to the government.  It was all-out psychological warfare.142



       More than 450,000 enterprises were caught up in the great Chinese urban treasure hunt of 1952.143  Some people went to prison, some died, but most survived.  Their businesses did not.  Most firms and factories were driven against the ropes by fines and other "economic exactions";  they threw in the sponge and became "state-private" enterprises, well on their way to becoming nationalized, well on their way to settling into the least common denominator of productivity.

       They didn't have to wait long.  During the next three years, one firm after another was seized until, by 1956, as Maurice Meisner tells us, "the private sector of the urban economy had ceased to exist, and all industrial and commercial enterprises of any significant size had been effectively nationalized."144

       During its twenty-eight months of existence, free enterprise had flourished and the new nation had been put on the road toward economic recovery.   But Liu Shaoqi was unable to control the entire Communist Party.  He tried to sell the "New Democracy" as the only effective way to rebuild China after twenty years of bitter warfare.  He could have saved his breath.  It's no good telling a Marxist that economic freedom is good for production - if he were interested in production he wouldn't be a Marxist in the first place.



• • •



       Envy couldn't stand the strain in the countryside any more than it could in the cities, for out there on the farm, a crime against the People's Justice had been committed.  Land reform had bestowed economic freedom on what was left of China's peasantry.  The Land Reform of 1950 meant that everyone had started out on what we now like to call a "level playing field", since everyone had a fair share of the land and the tools to work it.  At the starting whistle it was a truly egalitarian society, but it soon began to reproduce the "horrible old injustice" of yesteryear.

       The most efficient farmers produced more on their land than the others.  Those completely unsuited to farming (and that usually includes the majority of any normal population), brought in crops too small to pay expenses.  When they needed seed in the spring, they borrowed money from the more capable farmers and tried again.  When they failed again, they sold their land to pay off their debts.  Events faithfully followed the pattern of every agricultural region in history, including the great plains of Canada and of the United States.  Able farmers worked more of the land as the years went by, and inept farmers worked less.  Those who couldn't grow enough food to feed their own families left the farmlands and headed for the cities.  They left behind them prosperous farms whose average size grew steadily larger, decade by decade.

       China's Marxists profess a great admiration for large farms.  They are thrilled at the sight of a straight, thousand-meter run of plowland, free of fences.  How wonderfully efficient for the use of agricultural machinery!  They have no objection to efficiency, mind you, it's prosperity they object to - relative prosperity.  Their idea of a "peasants' utopia" is one that puts the able farmers to work on huge farms, working for all the others.  Nobody leaves.  Nobody heads for the city.  Everybody stays out on the farm:  some growing food and some, so to speak, "out to pasture".  That, as we have seen, is a description of the feudal ages, of a primitive economy.

       Liu held out for free enterprise as long as he could.  In February 1953, he publicly forecast that NEP agriculture would continue for at least four more years.  Indeed he dismissed the very idea of collectivized agriculture in China as "utopian agrarian socialism".

       But the Korean War ended six months later and, with Tibet pacified for the time being, the economic emergency came to an end.  The Party's Marxists turned their attention away from warfare and back to justice.  At first reasonable and gradualist, the Central Committee urged farmers to pool their tools and resources during the planting and harvesting seasons.  Mindful of what happened in the Soviet Union when the momentum of progressive agriculture got out of hand, Liu inserted an awkward line in the Central Committee's statement putting everyone on notice that any untoward pressure toward collectivization coming from rural zealots would amount to "a criminal act against agricultural cooperation".

       China's food production thereby escaped the fate of its urban commerce throughout 1954 and the first half of 1955.  What happened next is so familiar to us from Soviet experience we could easily get the names mixed up.  As the orthodox account reads in the Party ideological journal Honqi [Red Flag]:



At this moment of crucial importance, Comrade Mao Zedong told the whole Party clearly that the masses had an immense enthusiasm for socialism, and that it was necessary to lead the peasants forward firmly.  He pointed out [that] the lower strata who accounted for 60 to 70 percent of the nation's rural population, were enthusiastic to take the socialist road and that this enthusiasm was even stronger among those who had a higher level of political consciousness.

                          [Yea, verily!]

However, the bourgeoisie and rich peasants were firmly opposed to the movement for agricultural cooperation.   Standing on the side of the bourgeoisie [and] the rich peasants  the Right opportunists [shades of the Bukharinists] in the Party did their best to find pretexts to oppose the agricultural cooperation movement led by the Party.145



       Like Stalin before him, Mao took advantage of increasing peasant unrest to make his grab for the Mandate of Envy.  Explaining that the political future of the Communist Party lies with "the lower strata", not with increased production, he set out to topple the hated capitalist roaders.  But also like Stalin, Mao was outnumbered by those in the Central Committee who were enamored of the burgeoning well-being of China's economy.

       Having bided his time carefully, Mao chose an innocuous "outside" meeting of the provincial and regional Party secretaries to set off his zero-sum bomb.  By using explicit and uncompromising language and coupling it with authentic Marxist passion, Mao catapulted the issue out into the public domain, knocked the lid off the long-simmering class struggle, and forced the Central Committee to come to heel.  As Maurice Meisner put it, "Mao counterposed a revolutionary peasantry to a party that was insufficiently revolutionary"146.

       By the time Mao proclaimed the end of the NEP and the inauguration of collectivization, the ruling class of poor peasants had built up quite a head of steam for economic justice.  The practical details of the confiscation of kulak property had hardly been worked out before the stampede began.  Within three months, over sixty percent of the peasantry had collectivized itself into the zero-sum womb.  Less than nine months after collectivization began, more than 110 million families, or ninety-two percent of all the farmers in China, had eliminated the last vestiges of private farming from their districts.  Virtually all farm implements, livestock, and draft animals had become collective property, as had the land and the crops produced on it.147

       The agricultural production of China's rural envy clinics promptly dropped to the level of the least common denominator.  As the returns rolled in from the countryside, Mao claimed his Mandate with pride.  To make it clear who was to be the unquestioned leader of Communist China when the dust settled, Mao had already drawn attention to the revolutionary precedent for his coronation.  In his original bid for the Mandate in July 1955, he had praised Stalin's mobilization of the lower strata in the Soviet Union during "the six years between 1929 and 1934", and he had pointedly declared that "the Soviet Union's experience is our model".

       Well, it certainly was.  Seeing clearly that the 1957 crop was not going to be sufficient to feed the population, Liu and the productionists moved rapidly to save the situation.  The kulaks were allowed to escape the collectives in many instances, the right to cultivate private plots was restored and liberalized, the right to sell the produce from one's own plot on the private market was granted.  The crisis abated;  farm production promptly rose again.

       The hasty retreat from his historic Marxist achievement galled Mao.  His malice toward the productionists intensified until, in November 1957, it resulted in a spiteful diatribe delivered to, of all people, Nikita Khrushchev!148

       The occasion was the fortieth anniversary of the Russian revolution, and the leaders of all the ruling Communist parties were in Moscow for the festivities.  Khrushchev had been thrown out of office a few months earlier by what he termed the "anti-Party group", which was still being vilified in the Soviet press.  Now, back in the saddle of the Soviet Politburo, Khrushchev found himself off to one side with Mao Zedong, who launched himself, through two interpreters, into an astonishing and childish outburst of anti-Party vilification.  Mao told him that Liu Shaoqi and Zhou Enlai were no good and, as Khrushchev reported in his memoirs, Mao listed "names, dates and specific incidents to back up his negative reports".  He then lambasted Zhu De, China's most eminent general, in equally negative terms.  The only Party leader Mao seemed to approve of was Deng Xiaoping.  Khrushchev said later:  "I remember Mao pointing out Deng to me and saying, 'See that little man there?  He's highly intelligent and has a great future ahead of him'".

       It was not just that Deng was a better dissembler than the others, he had the important advantage of looking like an ugly little gnome.  (It is no accident that the court jesters of vain kings throughout history have presented such a flattering physical contrast to their stalwart masters.)  But, in the Chinese sense, Deng was even more classical than that.  A month earlier, Deng had won solid favor with the Great Helmsman by roundly denouncing "serious right-deviationist ideas within the Party [to the effect that] attention could be concentrated on production"149.  In one of those wonderful performances that typify Chinese public life, Deng had passionately declared precisely the opposite of everything he actually believed - politically, economically and philosophically.  A dyed-in-the-wool capitalist roader himself, he had fulminated against every productive citizen in the country while declaring that "under no circumstances is it possible to allow the dictatorship of the proletariat to be shaken".



The Janus Ploy



       This Chinese game of dressing in the other team's uniform has led many a foreign observer astray.  Westerners, in particular, fall into this trap with great frequency.  Being analytically inclined, they have a tendency to search public statements for evidence of the speaker's inner beliefs and fixed conclusions.  But the Chinese political player usually intends his declarations and postures to fit the circumstances confronting him at the moment, circumstances that are likely to change during the next act of the opera.  At that time, he will leap just as high and clash the cymbals just as loudly for the emperor in blue as he did for the one in green.  The player himself and every spectator in the audience will take delight in the skill and dexterity with which this transformation is carried out, while Western observers, searching for explanations in the printed program, will miss all the flourishes and most of the fun.

       The problem comes from the fact that a Westerner joins a political group because it clearly avows his own particular set of beliefs.  He will then label himself a loyal member of that particular group in order to put the world on notice about where he stands.  The Chinese are much too practical for that sort of nonsense.  First of all, they see no advantage in lashing themselves to the mast of a single ship when that ship could easily be the one that will end up being sunk!  Clearly one should preserve for oneself the maximum degree of maneuverability by making the minimum number of irrevocable political commitments.  But suppose it becomes absolutely necessary that some sort of public declaration be made?  Suppose circumstances demand that a politician say who he is and what he believes?

       The ordinary player, the run-of-the-mill Chinese politician, will try to figure out which side is the more likely to win and quickly join it.  But the more sophisticated player, the one most frequently to be counted among the leadership, will use the Janus ploy:  the trick of facing in both directions at the same time.  Having carefully established himself (by his selection of friends or by his actual behavior), in the camp that fits his innermost convictions, the Janus player will fervently declare himself in public to be a loyal member of the opposite camp.  That way he gets the best of both worlds:  each side offers him favors to hold his allegiance, both sides are reluctant to criticize him for fear of losing his support.  Furthermore, by not limiting his field of action to one narrow side or the other, he demonstrates his prowess as a politician, remains useful to any conceivable faction that may have something to offer him and, in the special circumstances of Marxist politics, he is still capable of rallying The People behind his envious green banner while plotting with secret conspirators to unleash the productive forces of the nation under false pretenses.  Much of the political action in China during the past four decades has been enlivened by intricate combinations of Janus players among the top leaders of the Chinese Communist Party.  The Beijing newspapers of 1949 to 1976 were impossible to decipher without a Janus scorecard.

       Mao, a Janus player all his life, knew perfectly well on which side of the fence Deng was to be counted.  But he wasn't interested in unmasking Deng at that particular time because he was about to embark on a prodigious political and economic undertaking for which he needed all the allies he could get.  Deng, as the newly appointed General Secretary of the Communist Party, could be of material assistance to Mao.  And Deng willingly made himself available by clashing his cymbals for the Red Emperor;  he knew that this was his big chance to rise to the topmost level of the hierarchy.

       Mao was badly outnumbered in the leadership by those who yearned for national economic development.  As we have seen, most Party leaders were city born and raised;  they were not amused by Mao's hayseed brand of Marxism.  In the countryside, however, the scales were tipped heavily in Mao's favor.  Here was the source of his strength.  Here were the people who shared Mao's feudal preferences, shared his pained reactions against the injustice of inequality.  In fact, these were the very people that had selected Mao from among the other candidates for leadership during the 1940s, just as the envious masses of Soviet peasantry had selected Joseph Stalin during the 1930s.  Now the humiliating rebuff he had received in the midst of his collectivization "triumph" sent Mao reeling back toward his roots, sent him into the countryside in search of a solution to his political problems.  And his feudal intellect found the perfect solution -  he would restore the scattered rural handicraft society of medieval China, restore serfdom and the zero-sum bliss of communal life.  He would, in short, launch the nation on a Great Leap Forward into the past.



The Great Leap Forward



       The Mandate was still very much alive in the countryside and it was, like Mao, frustrated and enraged when the Party's capitalist roaders helped so many kulaks escape from its collective embrace.  But Mao had a plan.  So they wanted industrial development, did they?  They wanted iron and steel and electrical goods?  All right, Mao and the Mandate would give them all those things, but they'd be damned if that meant that a bunch of know-it-all spetsy would live in urban comfort and preen themselves in the spotlight of national attention while the rural Mandate stayed in the unseen background up to its ankles in pig dung.

       There are many forms of envy and this is one of them.  Those of us who were conscientiously reading the printed dialogue of the People's Republic during this period were shocked by the outpouring of peasant envy toward anyone or anything that was modern, educated or civilized.  We were to see it all again - three times.  We were to see it in the Third World during the Chinese-sponsored People's War campaigns , then again during the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, and finally in Cambodia in 1975 and 1976.  It is not a pretty sight.  It is characterized by sheer atavistic malice directed at human progress - more specifically, at anyone intelligent enough to understand the baffling new machines and techniques that make that tormenting human progress possible.

       Mao's Great Leap was perfectly tailored to the needs of China's atavistic peasantry.  It was not a national plan to develop China's economy at an accelerated pace, it was a frenzied attack on urban modernity, a manic delusion of primitive grandeur, a mass hysteria of over 300 million frustrated revolutionary victors in renewed pursuit of the "struggle fruits" repeatedly denied them during the preceding decade.  At some level of comprehension they now realized there was no pot of gold buried in their neighbor's dooryard.  But Marx had promised his liberated heroes they would inherit the capitalists' pot as soon as they seized control of the "means of production".  So where was it?

       The People knew where it was:  it had been spirited away by the city slickers.  Mao knew where it was:  it had been denied him by the city-loving capitalist roaders and their friends, the experts.  Well there would be no experts in Mao's China, there would be only "reds".  And they would create a paradise on earth by unleashing the productive powers of The People, powers based not on venal technology but on a "higher level of political consciousness".  Politics in command!

       "Mao's program," writes Meisner, "envisioned the development and application of modern science and technology without professional scientists and technocrats".  "To Party economic planners," Meisner explains, "this seemed an economically irrational notion".150

       By definition, it was irrational.  It was founded not on reasoned analysis but on atavistic envy.  Meisner places it in that familiar context when he observes:



But for Mao, science and technology were not politically neutral matters.  If left to itself, modern scientific and technological development generated technological elites and fostered social inequality.



	Which, as we have seen, has been the story of mankind since the end of the eighteenth century.

       Mao called for the doubling of agricultural production in one year.  How?  Well, it's simple.  You just plant everything closer together.  You plant twice as many seeds in the same area of land and you double the crop.  That's Mao thought.

       Agricultural experts explained that it doesn't work that way.  "Close planting" merely means that the plants will shadow each other above ground and choke each other off below ground.151  Mao branded them "rightists" and ignored them.

       The Great Leap Forward was based on the "Five Togethers":  working together, eating together, living together, studying together and drilling together.152  (This last was not for oil, it was military drill.  The rural population had been issued rifles to form itself into a huge militia, a fact overlooked by those who weep about the suffering of the poor helpless peasants under the lash of the mean old Communists.  The poor helpless People were armed!)

       All this togetherness was part of a stratagem to hitch productive peasants to The People's wagon.  It was called the People's Commune, and it was the ultimate Marxist Nirvana, the goal of all who possessed a "higher level of political consciousness".

       The commune was indeed a Great Leap ahead of the collective farm as an agency for solving the envy problem.  It wasn't merely collectivism, it was an absolute regression to the zero-sum family.  According to Mao153 it was imposed on 30% of the peasantry by the other 70%, and the details of commune operation show that it was far more than a yoke for China's hard workers, far more than an income leveler, it handled envy problems that no other Communist nation has ever even attempted to handle.

       For example:  Before the communes, people used to go inside their own homes, go in there behind those opaque walls where no one could see what was happening, and they'd cook themselves a meal and sit down at a private table to enjoy it all by themselves.  There was no limit to the special treats they could be enjoying in there.  What delicacies did they have hidden behind the cupboard?  What special tricks did the use to make their food taste better, taste better than their neighbors' food?

       It was intolerable.  The commune forthwith put a stop to it.  Everyone had to eat together in the Great Leap -  eat the same food in a common mess hall where the politically conscious could keep an eye on them, eat out in the open under proper supervision where everyone could make sure nobody got anything special.  Anyone who was caught cooking at home was punished.  In most cases the problem couldn't arise, all private cooking utensils had been confiscated by the communal brothers.

       But those private cottages with their opaque walls were still a problem.  The obvious solution had to be imposed in the name of Marxist justice:  the advanced communes tore down all private houses and used the construction materials to build barracks for the lucky communards.  The last major source of envy was dispelled when the married couples moved into their new dormitories:  one for men, one for women.  All children became common property.  So did the elderly;  they were put to work looking after the smaller children and turning out consumer goods in communal handicraft shops.  The concepts of personal possessions, private activities or a separate life simply vanished.

       The first commune, the Sputnik People's Commune, was established in April 1958.  It drew up a set of regulations that, with trivial modifications, became a model for all the rest.  Indeed by the time the Central Committee got around to passing a resolution on the subject (at the end of August), there were 8,000 communes patterned after Sputnik.  Sloppy Western pundits have declared that Mao Zedong's words were so powerful and irresistible that 600 million Chinese formed communes and stole everyone's private property.  But Mao's words throughout the fiasco urged that same 600 million to increase production and grow more food.  How come no one responded to those irresistible words?  The ruler in the Great Leap countryside was mass envy, not Mao Zedong.

 	The Central Committee simply legalized the draft regulations drawn up by the Sputnik Commune.  To us, by now, those standard communal regulations read like an open book.

       Article 16, for example, is an old friend of ours.  We've seen it in practice in the Soviet Union, but this Chinese rule's candor about who is doing what to whom is quite refreshing.  "The commune," says article 16, "relying on the activists among the poor and lower-income peasants, [must] initiate Communist labor emulation campaigns, reviews and comparisons, so that the principle 'from each according to his ability' will gradually be executed by members of their own accord."154  Kinda puts a lump in your throat, doesn't it?

       An official brochure best describes how article 16 is enforced:



The leadership of the commune constantly educates people in Mao-Zedong Thought and uses various methods to help people destroy self-interest and foster devotion to the public.  The Party branch [promotes] the revolutionization of people's thinking so that the peasants break with the centuries-old concept of private ownership, develop the communist style of cherishing the state and the collective, and foster the idea of farming for the revolution.



       But the Great Leap Forward had more on its mind than hitching productive farmers to The People's wagon, it had to show those wisenheimer spetsy how far The People could leap without any of their help, thank you very much.  A splendid goal was conceived:  Mao bid China's communal peasants to make themselves, in 15 years, more industrially productive than Great Britain.  Like a child's scrawl in its copybook after the first day in school, article 16 listed what needed to be done:



  The commune must develop industry as rapidly as possible.  The first things to be done in this field are to set up mines, iron and steel plants, and factories for manufacturing ball bearings, farm tools, fertilizer, and building materials and for processing farm produce, repairing machinery, building hydroelectric power projects, installations for utilizing methane, and other enterprises.



       In May 1958, Liu Shaoqi tried to head off the economic disaster implicit in all this foolishness by carrying out a Janus ploy.  He leapt into the center of the stage wearing his brightest red revolutionary costume and loudly proclaimed to the National Party Congress that he was way out in front of this whole thing, and they couldn't possibly do better than follow him.  Where?  "To develop industry and agriculture simultaneously, while giving priority to heavy industry", that's where.  And he was so rabid on the subject of "reds" instead of "experts" that he had already gone on to the next slogan:  "red and expert!"  And just to make sure he wasn't leaving any loopholes open, he designed an ingenious catch-all phrase:  "We shall continue to draw on the advanced experience of the Soviet Union and other countries."

       Liu's attempt to head the juggernaut off by clever phrases in Party meetings was futile;  the run-up to the Great Leap was picking up speed too rapidly.  The Chinese countryside was fast losing its human face, fast taking on the appearance of a swarm of blue ants.  And there were hundreds of thousands of clay anthills rising out of the swarming terrain.  But these were no ordinary anthills.  These were catch-up-with-Britain-in-15-years anthills.  These were open-hearth furnaces, iron smelters, steel mills, heavy basic industries, magic contrivances for the enticement of the 20th century.

• • •



       In the mountainous jungles of New Guinea there live Stone-Age tribes who build effigies of modern airplanes out of tree branches and bits of cloth.  They, too, are engaged in the enticement of the 20th century.  They have seen real airplanes land at real airports to disgorge wondrous cargoes of modern goods.  It is in the futile hope that they can trick the big shiny airplanes into landing in their particular patch of New Guinea jungle that they erect their primitive facsimiles.  It is in the hope that great gifts will descend from the heavens that they disguise their backyard rain forests as modern airports.

       In unconscious mimicry of New Guinea's "airplane people", Mao's "steel people" erected backyard effigies of modern blast furnaces in the hope that the 20th century might descend from the heavens to disgorge its wondrous modern goods in their communes.  Scraping up light brown clay or yellow loess to build their conical mounds, vast legions of Chinese peasants abandoned their labor in the rice paddies and wheat fields to sit patiently tending their imitation "steel mills".  In 1958 alone, the communes threw up two million backyard furnaces, two million clay-brick open-hearth steel mills with primitive wooden bellows at which each "red" mindlessly pushed and tugged for his communally-assigned interval.  They stoked them with whatever precious fuel they could find in the barren Chinese countryside and then threw into them everything made of iron they could lay their hands on.  Millions of well-made, already scarce, desperately needed tools and farm implements disappeared into the all-consuming maws of those aboriginal blast furnaces to be converted into de-carbonized, heavily oxidized, low-temperature grey pig iron that was distinguished by the universal industrial fact that it wasn't worth a tinker's dam.  Brittle as a cinder, it could be neither forged nor cast without quickly developing cracks and coming apart.  As L. T. C. Kuo described it shortly afterwards,



The use of cheap native iron and steel has resulted in the breakdown and deterioration of millions of implements produced or repaired in innumerable improvised small factories.  Many of these tools and implements were lost, wasted or destroyed.  They were left scattered in the open air in the field where rains and winds ruined them.  [New directives were issued to the effect that a pressing duty will henceforth be] "the education of the masses toward love of the common property.155



Sound familiar to you?



       Under the perverse hammer blows of improper planting, destruction of work incentives, backyard steel mills and a dozen other pet projects of the "red, not expert" planners, the Chinese economy ground to a battered halt.  Those who were growing food were doing it badly and brought in reduced yields, while millions of peasants, involved with medieval industrial projects, brought in no food at all.  The result was three years of deadly famine throughout China.  Starving mobs ransacked food stocks and pillaged towns all over the country.156  Because of the universal military training that had been going on for the past few years, the ravaging mobs were armed.  Troops had to be called in to bring them under control and to distribute evenly what little food there was left in China.

       Distributing food or distributing anything else in those years was close to impossible.  The nation's transport system had been ruined by the Great Leap, ruined by literally unprecedented stupidity.  There is no parallel to be found in the history of national economic management for the mindless dispersal of the Chinese steel industry carried out by the "reds" of the late 1950s.  With a bare-bones railroad network of less than thirty thousand kilometers, the Leapers scattered their two million steel mills over a countryside of ten million square kilometers.  Great quantities of iron ore had to be shipped all over the nation, shipped to millions of delivery points over frequently rugged terrain from the few districts where it was mined.  Great quantities of coal had to be distributed over those ten millions square kilometers from the regions where its mines were to be found.  Not one of the developed nations of the world, not England or Germany or the United States, possesses a rail system equal to that idiotic task.

      As the shattered national economy sank to its knees, The People rose in their righteous wrath in search of guilty parties.  One party that did not want to be chosen for the honor was the Communist Party, and it promptly instituted a vigorous investigation of the growing disaster.  One of the characteristic patterns most familiar to us from our Soviet experience was the first to emerge from the deepening distress.  Lucian Pye describes the process of drawing a foregone Marxist conclusion:  "after press reports of widespread inefficiency and corruption, neglect of living conditions, waste and sabotage, the enemy became identified increasingly in class terms".  "The party now proclaimed," Pye continues, "that the old rich and upper-middle-class peasants were at the root of all the difficulties."157

       But as one familiar pattern emerges in the People's Republic of China, another familiar pattern is shattered in dramatic fashion.  In the 1930s we saw Joseph Stalin win the Mandate by collectivizing Soviet agriculture and commerce, even though a ruinous famine killed millions of people and bankrupt the nation.  But that isn't the way it worked for Mao Zedong.

Mao faced not only a nation of starving Marxists, he faced a revolutionary group of Chinese activists within his own Communist Party hungering for an end to backwardness, an end to international weakness.  A hundred years of humiliation at the hands of more developed countries had put a premium on Chinese national power.  Mao's regressive antheaps were not about to deliver that power, nor were the least common denominators of the Chinese countryside capable of producing the rapid economic progress China's modernists so avidly coveted.  Mao Zedong would have to go;  this Leaping boondoggle was the last straw.  In China, it was the Bukharinists who took over after the collectivization famine.



CHAPTER TWELVE

DISMANTLING THE MANDATE AND DISMANTLING THE "BLOC"



       The attack on Mao, and the subsequent war against Maoism, developed on several fronts without coordination or planning.  Each sector of the Chinese leadership became aware of the extent of the Great Leap disaster in its own way and in its own time.  The first group that caught a glimpse of what lay ahead was the central Party organization in Beijing.  Those who held ministerial jobs in the government apparatus began to receive reports that made it clear:  the ship of state was on the rocks.  Meanwhile, the Great Helmsman was issuing exultant communiques about the existence of magnificent treasure islands just over the horizon.  When Mao secretly revealed to Party members that his clay anthills would overtake U.S. steel production by 1973 or, at the very latest, 1978,158 they decided to remove his hand from the tiller.  A meeting was called in late 1958 to restore economic stability.159  It broke up in bitterness on the 10th of December with a resolution that still supported the communes but quietly announced Mao's imminent retirement as head of the government.  The following April, Liu Shaoqi replaced Mao as Chairman of the People's Republic.

       Once again a Communist Party was to discover who was really steering the boat.  In the late 1920s, it probably hadn't been much of a surprise to the Soviets that they weren't in control of events out in the Russian countryside;  after all, they had never imagined they were.  But the Chinese Party had grown and prospered among the rural masses, had raised an immense and victorious peasant army out there, and had led it with unquestioned authority ever since.  They felt they were in charge.  But when the stampede toward feudalism actually picked up speed in 1959, it occurred to them they were not.

       A flurry of meetings was held in Beijing, all of them dominated by Liu Shaoqi.  Decisions were published, resolutions were voted, and all the trappings of central control were mustered to dismantle the legal framework of the communes and get people back to useful work.  But the Party's printing presses couldn't grow food and those who could were still trapped under the rural cave-in, trapped under the communal heaps of inert humanity that had replaced individual responsibility in the Chinese countryside.  Very few productive farmers managed to tear themselves out of the collective embrace that first year.  The few who did, however, saved many people who would otherwise have starved to death.  They had lost their farms and had only garden plots to work with, but they brought in crops and created private markets and exchanged food for the tools and fertilizer The People had confiscated.



       Throughout this period, however, as the central government tried frantically to keep the ship from running aground, the deposed "Helmsman" was busy urging local Party groups out in the hinterlands to hold the Great Leap course -- right up on the rocks!  Mao conducted a personal campaign to defeat the corrective measures of the Chinese government as conditions grew steadily worse during the first half of 1959.  Using his personal prestige to cut across legitimate lines of authority, Mao lashed the rowers' backs to pull harder at the splintering oars.  He and his followers, for example, scoffed at the manufacturer's ratings on Soviet equipment, saying that the placing of limits on their speed of operation was a "bourgeois notion".  As Khrushchev later described it,



they bragged that they could get more production out of a machine than the manufacturer's manual recommended.  As a result, the life span of their machinery was seriously impaired.  Engineers who had technical expertise were denounced as 'bourgeois sycophants' or 'subversives' and reassigned to menial jobs.  Chinese industry became disorganized.  In fact, their whole economy was degenerating into anarchy.160



       It is positively spooky the way Communist history keeps repeating itself.  We saw exactly the same behavior, heard much the same language, and witnessed equally disastrous results in the Soviet Union.  These are precisely the attitudes toward "the means of production" that we saw among the Soviet Proletarians in the 1930s.  Having been promised by Karl Marx himself that there would be endless booty for the Proletariat after it wrested the magic machines away from the hated bourgeoisie, The People of the Soviet Union quite naturally turned the crank with revolutionary zeal.  Their fury knew no bounds when a malicious Nature, siding with the strutting spetsy, presided over the general breakdown of the "inherited" industrial equipment.  Thirty years later, the pattern slipped neatly into place in the Proletarian factories of China.  Same people;  same promise;  same destruction.



Mao's Challenge



       While Mao was leaping in China in 1959, Nikita Khrushchev was hopping mad in the Soviet Union - denouncing the communes, denouncing the Chinese failure to follow in Russia's footsteps, and worrying a lot (in private), about the effect China's Great Leap enthusiasm would have on The People in the Soviet Union.  Indeed, what effect it would have on The People in all of the world's Communist countries.

       For his part, Mao was loudly proclaiming the attainment of Marxist Nirvana in the People's Republic of China:  envy's passion stilled, all human differences eradicated, distributive perfection, the ultimate zero-sum world.  The People in the rest of the Communist countries would soon be muttering:  "If Maoist China is already there, how come we aren't?"

       Khrushchev had already tried to head off the whole problem in 1958.  Years later, during a celebration of Soviet-Polish friendship, he described the incident.  "Mao Zedong expounded his idea about the people's communes to me in a conversation in 1958," Khrushchev said, "when I was in Peking."161  Mao's idea had been that, by instituting "free meals and the equal distribution of products on the people's communes China would show everyone an example of entry into communism ahead of schedule."

       Khrushchev told Mao about the Soviet experience with true communism, including communes, during the first stage of Lenin's Two Step.  From 1917 to 1921 there had been many Soviet communes.  While their industrial opposite numbers were fishing outside the factory walls, Soviet agricultural Proletarians emulated them in the countryside.  As Khrushchev described it:



We knew from our own experience how the peasant behaved when we created the communes.  If he had his own pants, he hid them, figuring that the commune would give him new ones, the commune would provide everything.  If he had his own chickens, he decided:  "Let's eat our chickens, and then we'll eat the chickens the commune gives us".  And each peasant, having eaten up his own chickens, went to the commune.  But where were they to get the chickens?  After all, they don't grow from worms.

[and Khrushchev quotes himself as telling Mao]:

  "Of course, this is your affair, but we would not do this at home.  Communes are not new to us;  we tried them back in the first years of Soviet rule.  We have already eaten our chickens once.  And we have already gone hungry afterwards."162



       The following year, Khrushchev brought his arguments out into the open.  In January 1959, at the 21st Congress of the Soviet Party, he attacked the heretical notion of leaping into full-blown Communism straight out of the socialist frying pan.  Declaring that a present-day Communist economy would go bankrupt if it observed the Communist principle of "from each according to his abilities, to each according to his needs", Khrushchev defended economic inequality under Communism on the basis of some completely anti-Marxist ethics.  People are different, Khrushchev explained, they "have different qualifications, are unequally gifted, have unequal ability to work".163  Therefore, if people are given equal shares of what they actually produce, "they should be getting unequal incomes".  He agreed that unequal incomes were a Marxist sacrilege and a blot on the pure devotion for People's justice they all shared, but he insisted that:



one cannot fail to see that equalization would lead to unjust distribution.  Both the good and bad workers would receive the same.  This is advantageous only for idlers.  Thus, the material incentive of people to work better, to increase labor productivity, to produce more, would be undermined.



       Khrushchev was by now completely disgusted with the primitive clamor coming out of official China but he was, for him, carefully polite in his public utterances during 1959.  He saved his scorn for private meetings among the international Communist community including, whenever they were present, visitors from the People's Republic itself.  His readiness to condemn Mao's fundamentalist Marxism in private conversations with Chinese officials led to a spectacular incident later that year.

       One of the Chinese activists "hungering for an end" to the hundred year weakness of China in international relations was the Minister of Defense, Marshal Peng Dehuai.  He had led the People's Liberation Army into battle against the United Nations forces in Korea, had watched modern weapons destroy entire units of his army, had ordered dozens of attacks on U.S. forces in the certain knowledge that his own countrymen would suffer casualties at a rate ten times that of the lavishly equipped enemy, and had finished the war with over one and a half million dead and wounded in the Chinese and the North Korean armies.  His quarrel with Mao's medieval economics was not, therefore, purely theoretical.  And if he had any theoretical questions, he could always rely on his trusty comrade-in-arms in Korea, his political commissar during the war, Liu Shaoqi, to ask them.

       During 1959, from late April to the middle of June, Marshal Peng was on a military liaison mission to the Warsaw Pact nations.  He had left a China in full pursuit of the Bronze Age, and had entered the dazzling world of post-Sputnik Russia, where power was on constant display and the enthusiastic pursuit of modernity was at fever pitch.  Beset on all sides by such impressions, he finally met up with that super salesman of the Soviet millennium, Nikita Sergeievich Khrushchev himself.  Their meeting took place in Tirana, where they both happened to be on May 25, and where they had a lengthy and very cordial conversation.  Peng heartily agreed with Khrushchev's views on current events in China and proceeded to take the Soviet leader into his confidence.  Peng was determined, he explained, to end Mao Zedong's influence in economic affairs by an open and energetic exposure of his incompetence and a complete account of the serious consequences China had already suffered at his hands.  He wanted the Soviets to understand his actions beforehand, and he therefore gave Khrushchev a letter to the Soviet Communist Party explaining what he was about to do.  Having thus demonstrated his goodwill toward China's principal source of modern weapons and economic aid, Peng returned to China to do battle with the Great Helmsman.



The Counterattack of the Modernists



       Back in Beijing, Marshal Peng sounded out other members of the Party leadership to see how many were as alarmed as he was by the current state of affairs.  There were enough of them, in sufficiently  high places, to encourage  him to go on with his plans.  He interviewed various ministers in the government apparatus to collect data on the extent of the disaster, then wrote a letter to Mao on July 14, 1959, summarizing what he had found.  It was the opening shot in a fusillade that would echo off the walls of official buildings in the capital for the next two weeks.

       Beijing was hot that July, both politically and meteorologically, and the Party Central Committee removed itself to a cool mountain resort for most of the month of August.  It was there at Lushan, in the mountains of Kiangsi Province, that Peng and company formally launched their attack.  As it happened, the presiding officer at the conference, the still head of the Party and the explicit target of one condemnatory speech after another, was the Great Helmsman himself, Mao Zedong.

       We're getting used to patterns that repeat themselves in the special conditions of Communist countries, but this particular reenactment follows its thirty-year-old script so exactly we might be forgiven for seeing ghosts. In 1959, about a decade after the Communist victory in China's Civil War, Mao Zedong faced an exasperated Central Committee loaded with "capitalist roaders" demanding economic development and an immediate halt to the destruction of what few productive elements still existed in the country.  

And in 1929, about a decade after the Communist victory in Russia's Civil War, Joseph Stalin had faced an exasperated Central Committee with the same demands and under almost exactly the same circumstances.

	In the Soviet Union, as later in China, the feudal masses of the peasantry had just swarmed over their productive neighbors and confiscated (or destroyed), everything they had created during years of honest competition under egalitarian ground rules laid down by the Communist Party.  Having nominated himself the champion of the lower strata, Joseph Stalin found himself under attack within the Party and had to defend himself before a full meeting of the Central Committee in April, 1929.  He charged that "Bukharin and his friends" had a profane love for production lurking in their hearts.  He reminded his comrades that they had made a distributionist revolution and advised the Committee to ask itself where its political future lay, once it turned the Soviet Union over to free enterprise.  Of what use would a Marxist political party be in a productionist nation?

       Stalin had laid it all out in a single aggressive speech in 1929.  Is that what Mao will do during 1959's reenactment?  Is that what we are about to witness on the summit of Lushan Mountain?

       Well, it's a little hard to say.  There have been a lot of speeches in the Lushan Conference so far, but none of them have been by Mao Zedong.  He has been sitting impassively through session after session, a lifelike statue of the great Buddha, calling on other speakers to address the assembly, listening intently and taking notes, as a long string of modernists demanded an end to China's Great Leap Backward, and a host of Janus players made sympathetic noises about unfortunate "shortcomings" sent down from a malevolent heaven while praising the sublime Chairman himself  -  just to be safe.

       This went on for a week.  Then another.  It was coming to the end of the third week when Mao finally rose to defend himself.

       But was he really defending himself?  What was he saying?  "Many things have happened which we could not possibly predict beforehand."164  Was he making apologies, or excuses?  He went on to say that the central planners in Beijing "simply made no estimate of how much coal, iron and transport would be needed."  "Coal and iron cannot walk by themselves," said Mao, "they need vehicles to transport them."  "This I did not foresee," he confesses, "I am a complete outsider when it comes to economic construction, and I understand nothing about industrial planning."

       Is this an abdication speech?  Sure sounds like it.  Mao keeps harping on the fact that he was the one that whipped up enthusiasm for the Great Leap and he bears full responsibility for it.  He goes on making even more arguments against himself:



Who was responsible for the idea of mass smelting of steel?  I say it was me.  With this, we rushed into a great catastrophe, and ninety million people went into battle [building] small native-type blast furnaces.     Ten million seven hundred thousand tons and ninety million people going into battle.  The chaos caused was on a grand scale and I take responsibility.



       The man is pronouncing the verdict at his own trial.  Peng has won.  All we need to do is pick Mao's successor.  Shouldn't someone ask for nominations?

       But wait a minute, there are a lot of other things being said in this haphazard speech.  Mao was never known for being able to state a proposition clearly.  Whenever he talked extemporaneously, he would wander off the subject to say whatever occurred to him:  bits of poetry, incidents from folk tales, slogans whose sound suddenly appealed to him.  His congenital inability to state a clear thought was very likely the inspiration for Lin Biao's frenzied public campaign to have "Mao Thought" venerated as a form of divine revelation containing the wisdom of the ages.  There was a lot of vicious satire in Lin's bootlicking.

       Now, at Lushan, Mao has become mesmerized with the thought of his own technical and economic ignorance.  From a discussion of the fact that he can't understand textbooks, he has gone off on a general discussion of illiteracy.  Now he is reciting some ancient poetry.  What's the connection?  We learn at last that both of the quoted poets were illiterate, that lots of people are illiterate, that too many inspections are made and too many reports demanded, that lots of people in the leadership are irresolute, that everybody's criticizing Mao (he lists various categories of them), that they consider the losses more important than the gains (what sinister "consideration" is behind this?), and I have lost two sons (one in Korea, the other insane), and all I did was visit a commune and when "a reporter asked me:  'Are the People's Communes good?'  I said, 'They are good,' and he published it in a newspaper.    In future reporters should keep away.", etc, etc, .

       It was Captain Queeg at the Caine Mutiny court martial.165  It was the same rambling speech:  now whining, then accusing, now repentant, then defiant.  And if the circumstances surrounding the testimony of China's Queeg had been anything like those of a normal world, the fellow would have been dismissed as an incompetent nincompoop and energetic measures would have been immediately taken to get the economic wheels of China turning again as fast as possible.

       But the circumstances were those of a Marxist political party trying to win the Mandate of Envy, not a place in the Fortune 500.  They were the circumstances that had won the day for Joseph Stalin in April, 1929.  And they were the circumstances Mao Zedong's rambling speech kept touching upon in April, 1959.

       Like raisins floating in an otherwise tasteless pudding, Mao's occasional references to The Mandate gave the assembled Party leaders food for thought.  Reminding them of the headlong pace at which the peasants had flung themselves into communes, Mao quoted reliable reports that almost a million enthusiasts had visited the first three experimental communes during the summer months of 1958 and had taken home glowing accounts of the total equality afforded by barracks and mess halls and other people's cooking pots.  He gave his fellow Marxists a battlefield head count to help them decide which side they wanted to join.  Mao's estimate of the number of peasants who were "very keen" on the idea of communes was 350 million.  Their opponents, he figured, numbered no more than 150 million, only 30% of the population.  Remember, he cautioned them, that "there were 350 million fanatics" in the majority army.  "They wanted to do it."

       Wanted to do what?  To join communes.  Why?  For "egalitarianism".  What's that mean?  Mao puts it to them rather bluntly (this was a secret speech), that egalitarianism means "expropriating the fruits of other people's labor without recompense".  It meant that "ill-gotten gains can be taken with impunity".  It meant to "say that what is yours is mine and just pick up and walk off".

       Mao freely testified, to this closed meeting, that these were mistakes and that "the things must be given back".  But, he continued, "we must not pour cold water on this kind of broad mass movement".  And then, "We can only use persuasion and say to them:  'Comrades, your hearts are in the right place [but] don't be impatient.'"

       His opponents wanted to publish all the "mistakes" and had even started doing so.  But Mao had news for them on that subject as well.  "There are about 700,000 collective farms in the country," he said.  If each "makes one error, and you publish all 700,000 errors within a year what would the result be?  Our state would collapse," he testified, "the people would rise up and overthrow us.  If the paper you publish prints bad news every day it wouldn't take as long as a year;  we would perish within a week.  To print 700,000 items all about bad things is not Proletarian.  It is more like a bourgeois country."  But if you insist on fighting this all out in public, Mao warned them, if you insist on discrediting the regime with your criticism, it "will certainly perish".  His warning abruptly turned into a threat:  "In that event, I will go to the countryside to lead the peasants to overthrow the government.  If those of you in the Liberation Army won't follow me," Mao bitterly challenged Marshal Peng , "then I will go and find a Red Army and organize another Liberation Army.  But I think the Liberation Army would follow me."

       In the midst of a rambling, chaotic discourse that must surely have had some Committee members stirring restlessly in their seats, the open muzzle of a loaded political howitzer suddenly appeared at the speaker's rostrum.  If the issue threatened to come down to the politics that grows out of the barrel of a gun, there were very few present in the hall who wanted to lead their 30% against Mao's 70%.  Modernism and automated assembly lines and agricultural machinery were all wonderful things to think about in the company of some congenial spetsy, but 350 million menacing rifle barrels put an entirely different complexion on the matter.  The Central Committee held its breath to hear what Mao had in mind.  "I would advise some comrades," said the Great Helmsman, "to pay attention to the tendency of what they say."  [Wow! That sounds ominous.]  "The content of your speech may be basically correct, but partly improper."  [i.e., facts are facts, but watch your mouth]  "If you want others to stand firm, you must first stand firm yourselves.  [Is this that old chestnut about Party loyalty?]  "To the subjects which I have raised might be added another one:  the question of unity."  [Yep, just what I told you.]  "Our Party is a Marxist political party."  [Oh, oh.  He's reminding us of The Mandate, I think.]  "Those on one side must listen -- -- so must those on the other side."  [Okay, that's clear enough.]  "Both sides should listen."  [Right.]  "Didn't I say I wanted to speak?"  [Wow, is he mad!  He really sounds mad.  He says he's been sitting there listening to everybody's guff, and]  "I have done it for twenty days already and it's nearly time for the conference to adjourn."  [Now he's going to fire that cannon and blow Peng's head off.  No one dared breathe.]



Now about the problem of mess halls.  Mess halls are a good thing and should not be criticized too severely.    We didn't invent them;  they were created by the masses.  They had mess halls in Hopei Province in 1956 before the establishment of communes.  In 1958 they were set up very rapidly.    It is a good thing that half of them have now been disbanded.    We should not stop disbanding them altogether, but neither should we disband too many.  the Chinese Academy of Sciences says that the mess halls have no merit at all.    Everybody has faults.  Even Confucius made mistakes.  I have also seen Lenin's handwritten manuscripts which have been altered so much that they looked a real mess.  If he had not made mistakes why did he have to correct them?



       It's Captain Queeg again!  The nation's industry is paralyzed, productive agriculture hardly exists anymore, no one can even guess how China's teeming multitudes are going to be fed next year -- and the Captain of the Ship of State is running off at the mouth about communal mess halls.  One can hear the faint metallic click of ball bearings in the fumbling fingers of the Party Chairman.  It seems the Great Helmsman hasn't noticed that the ship is running in circles.

       No course corrections ever came.  Indeed, one searches in vain for a Mao speech, public or private, that ever gave a clearcut suggestion for present or future action on any subject.  But this particular speech left an impression of sorts.  It was somehow less diffuse, even though entirely devoid of plan or guidance.  It was those raisins.

       For example, long after the menacing suggestion that he could go out among The People and raise a bigger army than any that might oppose him, Mao dropped a few more raisins in the pudding.  In a statement that had begun promisingly with a reference to an article on industrial planning, but had then quickly left the subject to gossip about others who might be blamed for China's disaster, Mao dropped a raisin positively glistening with cyanide.  "If you have something to say," Mao told his opponents, "say it and it will all be written down in the minutes."  "Spoken evidence has to be written down," he warned, "Don't be afraid if your shoes pinch.   One should not fear the guardroom.  One should not even be afraid of execution or expulsion from the Party."  Thus spoke the Chairman of the Party.

       And he dropped in another one later on when he said:  "Marx also made many mistakes.    Marx at first opposed the Paris Commune, while Zinoviev opposed the October Revolution.  Zinoviev was put to death later.  Should Marx also have been killed?"

       No one had been talking about punishments or reprisals.  All they wanted was an end to the current disaster, an end to Mao's witless direction of public affairs, an end to the Great Leap, the return of agricultural tools and equipment to their competent owners, the abandonment of Mao's medieval steel industry.  Now suddenly the discussion had turned to bloody executions.  Nobody imagined for an instant that they could drag Mao Zedong out before the Chinese masses and execute him.  If there were to be any executions, it would surely be Mao's opponents who'd fall under The People's axe.  Mao had not only given them food for thought, but cause for some acute indigestion.

       But other things had been said, other far different things with benign overtones and reassuring implications.  When Mao was discussing his childhood (as he frequently did), he had said, "When I was a boy, I used to get all steamed up whenever I heard unpleasant things [said about me].  [But] if people don't attack me, I won't attack them.    This principle I have never abandoned down to the present time."

       Well that's something encouraging to cling to.  But there was an even more promising remark dropped a little later on.  Mao said those who were leading the attack on him were "rightists", but the rest of those who had denounced him were "different", they were sincerely "engaged in building socialism".  "We are not going to put dunce caps on these comrades,"  Mao had vouchsafed.

       Having digested all these bits of menace and reassurance, the Central Committee, having gone up to the top of Lushan Mountain to save China from disaster, now came down again with a resolution that keelhauled Peng Dehuai and three of his associates, called them an "Anti-Party Clique", said that "they seek to sabotage the Dictatorship of the Proletariat" and that they had opposed the "victories of the Great Leap Forward and the people's commune movement".  It charged that Peng was unwilling "to be led by the collective" and that he had in the past taken credit himself for his own achievements instead of giving it to The People.  Furthermore, "since his world outlook is incompatible with revolutionary Proletarian Marxism-Leninism he is naturally unwilling to accept the Marxist-Leninist leadership represented by Comrade Mao Zedong".  The resolution went on to say that Peng and his accomplices would be "transferred" out of their government jobs but would stay on the Central Committee.166

       Notwithstanding the fact that Peng was nominally still a member of the Central Committee and even of its ruling Politburo, Mao saw to it that the old Marshal was treated very harshly behind the scenes.  After completing a series of pointless inspections of Chinese factories and having been threatened with an assignment to hard physical labor, Peng was finally banished to a state farm in northern Manchuria.167



Modernity Defeats the Mandate



       There is an administrative world and a real world and, out there in the real world, people were eating algae and cotton leaves, they were digging up roots and stripping the bark off trees.168  They weren't listening to speeches, they were suffering.  Many of them were rioting.  Over seven million of them were dying.  From all these circumstances surrounding the administrative world there came a bitterness of such intensity that the outcome of the Lushan Conference was, in practice, completely reversed.  It didn't help Peng Dehuai any, his sin was unforgivable.   He had pointed out that Mao Zedong was a numbskull and that the nation was, as a result, in dire straits.  He must be punished, therefore, to appease Mao, to keep The People's leader from carrying out any of his threats, to keep Mao reasonably happy chewing on his victims' bones while Liu and company eased him off the bridge and set the ship back on a rational course.

       One must keep in mind the mixture of bitterness, guilt, foul play and cowardice that inflamed the Lushan summit in order to understand the spark that was to ignite the Cultural Revolution seven years later.  Almost everyone appreciated the injustice of the fact that Peng was being punished for being the only one courageous enough to say publicly what everyone else had been whispering in private.  But there were those who were sufficiently indignant about sacrificing the old marshal to China's Captain Queeg that they wrote public denunciations of the whole disgraceful affair.  In an article about history that was to become an important part of history in its own right, a high official in the Beijing Party apparatus dredged up an incident from the sixteenth century Ming dynasty that caused a sensation, both in 1566 and in 1959.

       Even before Lushan, when Marshal Peng returned from Russia and first spoke out against Mao's medieval economics, an article appeared in the most important Party newspaper, Renmin Ribao (People's Daily), entitled "Hai Jui Scolds the Emperor"169.  It recalled how an official named Hai Jui had protested against the emperor's policy of taking land away from those energetic and experienced enough to work it.  The parallels were drawn pointedly enough that everyone understood what was being said.

       But when a sequel was published after the Lushan Conference entitled "Hai Jui Dismissed From Office", the point was driven home with a vengeance.  Others joined in the attack;  one with a series of satires in the daily press entitled "Evening Chats at Yenshan".  Mao had given some speeches in the early 1940s to the effect that art and literature should aim at the least common denominator lest the Proletariat conclude the artist was putting on airs.  These speeches were widely published under the title "Talks at the Yenan Forum".  The "Evening Chats at Yenshan" did not confine themselves to Mao's abasement of the arts in China but launched out onto a series of hard-hitting parodies of the Great Leap and of Mao personally.

       One of the "Yenshan" evening chats was entitled "Great Empty Talk", and it had many bitter things to say about the content of Mao's lengthy instructions to the long-suffering nation on how to conduct its affairs.170  Several excerpts were later condemned by irate Maoists as obviously alluding to their great hero.  It was one of the best-deserved self-inflicted wounds of modern history.

       Two of those incensing excerpts merit reprinting at this point for what they tell us about the minds behind the Janus masks in Chinese politics, and as a memorial to those who said for the first time in Communist China:  "but the Emperor has no clothes!".



(from "Great Empty Talk" by Deng Tuo)



 Some people have the gift of gab.  They can talk endlessly on any occasion, like water flowing from an undammed river.  After listening to them, however, when you try to recall what they have said, you can remember nothing.

It will be quite awful if great empty talk could be made into a prevalent fashion indulged in on every occasion or even cultivated as a special skill.  It will be still more disastrous if our children should be taught this skill and turned into hordes of experts in great empty talk.



       This was published five years before Lin Biao threw together a hodgepodge of Mao's great empty talk in a Little Red Book whose purpose was to teach precisely what Deng Tuo had feared.  It needs repeating:  Lin Biao's animus toward Mao gave birth to some of history's most savage public satire.  Every Janus player in the country appreciated the height of his leap and the crash of his cymbals.

       All this bitterness and scorn were just a small part of the ashes in Mao's mouth after his Lushan victory.  The most galling aspect of the Central Committee's behavior toward him in Lushan's aftermath was that it assiduously ignored him.  Although he was trotted out in front of the crowd on ceremonial occasions, he was excluded from all decisions on economic matters of any substance.  In 1966, in a meeting with many leaders of the central government present, Mao complained that:



Deng Xiaoping never came to consult me:  from 1959 to the present he has never consulted me over anything at all.  In 1962 suddenly the four vice premiers came to look me up in Nanking but Deng Xiaoping never came.    So I went to Peking to hold a conference, but although you had met for six days, you wouldn't let me hold mine for even a single day.  It's not so bad that I am not allowed to complete my work, but I don't like being treated as a dead ancestor.171



• • •



       It would be hard to find a greater contrast to Soviet experience than this.  Mao had been a perfect candidate for the Mandate of Envy.  He had won it and had claimed it publicly before the Party.  And yet, although he was indulged insofar as the humiliation of Marshal Peng was concerned, he did not gain the automatic power over his Marxist nation's affairs that could have been expected.

       If we are to learn basic truths about Communism from the repetition of recognizable patterns in Communist lands, we must also pay careful attention when such a fundamental pattern as this one is not repeated.  China is the unique exception in this regard.  In not one of the other fourteen nations of the Communist world did the Party fail to line up obediently behind the man who won envy's mandate from The People.  How indeed could it be otherwise?  What does it mean to be a Communist Party that is opposed to Communism?  Why do we find a logic that we have traced from its early 19th-century origins violated so uncompromisingly in China?

       Because of that other powerful emotional reaction to the modern world that we have witnessed in China during precisely the same years.  Because a century of humiliation at the hands of modern, more powerful states had bred a burning desire for the national power that could redress the balance;  a burning desire that affected all Chinese leadership groups.  The common political priority of everyone from Guomintang aristocrats to Mao's ultra-Marxists was that China be industrially and militarily strong.  Before they divided themselves according to their economic motives (or their exploitation of other people's economic motives), Chinese politicians were nationalists.

       As a result of this nationalist fever, the Chinese leadership group suffered from a political schizophrenia more profound than that experienced in any other Communist country:  a compelling desire to go both backward and forward at the same time.  As Marxists, their quest for internal power could only succeed if they promised the atavistic majority that China's social and economic structure would be restored to its former medieval purity.  As nationalists, their quest for external power could only succeed if they modernized China's agriculture and industry in the 20th-century world according to 20th-century standards.

       Russia had had no such problem.  At the time Stalin made his bid for The Mandate, there was no hunger for national power in Party ranks.  Indeed, the Communists had been able to seize power in 1917 primarily because they were the only political group willing to surrender to the invading Germans and cede huge portions of the Russian Empire to them without a fight.

       No such circumstances weighed in on Mao's side of the scales of history.  His nation's humiliation had begun in 1839 when England casually forced China to continue an opium trade to which the Peking government strenuously objected.  Back then it had taken only a local English naval patrol to humble the proud Chinese giant.  Thereafter, the consequences of weakness had worsened beyond human toleration.  Britain and France spent the rest of the century carving up the Southeast territories.  Russia grabbed the Great Northeast Area in 1858 and the Great Northwest Area in 1864.  Mongolia broke away with help from the newly created Soviet Union.  Japan grabbed Taiwan, the Ryukyu Islands, Korea and Manchuria, then topped it off by invading the rest of eastern China, inflicting mass atrocities on the helpless urban populations in its path.  To the power hungry leadership of China in 1959, Mao's Mandate of Envy couldn't erase a hundred and twenty years of history.



CHAPTER  THIRTEEN

THE MANDATE RESTORED



       China had gone through its first attempt to install economic freedom and had suffered its first "killing field".  Although the total deaths exceeded 7 million, no one has come forward as yet with reliable estimates of how many producers failed to make it through the first year of the "commune" frenzy versus how many others died in the subsequent famine.

       Beginning in October 1959, Liu Shaoqi and Deng Xiaoping hurriedly dismantled the Great Leap and the communes, in everything but name.  China's agriculture was quickly converted to Lenin's New Economic Policy, or as close to it as they could get without a peasant revolt.  Private-plot farming was reinstated yet another time, free rural markets were again legalized, even U.S.-style homesteading was introduced:  if an energetic peasant opened up new land to cultivation, it was his to use as he pleased and its products were his to sell on the private market.  Crops were back to normal within one year and the people of China began to recover from the famine within two years.

       Liu sent thousands of modernists from the cities into the communes to supervise the restoration of houses, tools and cooking pots to their former owners.  They were under orders to use whatever force seemed necessary to drag the Proletariat's knee off productive chests, and they were empowered to call for military reinforcements should they be required (they frequently were).  Party directives denounced "egalitarianism" in the distribution of agricultural products, which meant that low-productivity peasants could no longer confiscate what was grown by high-productivity peasants in the name of The People's Justice.

       Nothing was allowed to stand in the way of national development.  The drive for autonomous Chinese economic power was pressed at a pace that completely ignored the existence of the Mandate.  And although Liu and Deng were to be reminded of the Marxist facts of life in due time, they showed no inclination to worry about it during the first half of the 1960s.  The best description of what was happening to the envious foundation stones of Communist China was provided by Maurice Meisner, who tells us that:



Both the workpoint system in collective production and the new opportunities for sideline production on private plots inevitably benefited the more productive, physically stronger, more experienced, and more entrepreneurial-minded peasants.  The result was increasing income differentiations among the rural population.  Although it would be going too far to speak of the emergence of a new "kulak class", there did emerge quasi-class distinctions between richer and poorer peasants, and the former were often the rich peasants of the precollectivization era.172



       Similar developments were taking place in the cities.  The Great Leap had destroyed about 40% of the nation's industrial production and the cities were crowded with unemployed peasants who had fled the rural disaster areas.  The inept and overcrowded factories were put on their feet again under the management of competent people who had been pushed out during the Leap.  People were again paid for what they produced, not for how "red" they were.

       Mao and his followers aptly dubbed Liu Shaoqi "China's Khrushchev"173.  Liu said publicly that he hoped at least 80% of China's farms would eventually consist only of those having at least "three horses, a plough and a cart" and he claimed that "the policy of preserving the rich peasant economy is a long-term policy".  The Maoists were outraged at Liu's remarks, saying:  "These are the cries of a bloodsucker, and in them we can discern the greed and frenzy of the exploiting classes, the rural capitalist forces, in their vain attempt to strangle socialism".

	Remarkably, despite the unprecedented degree to which pure communism had been enforced in China and despite the depths of the resulting famine, China's producers were still resilient after ten years of national Communism.  The economic recovery of 1960 and 1961 was very rapid.

	Meanwhile the devil found use for idle hands. Mao had decided to wrest control of international Communism from the Russians.   While China was desperately repairing its own ship of state after the Great Leap, the Great Helmsman strode out onto the bridge of the world - in fact, the bridges of two worlds, the Second and the Third.   He would challenge them both to match their zeal against his impeccable Marxist credentials and see who was considered Karl's most authentic living acolyte.

%%%%

	At least for the Second World, the Communist World, the Great Helmsman was a natural choice to steer its course -  he was unquestionably the most ideologically pure Communist in history.  Given the fact that 15 nations called themselves "Communist", they should quite properly look to Mao as their natural leader.  He engaged himself vigorously in the task of seeing to it that they did.

	As for the Third World, the Underdeveloped World, much of which looked yearningly on scientific Marxism as the answer to its prayers, it too was a part of Mao's arena, but his intentions for it were not in anyone's interests but his own.

       The Russians had been sensitive to China's moral superiority in the Marxist universe since the stampede of the Chinese majority into the communes of the Great Leap.  Everything they had done and everything Mao preached at them in the pages of the People's Daily was in perfect harmony with The People's will in all of the undeveloped Communist countries and most of the partially developed ones, including the Soviet Union.  Mao's was the ultimate zero-sum solution to their common affliction.  It might not be seen as the ultimate solution by The People of Hungary or East Germany, but they were selfish kulaks who should be given their comeuppance anyway.

       Everyone in the Chinese leadership enjoyed this game, once it was clear what Mao was up to.  Mao's oppositionists among the Communist Party chiefs were perfectly content to follow Mao's lead - as long as it didn't affect China's internal affairs.   They went to international conferences and recited the same agit-prop slogans Mao had been using all along.  "Communism has become impure!" they shouted.  "Greed and the private-property mentality have insinuated themselves into New Communist Man."

       When the Marxist brotherhood of the entire world gathered in Moscow at the much heralded "Meeting of 81 Communist and Workers' Parties" in October 1960, the Chinese delegation clothed itself in the flowing red robes of pure Marxism and brought its message to the faithful.  Here under one roof were the leaders of every Communist Party (and a good many socialist parties), from all points of the compass.  Their support back home depended entirely on their ability to convince their fellow countrymen that Communism is synonymous with equality, with leveling, with the zero-sum game.  The great majority of the delegations came from countries with very low standards of living.  On the other side of the aisle were the representatives of  a few European fat cats, the Soviet satellites.  The Chinese delegation counted heads and found the political balance quite favorable.

       The mischievous Chinese line was unanswerable.  They declared that salvation could only be found in absolute leveling within the Second World, involving all of the Communist nations.  How can we tolerate East Germany and Czechoslovakia earning $3,000 per capita every year while North Vietnam and the People's Republic of China earn only $200?  How can we hold ourselves up as an example to the world's envious when we tolerate such gross inequalities within our own brotherhood?  We have been poorly led by a corrupt and greedy Russia that clutches its East European prizes to its bosom and doesn't share with the rest of us in the true Communist spirit.  We can only cleanse ourselves of this property guilt by showing our prospective followers in the poor lands, in the underdeveloped Third World, that we know how to live up to our Communist responsibilities.  Follow the ideologically pure Chinese lead!  Make us the leaders of World Communism and we'll share in the booty.  Level the Communist world!

       It was beautiful.  It was the classical speech at the barricades that every rabble-rouser in the audience had given dozens of times.  The Communist leaders of the world were being challenged to "put up or shut up".  Delegations went home to describe the scene to their incredulous comrades.  One European Party leader told his shocked comrades that the Chinese wanted all "wealthy" Communist-ruled countries to zero-sum with their Bronze-Age brethren until "the latter may catch up with them".  The only European countries to side with the Chinese were the Romanians, who wanted leverage against the Russians, and the Albanians, who wanted to catch up with the Chinese.  The North Korean and Indonesian Communist Parties sided openly with China as did most of the Latin American Parties.

       The struggle between China and Russia for the leadership of the Communist world took place, at first, in the dark alleys of international Party meetings.  It was conducted in the elliptical language of political factions that do battle with each other under the united banner of deathless solidarity.  Then, like a group of clowns in a slapstick routine, the two warring chieftains and a pair of Balkan "fall guys" carried on a proxy fight for a while:  the Soviets made all their points by swatting the Albanians;  the Chinese made all theirs by whacking the Yugoslavs.

       After which the two principles played "post office", hurling long "open letters" back and forth, some of which contained fascinating and revealing charges.  Western demonologists were delighted with all the dirty linen that was hung out to dry during this phase of the struggle.  We found out who had betrayed whom and who was behind which covert operation against the non-Communist world.

	But the fun and games ended disastrously when the disputants went to war with each other in Southeast Asia - a proxy war in which everyone lost but, fortunately, the Chinese didn't win.  That war was part of Mao's other project, the great People's War campaign of 1960 to 1966.  

       All China loves an old-style Chinese opera complete with menacing gestures and horrible masks, with the shattering sound of cymbals and the ominous beat of kettledrums.  Liu and Deng were delighted spectators and occasional participants in the sensational game of international "chicken" that Mao and his two prat boys, Zhou Enlai and Lin Biao, carried on throughout the world.  They were delighted, that is, as long as everything looked reasonably safe and as long as China avoided any serious risk of being openly humiliated by a superior enemy.

       While the coast was clear, the daily newspapers in China were filled with the sound and fury of the People's War dragon.  The People's Liberation Army trained guerrillas sent to them from over two dozen hopeful "liberators" of Third World countries.  They sent the trainees back home fully equipped and arranged various ingenious supply routes to keep them in action.  But the campaign began to encounter setbacks and surprises and, as it did so, the unanimity within the Chinese leadership began to develop stress lines at some of its hastily-welded seams.

       For example, China set up a People's War in the Congo patterned after the Chinese Boxer Rebellion at the turn of the century.  Killing or mutilating missionaries and advancing toward the gunfire in the serene confidence that the bullets would turn to water in face of their mystic powers, the liberating army showed its determination to create a Maoist utopia free of specialists by dragging every Congolese with a high-school education out into the local public square and beheading him.174

       In 1963, this glorious liberation of the Congo met with nothing but success.  But in mid-1964, things started to go wrong.  Chinese advisors were discovered marching with the liberating "African" army;  a Chinese diplomat defected and charged that "Communist China was determined to take over the Congo as the first step in a conquest of Africa"; then both Belgium and the United States sent military forces to put an end to the affair.

       Liu and his associates did not like the embarrassment.  They particularly didn't enjoy the humiliation of publicized defeat.  Furthermore, Liu and Deng and most of the military leaders were determined there would be no repetition of Korea, no costly war to interfere with their efforts to build up China's economy and industrial strength.

       Their clients in Africa had gone down to defeat while beseeching the Chinese for tactical air cover in the vast jungles of the Congo.  It was quite beyond China's means to supply the necessary planes, pilots, ammunition, fuel, spare parts and ground facilities at such a great distance from the homeland - and to such an impenetrable battleground.  Worse yet, during that same year, China's ability to support one of its clients right next door was found wanting.

       In August, 1964, three North Vietnamese PT boats tried to torpedo an American destroyer in the Tonkin Gulf, provoking retaliatory air strikes against their bases and a Congressional Resolution authorizing "all necessary measures".  This had the whiff of Korea about it.

       Since China had been banging the drums and cymbals of People's War for over four years by then, the North Vietnamese naturally asked China for naval assistance to fend off the U.S. Seventh Fleet and for air-defense weaponry to ward off the U.S. Air Force.  Both assignments were far beyond China's capabilities.  But China had assured the assembled leaders of 81 Communist Parties in 1960 that the magic of People's War would fend off the heathen bullets, would even keep them from being fired.  China had solemnly assured them that all they had to do was avoid marching across a neighbor's border in loud uniforms or squeaky shoes and everything would come out all right.

       But it wasn't coming out all right.  Advisors were blowing their cover.  Diplomats were blowing the whistle.  Hotheads were trying to blow up the American Seventh Fleet.  Worse yet, the North Vietnamese bragged to the world about their indomitable attack on the American destroyers and then, in late 1964, sent several regiments of the regular army across their southern border.  Those squeaky shoes brought hordes of U.S. bombing planes and Marines and helicopters and soldiers and tanks and aircraft carriers into what was supposed to be a quiet, ambiguous little liberation.

       Mao's diverting hobby had turned into another Great Leap, this time on an international scale.  For over five years he had promised the world's "freedom fighters", in almost three hundred receptions presided over by the "Great One" himself, that China's  resolute support of People's War provided them with an irrevocable insurance policy.  The ancient and powerful Chinese Empire would protect them from harm if they were willing to risk themselves in heroic struggle against Congolese high-school graduates and South Vietnamese school teachers.  Now a couple of them had gotten themselves into trouble and the insurance policy turned out to be written in disappearing ink.

       Always the plunger, Mao tried to retrieve the situation with a single throw of the dice - double or nothing.  Behind the geographical back of the Americans in Vietnam was the largest Chinese ally in Southeast Asia, the Communist Party of Indonesia.175  But Indonesia itself was non-Communist.  Mao decided to overthrow the existing government and get some useful work out of the swollen Indonesian army.  He would order it to fall on the Americans from behind and defeat them. Mao timed the occasion to coincide with the October 1st National Day of China.  On 30 September 1965, the Indonesian Communists carried out a coordinated assassination of anti-Communist national leaders and tried to seize the government.

  	It was a fiasco.  It quickly turned into a violent reactionary pogrom, not just against Communists but against anyone of Chinese ancestry.  The angry Indonesians slaughtered every Communist and Chinaman in sight - with credible estimates from informed sources ranging up to five hundred thousand dead.  Mao's latest leap had cost a half million friendly lives!

       The disastrous adventure in Indonesia was the end of the line for Mao within the Chinese Communist Party.  He had been held in private contempt for over a decade, now that he had destroyed a huge, dynamic and very successful Communist Party, the contempt went public.

       Mao was thus discredited at home and abroad with every shade of the political spectrum, with hostile strangers and contemptuous comrades, with horrified Communists watching the events in Indonesia, horrified guerrillas watching the events in Vietnam, horrified modernists remembering the Great Leap and horrified visitors trying to hold conversations with Mao.  He was on his way to oblivion, both outside and inside China, unless he could think of some pretty spectacular ploy to clear himself with the Party and state leadership.



Samson Pulls Down the Temple



       He did.  He chose the only means possible under the circumstances.  Discredited in the government and in the Party, he destroyed them both.  He summoned to his cause the overwhelming multitudes of his Mandate and set them swarming over the face of China:  looting and burning the houses of the high and mighty, smashing the offices of Party and government chiefs, carting the haughty residents of both home and office through the streets wearing dunce caps, storming factories and warehouses and railroad stations and shipyards and all the other strongholds of the Industrial Revolution, all in the name of Maoist progress.

       "Destruction comes first," cheered the Maoists.  When the government called them "dynamiters", they were delighted.  "That's right.  We want to be proletarian 'dynamiters' so as to blow to bits all [our enemies].  We shall smash anyone who tries to oppose the dictatorship of the proletariat and oppose Mao Zedong's thought.  No matter what his 'authority', no matter how high his post, the whole nation will rise to denounce him."176

       And as for those filthy rumors that their hero was discredited, they had an answer for that, too.  "At the present time," said the Maoists, "we are facing an excellent situation.  The whole world situation is excellent, and so it is with China."  For people whose scope did not extend beyond the sound of their immediate voices, those words took care of the matter completely.

       In the West, an unnecessary amount of time and ink has been wasted trying to figure out what grand design was behind the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution.  Entirely aside from Mao's senility,177 it is absurd to look for master plans or cleverly concealed strategies in the ghastly events unrolling in China between late 1965 and mid 1971.  Even a political hero in full possession of his faculties would have found it necessary to improvise, to scramble around in search of opportunities, under the circumstances facing Mao in 1965.  As it happened, Mao was too far gone to conduct his own campaign;  it was carried out in his name and for their own purposes by a series of cynical opportunists who exploited the unique and very dangerous situation that had developed after Lushan.

       As we have seen, the People's Mandate was won and claimed by Mao Zedong in the late 1950s.  But a political problem developed in the following years because Mao, although the winner of the majority's mandate, had not turned out to be the winner of national power in China.  Not only did that create a critically unstable political condition but, to make matters worse, Liu and Deng had to throw a lot of zero-sum deadwood out of the leadership in order to get the economy moving again - deadwood that was now floating about in the nation's backwaters (the cultural world of art and drama and 'higher' education, for example).   And the deadwood's only claim to fame was its solidarity with the Great Helmsman.  If he were discredited, so were they.  If his political future was taken away from him, so was theirs.

       The Maoist revolt spread through the backwaters in a sputtering chain of minor flare-ups, most of which must have seemed to Liu Shaoqi as beneath his notice.  An article appeared in a Shanghai journal in November 1965.  Written by a Maoist of no particular importance, it criticized the play "Hai Jui Dismissed From Office".  We, of course, recall that the play was written in bitterness at the dismissal of Marshal Peng Dehuai in 1959, and there is no doubt that Liu Shaoqi and Deng Xiaoping remembered the affair.  Again the matter must have seemed like a nice safe hobby for Mao, nattering away at his scornful tormenters over what kind of plays they had written.  At least such preoccupations would keep his fumbling fingers off the control buttons of the nation's economy and divert his attention from the explosive international scene.

       But it was in this unlikely tinder that the flames took hold.  Fueled by the maddening hormones coursing through adolescent veins, the flames raced through the ranks of Chinese youth until, in six months time, they were completely beyond control.  It was not some magic, unforeseen significance in Chinese plays and literature that had enabled the Cultural Revolution to destroy the Communist Party.  Had Liu Shaoqi swept the deadwood into the Chinese steel industry, the resurgence of the Mandate would have taken place in heavy industry.  Had he swept it into the administration of agriculture, there would have been a peasant revolt.  In the event, he swept it where it figured to do the least economic harm, with the inevitable result that the atavistic blaze came roaring out of the gilded halls of high culture and the hallowed halls of higher education.  Thus the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution.

       Toward the end of May 1966, it was time for examinations in Chinese universities.  A group of Maoist students at Tsinghua University in Beijing decided that criticizing plays like Hai Jui was a more appropriate activity than taking examinations (an attitude reflected in many American universities during those same years).  On the 25th of May, they put up a poster denouncing the head of the university because he insisted their studies and exams were more important than political play activities.  When Mao himself hailed the students' poster as "the manifesto of the Peking commune of the 1960s"178, a lighted match was touched to this particular pile of deadwood.  Now the struggle for political rectitude in the theater and, indeed, in all things cultural, suddenly became the highest virtue among the least common denominator of Chinese students.

  	Only the "Five Red" students were permitted to lead Mao's revolt against education, and they were very exclusively defined as the children of proletarians, poor peasants and Maoist zealots of certified pedigree.179  Before long it became clear that such students would not have to take examinations anymore, neither entrance exams nor course exams.  Parentage at the lowest economic level was the only entrance requirement at a Maoist university.  Sound familiar?  That old debbil "genetic guilt" has followed Marx down from the Soviet Union.



The Revolting Culture of Envy



       Three days after Mao raised the banner of a "Beijing commune" over his revolting students, his principal journalistic spokesman, the People's Daily, explained the emotional wellsprings of those students in terms we can recognize and understand with ease.  Liu Shaoqi and Deng Xiaoping had asked that "full expression should be given to different opinions" in the educational debate inasmuch as "everyone is equal before the truth".  People's Daily denounced Liu and Deng’s appeal as an attempt to "bring about bourgeois liberalization", and as being opposed to "the dictatorship of the proletariat and the thought of Mao Zedong".  The idea of opening up the academic discussion to all schools of thought really outraged the Maoists, as the editorial makes very clear.  Since it stands in history as the most honest and direct Manifesto of Envy the Communist world has ever produced, it richly deserves our attention.  Here are all but the most turgid bits of it:



Your so-called "opening wide" encourages the bourgeoisie alone and not the proletariat.  It permits only such bourgeois "authorities", "specialists" and "scholars" as yourselves to spread their poison without allowing the worker, peasant and soldier masses and the revolutionary cadres and the revolutionary intellectuals to hit back.   

For years, Messrs bourgeois "authorities", you turned loose a horde of monsters to spread their load of poison, without let for a single day.  You put on airs and deliberately turned simple matters into mysteries to scare off the workers, peasants and soldiers.  You lavished praise on the so-called academic "authorities" of the bourgeoisie.   

 Obviously, the "liberty" you wanted was nothing but liberty to spread the villainous "Yenshan chatter", liberty to stage widely such unsavory plays as Hai Jui Dismissed From Office, liberty to pour cold water on the enthusiasm of the worker, peasant and soldier masses for creatively studying and applying Mao Zedong's works, liberty to spread widely the decadent and degenerate landlord, bourgeois and revisionist ideology to pave the way for the restoration of capitalism.    

 You revered as sacred, as priceless, anything that came from the bourgeois "specialists" and "scholars" and, giving them all your attention, you published them, advertised them, performed them and lauded them.  As for products of the workers, peasants and soldiers, even good articles on the creative study and application of Chairman Mao's works, you dismissed [them] contemptuously. Does not the proletariat need [to exercise] dictatorship?  Is it not necessary for proletarian learning to prevail over and eliminate bourgeois learning?   

In the last ten years or so, the modern revisionists have never allowed the proletariat any equality with the bourgeoisie.  They entirely deny the dictatorship of the proletariat over the bourgeoisie.  Their struggle against us is one of life and death in which there is no such thing as equality.  Hence our relationship with them can never be that of equality but that in which the proletariat exercises absolute rule or dictatorship over the bourgeoisie;  nor can it be any other, as, for example, a so-called relationship of equality, a relationship of peaceful coexistence or a relationship of humanity, justice and all the other virtues.

Messrs bourgeois "authorities"!   There is no compatibility between you and us, and the struggle between you and us is irreconcilable.  You have never had "fraternal love" for us, nor shall we have any for you.180



       That is probably the most clinically accurate self-description we'll ever find of the arrested emotional development, complete with its murderous "killing fields" hatred,  that is the basis of the Communist phenomenon of the 20th century..  We have seen it everywhere in our historical travels throughout the Communist world and we have seen it imprison and slaughter any human being who allows his "head to rise above the rest".   For this arrested development is filled with hopeless rage directed at the imagined sibling - more intelligent and more esteemed, more published and advertised and performed and lauded - with whom "there is no such thing as equality".  From this truly intolerable situation, subjugation offers the only relief ;  violence offers the only escape.  We have seen it destroy the kulaks, the tradesmen, the merchants and the spetsy.  Now we shall see it destroy an entire nation just as completely as The People, unaided by modern technology, could destroy it.

       For Maoist students, any variety in the human condition cannot be innocent.  If any group of students is noticeably better than the rest, it is a dark conspiracy on the part of sinister forces.  An important contributing factor in the explosion that was about to take place was an earlier decision by Liu and Deng to increase the number and quality of specialists and scholars in the ranks of the ruling Party.  In 1964 they had introduced a new policy on membership in the Young Communist League (YCL), the final stepping stone to becoming a full-fledged Communist.  The new policy opened the YCL to the children of the bourgeoisie - opened it to the children of "rich parents" and of those "landlords" considered relatively blameless.  The credentials of birth were subordinate to academic credentials.  The natural enemies of The People could now become a part of the organization servicing the People's Dictatorship.

       The reaction of Maoist students to this influx of previously suppressed groups is best described by one of their comrades, a former Red Guard leader of appropriately humble class origin and intellectual capacity.



 As a result [of this decision], in 1965 the YCL accepted over eight million new members, more than in any year since 1949.  In some cases, a good academic record was all that was necessary for admission.  Naturally, all of the members of [the lower strata] resented these new people.      Resentment increased over the issue of academic promotion.  Many of these rich kids seemed to have more leisure;  somehow, it was easier for them to study.  Naturally, many of them did better than students from the revolutionary, but poor, classes and were promoted.  This really caused trouble.  When the revolutionary students were denied admission to university in favor of the people from the non-revolutionary classes, they became frustrated and angry.181



       Thus, well before Mao struck his "Peking commune" match, there was a high level of resentment in the groves of academe.  It wasn't because the college "students" of China were reading Mao's little red book (it hadn't been published yet), but because they had been raised in a "distributive" society rather than a "productive" one.  Their lives were dedicated to the cause of "justice", to seeing that the economic pie was cut into strictly equal slices.  Only in a productive society can young people view with equanimity an academy in which scholars succeed to varying degrees, an academy in which the success of better qualified "spetsy" is the success of the entire society — "spetsy" who can make the pie bigger and bigger.  We in the West can glory in the success of Bob Noyce because we enjoy the many benefits coming from his invention of the microchip.  We couldn't possibly view his eminence and wealth with equanimity if we believed that microchips came down from heaven by some mysterious process and "justice" required that their "fruits" be distributed among us equally.  Who, in that case, does that snotty Noyce guy think he is?   He is a show-off and an exploiter of The People is who he is.  Ask any Red Guard.

       But those who succeed have more to answer for than money in their pockets.  They have to answer for their ability to understand complex matters.  They have to answer for their appreciation of fine art and fine books.  Remember, we are talking about that "horde of monsters" turned loose by the bourgeois "authorities", that poisonous group of people who "put on airs" and who turn "simple matters into mysteries to scare off the workers, peasants and soldiers".

        In the month's following Mao's declaration that criticizing plays was a more worthy academic activity than learning about fuel cells and blood cells, Liu's “bourgeois” recruits were quickly thrown out of school and the YCL, the genetic aristocrats of the lower strata organized themselves into Red Guard units, and word was passed from city to city that the time had come to settle accounts with Liu Shaoqi's favored children wherever they could be found.

	Anne Thurston interviewed many of the Cultural Revolution's participants for her splendid book "Enemies of the People"182.  She wrote about one bright student, Yuo Luoke, who had twice excelled at the college entrance exams but had been blackballed "for political reasons".  Mao's "students" finally tired of the game and, as Thurston describes it, "On March 5, 1970, at the age of twenty-eight . . . in Peking's Workers' Stadium, before a crowd of tens of thousands, little red books waving, revolutionary slogans filling the air, Yu Luoke was shot."

	Meanwhile, hordes of Red Guards swarmed out of their classrooms into nearby cities and towns.  Since China was organized on sound Marxist principles, the genetic guilt of everyone in the country was on file at his local police station.  The student mobs searched police records in order to "find the targets".  Let's let an angry Red Guard leader tell us what happened next.



 Usually we began at one end of a street and worked our way to the other end.  Using the police records as guides, we hung signs on the gates of every house that held a Black element [i.e., one with a non-proletarian blood taint].      We would then go back and search each house individually for old things.  Each of us judged for ourselves whether or not the items corresponded to the "socialist base".  In practice, we confiscated things like vases and furniture decorated in the traditional way.      Usually, we would smash something just for the effect and confiscate everything else.

Houses of landlords and overseas Chinese received special attention.  In these cases, non-socialist objects became associated with items of material comfort.  We took all foreign-made items like blankets and quilts from Hong Kong as well as jewelry, scrolls, and even books which had been published before the liberation in 1949.

Because we were afraid that people would hide things, we searched their houses very thoroughly.  Some of us would tear down the walls and look behind the plaster while the others seized shovels and picks and tore up the cellars looking for hidden items.  I even recall seeing two or three people squeezing a tube of toothpaste in a quest for hidden jewelry.  They looked so funny with the stuff all over them that I simply had to laugh.183



       There were other hilarious escapades as well, equally familiar to us from other times, other places:



              • "If the women had long hair, we cut it."



              • "on the streets, tight-fitting jeans, pointed shoes, coats and ties, and long hair had been completely replaced by short hair, cotton jackets and trousers, and cloth shoes."



              • "Statues, paintings, and other objects in public parks, temples, and cemeteries were quickly destroyed."



              • "At least once a day, we would cart a statue to a large intersection and ceremoniously smash it to pieces."



              • "In truth, this part of the movement was, in some ways, the most fun of all.  We were free to do as we pleased, nobody checked on us, and we controlled ourselves.  We felt like adults, really for the first time.  I thought that what we were doing was important;  therefore, I enjoyed myself fully.  It was a great deal of fun!"



       This state of affairs existed the length and breadth of China.  And when the Red Guards ran out of things to destroy, when they ran out of lacquered trays and sculpture and fancy artwork and stuck-up city-slicker books, they went off to the local Party offices and threw everything and everybody out into the street.  Everybody, that is, who had ever been identified as a modernist, an admirer of bourgeois scholars, a supporter of Liu Shaoqi, in short, as an opponent of Mao Zedong.

       The Great Helmsman gave vaguely worded encouragement from time to time, inspired by the romantic notion that all China would be turned into a giant replica of the Paris Commune of 1871.  He asked the mobs of the Mandate to replace all Party and government organizations with militant committees of "students" and, unhappily for poor old long-suffering China, they did.  The result was adolescent chaos and national paralysis.

       Through 1967 and 1968 and on into 1969, the Red Guards and their adult counterparts among the workers and peasants and bureaucrats carried out an exhilarating purge of spetsy in factories, universities, research institutes and even in the nuclear program.  Deng Xiaoping revealed in private conversation that The People threw spetsy out of their homes wholesale and promptly moved in themselves;  the government spent years figuring out how to get the houses back without losing the Mandate.



Mao Think



       Many incidents that appeared in U.S. intelligence reports back in the early 1970s are now being revealed in open publication.  They blend together all aspects of the behavior we witnessed in the Soviet Union in the 1930s.  For example, one of the best research laboratories in China was the Chang-chun Institute in Kirin Province, about 860 kilometers northeast of Beijing.  It made many of the best optical instruments in China and, in the mid-1960s, was the only facility in the country that made stable gas lasers of its own design.  If there were any "bourgeois specialists" the People's Daily could accuse Liu Shaoqi of giving his attention, it was the hundred or so scientists and technicians of the Chang-chun Institute.  As Peking Review told the story:



166 people were put under "solitary confinement" on false charges of being "enemy agents".  Most of the victims were scientists and researchers and some were Party cadres, workers and child caretakers.      the fact that some had lived or studied abroad was "evidence" of their being "enemy agents".  Third-degree tortures were used to extort "confessions";  some people were beaten to death and some were forced to commit suicide.184



       And if that didn't teach those show-offs to stop putting on airs and turning simple matters into mysteries, I don't know what will!

       By as early as October 1966, the cultural revolution in scientific and technical matters had achieved a total halt in the publication of technical journals in China.  When they eventually resumed publication, they were filled with rubbish about the scientific powers of Mao Think.  Those of us who followed technical matters in China at that time were treated to a steady barrage of primitive testimonials about how the Thoughts of Chairman Mao had been making oxygen cylinders, developing well diggers, winning table tennis matches, growing watermelons, giving accurate weather predictions and guiding fighter pilots to safe landings.  Those non-red spetsy who didn't know how to Mao Think were hauled out of their classrooms and laboratories and sent into the countryside to work as draft animals on the farms.

       Simon Leys visited a rural commune in 1972 and wrote a wonderfully bitter little account of it.185  In the foothills of a mountain range in central China, Leys visited a village near a water-control project controlling the flow of a river.  The old peasant who was explaining how Mao Thought had built the waterworks kept stumbling over the pronunciation of the memorized gibberish and carefully avoided mentioning any "of those specialists so dear to Liu Shaoqi & Co.  --  specialists who, meanwhile, have learned that the best way for them to help build up socialism is to break stones and cart manure".

       But to understand fully the final break between the People's Liberation Army (which is today in complete control of the People's Republic of China), and the Communist Party (which is today in control of nothing at all), one must see what Mao's "reds, not experts" did (and almost did), to the project closest to the PLA's heart.  Nuclear weapons were the ultimate answer to the humiliating weakness that had seared the Chinese consciousness for the past hundred and thirty years.

       But The People's reaction to China's first modernization, the Great Leap Forward, had crippled the nuclear program with everything from "Red vs Expert" to outright famine.  It had carted scientists off to fix carts on communes.  It had left technicians so weak from hunger they couldn't work.  It had bolted together the Lanzhou gaseous diffusion plant backwards and upside down.

       Now The People's reaction to China's second attempt at modernization threatened to cripple the outside world as well.  What happened during the Cultural Revolution was a bit of Chinese zealotry we could all have done without.  As part of its nuclear test program, China demonstrated to its neighbors (primarily the Russians, the Japanese and the Indians), that it had the capacity to deliver its nuclear weapons into their territory.186  In October 1966, China shot a nuclear-armed DF-2 missile 800 kilometers into the desert and set off a Hiroshima-sized explosion over ground zero.  Maoist fanatics danced in the streets with joy.  Nothing would be more fun than to participate in such adventures!  Mao agreed.  His nephew, Mao Yuanxin, had just graduated from a military school in Harbin at the time and, in January of 1967, Mao incited him to attack the higher authorities of China's proud and "mysterious" nuclear weapons program.  Yuanxin gathered together a group of fanatics from the school and they traveled in high excitement to Lop Nur, the nuclear test base.  They stormed the test grounds and were only just contained by base security forces -- -- for the time being.

       But another hazardous weapons test was being prepared at the time.  China's first full scale thermonuclear weapon was to be carried by bomber to the Lop Nur base and dropped.  With the Soviet border not far beyond the test site, it was recognized that strenuous measures should be taken to ensure navigational accuracy.  Unfortunately, Yuanxin's assault on the base had inspired many of Lop Nur's own "red" technicians to "take command".  They discarded the approved designs of many test instruments and put together their own, using the thoughts of Chairman Mao.

       When the bomb was loaded aboard a Hong 6 bomber on 17 May 1967, neither the pilot nor the navigator could be sure whether they would be attacked by Red Guards or whether the equipment they depended upon would function properly.  They took off and actually reached the proper test site, but the navigator didn't drop the bomb because he wasn't sure of his position.  They circled around and made a second run during which they dropped the bomb with terrifying results that smashed railroad trains and buildings far from the detonation.  Its yield was over 25 megatons!  But, mirabile dictu, it had been dropped in Chinese territory, despite the zealous assistance of the thoughts of Chairman Mao.

	The "red, not expert" Maoists thus threatened to cripple the entire world, cripple it with a mindless nuclear exchange between China and Russia after which the restoration of rational deterrence in the world would have been virtually impossible.  Russia would surely have "solved" its China problem -  it would have left China in smoking ruins.  But how would the civilized world ever have persuaded Russia to solve peacefully any serious problem it faced in the future?  The current desperate economic problems Russia now faces could be "solved" in a single afternoon through the nuclear blackmail of Saudi Arabia.  Would the Russian nation listen to reason today after having solved the nightmare of a billion nuclear Maoists across the southern border yesterday?  Could any political leader talk the rest of the nation out of such dazzling "struggle fruits" with a nuclear deliverance from the "Yellow Peril" still fresh in its memory?  Nobody can be sure, and it's a cinch nobody knows.



Under New Management



       With the economy once more in ruins, with "struggle fruits" once again reduced to tree bark, with public parks and ancient relics and temples and statues trashed and smashed, the bewildered, aroused, profoundly regressive population of China mindlessly continued choosing up sides and fighting pitched battles for lack of a better idea.  The urgent need of the moment was for authority, for direction.  But who was capable of providing either one or the other?  The government had been swept away.  The Communist Party was gone.  The only public institution left was the People's Liberation Army, and it was divided against itself six ways from Sunday.

       But although the memories of the past four thousand years had been erased by the rampaging Red Guards wherever possible, the bitter memories of the past century endured.  China's only remaining guiding principle was the determination to become strong again in the world arena.  That clearly meant that the People's Liberation Army would have to restore order and take over the governance of the world's most populous nation.  The question was:  How?

       It would take finesse, there was no question about that.  Clearly the Janus strategy would have to be pressed into service.  Everything would have to be done in the name of The Mandate, of Mao Think, of The People.  The Great Helmsman would have to be propped up in the show window, his hand held up and waved from time to time, but some kind of organization was needed out in the countryside and in the vandalized factories.  The one thing clear was that it would have to be an ultra-"revolutionary" organization.

       It was.  The People's Revolutionary Committees came into existence.  With constructive cadres carefully positioned behind a facade of "reds", the revolutionary committees took over control of China's factories and communes, one by one.  The Army provided whatever discipline was needed, sometimes moving "students" out at the point of many guns, then piecing together an intricate compromise with the Mandate that would allow China to be fed and clothed again.187

       It didn't go very smoothly.   Sometimes the Army had to fight furious battles with gangs of armed youths.    But the outcome was foreordained.  The cynical opportunists who rode Mao's hobby horse into revolutionary power now watched helplessly as it was taken out of their hands by the military.

       And Mao himself?  By the end of 1969 the old man was too tired to care about scapegoats or policy alternatives or why who did whatever was done.  All he wanted was to be in the center of things again, to be considered a live statesman instead of a "dead ancestor", to review The People from the top of Tienanmen, to hear their enthusiastic cheers and issue instructions to them from time to time.  This he was allowed to do.  After all, his was The People's Mandate.

       While Mao resided at the pinnacle of power, receiving distinguished foreign guests and writing poetry, the military establishment methodically restored the Liu Shaoqi administration.  (With the exception of Liu himself who, as we have seen, was beaten to death by Maoist "students" in 1967.)  In a remarkable demonstration of national determination and single-mindedness, the restored government resumed its actions and policies in mid-sentence as though the interruption hadn't lasted more than ten minutes.  Even its secret correspondence and private conferences simply took up where they left off:  planning the modernization of China, weighing the political alternatives, calmly discussing the best strategies for economic development.

       The leaders of the People's Liberation Army, now the leaders of the People's Republic of China, had lived through enough public disorder to last them several lifetimes.  Any mobilization of popular hysteria or any transfer of public idolatry to yet another Mao was out of the question.  Deng Xiaoping was, at the time,  attracting a lot of enthusiastic attention so they threw him out of all his various offices and moved a convenient figurehead, Hua Guofeng, into position as head of state.  When Mao finally died, on 9 September 1976, the army tossed all his sycophants into jail.

       At the Party Congress of August 1977, the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution was officially declared finished.  One of its cultural triumphs had been the complete absence of education in China from 1966 to 1976.  Thus China had passed through its second NEP from 1959 to 1966, then suffered through its second killing field from 1966 to 1972, this time with between two million and five million murders.  We can safely assume that most of the deaths during the Cultural Revolution were of non-agricultural modernists, since The People's reaction to progress did not create a nationwide famine.



• • •



       The Chinese junta, the "Military Committee", carefully camouflaged within the meaningless Party apparatus, soon tired of Hua, the figurehead, and brought back the only one who seemed to know how to get China back on the road to modernization.  In December 1978, the junta juggled the Politburo to clear out its vestigial Maoists and stack the deck in favor of Deng Xiaoping, who was promptly elected to a nondescript office designed to finesse Maoist reaction among The People.

       The new government introduced free enterprise into the countryside without a moment's hesitation.  Deng publicly charged that the communes were a "leftist error" and introduced a new plan that made each of its participants responsible for his own output, his own tools, the welfare of his own land.  Anyone who wished to work for himself was free to leave his commune and plant crops on land assigned to him.  He could then sell what he produced in free rural markets and keep the proceeds.  The local army commanders made it clear they would protect free farmers from reprisals by their neighbors.  Under this "responsibility" system, farm production doubled between 1978 and 1983.  In 1985, China produced the biggest wheat crop in the world.  By 1985, the Chinese peasantry received twice the income that it had in 1978, not only through increased crops but by a host of rural enterprises that made much-needed cloth and cement for local use as well as toys and other consumer goods for hard-currency export.

       In the early 1980s, the government slowly introduced free enterprise in the cities.  It didn't dare disturb the Proletarian flophouses of heavy industry, but it permitted China's entrepreneurs to go into whatever business they chose and to keep their own earnings (minus the usual taxes, of course).  Private enterprise naturally concentrated itself, at first, in the service trades:  small stores and tailor shops, restaurants, taxicabs and street markets.  They were an instant success, rapidly got desired goods manufactured and into circulation, and created many jobs for those who were willing to work hard and earn more than they had ever dreamed of.

       After 1981, bonus systems were introduced into selected strongholds of Proletarian industry, and those who refused to work could now be fired!  Between 1981 and 1983, industrial output increased fifty percent!  The new government kept up an incessant propaganda campaign that it was all right for "part of the people to get rich first" and extolling the ideological superiority of the "10,000 Yuan Farmer" (i.e. one making at least $3600 a year).

       The new government wasted no time opening its new market economy to the outside world.  Constantly reassuring nervous investors they could rely on China's stability, Deng's associates claimed that their policies had been accepted by the "broad mass of the people".  And there were general signs of acceptance by those broad masses, sick of bloodshed and weary of political hysteria.  Many of them were working harder, producing more and making more money than they ever had in history.  They were showing up with washing machines, cooling fans and refrigerators.

       By the time George Orwell's year of 1984 rolled around, the horrors of free enterprise were to be seen on all hands.  And two of those hands, in April 1984, belonged to the most notorious "capitalist roader" in the world.  Seated at a workbench in Shanghai with a line of busy Chinese workers, Ronald Reagan was photographed diligently soldering a circuit board and then shaking hands with his new comrades amid genuine and enthusiastic grins.  Had Mao Zedong been alive to peer into the Shanghai Foxboro Corporation that bewildering day, he could only have muttered, quietly, his line from Lushan, "I am a complete outsider when it comes to economic construction".

       And 1984 brought more of Orwell's horrors, including Newspeak.  But this was Deng Xiaoping with an entirely new speak, viz, "To Get Rich is Glorious!"  And on all sides the hellish propaganda posters of 1984 showed SONY television sets for sale, and CASIO electronic keyboards and MAXELL tape cassettes to use in one's new PANASONIC cassette player.  Not to be outdone, the most hated people on earth were selling IBM personal computers and XEROX photocopiers to what had been the purest Marxists on earth.



Tienanmen



       With all this breathtaking progress on the economic front, the world was hardly prepared for the tragedy that now struck on the political front.  It was a tragedy that set back Chinese progress an unknown number of years, but one that avoided an alternative disaster that would have set back progress permanently.  Back in 1976, the popular demonstrations in Tienanmen Square that had led to Deng's dismissal gave rise to the "Democracy Movement", the most promising political movement China had ever seen.  These were people who understood, as no other Chinese understood, that the path into the future lay in constitutional guarantees of human rights, of individual freedom from government intervention in their private lives.  They understood the modern world.  They incessantly promoted it.

       More than any other public group, the "Democracy Movement" then helped Deng return to power in December 1978.  With his accession, however, the movement grew in numbers and militancy until it rang alarm bells in the staff headquarters of the People's Liberation Army.  The military leaders still saw any mobilization of popular hysteria or any transfer of public idolatry to another Mao as completely out of the question.  With the sight and sound of screaming "Cultural" crowds still vivid in their memories, they moved vigorously against the Democracy Movement.  As Maurice Meisner glumly phrased it, "The movement had never acquired a significant popular following"188.  Now, with its leaders being arrested and thrown in jail, the democratic hopefuls suffered worse setbacks under Deng's modernizing government than they had under the torpid non-government of Hua Guofeng.  Will Chinese ironies never end?

        No.  Not by a long shot.

       The clear vision of a free country in a free world could not be put in prison.  It stayed alive in private thoughts and private conversations until a historic development across the border in the Soviet Union brought democrats into the leadership of the cradle of Communism.  It should be pointed out that the government of China was and is a "modernist" government, but it has no use at all for democracy.  It yearns for modernization only to acquire modern strength.  It is, as we have seen, a military junta.  It has military ideas about nationhood, citizenship and the future of China.

       In Russia a very different leadership had come to power.  When they took over the Politburo in 1985, Mikhail Gorbachev and his close associates were not sure what McNeill meant about "looseness" as a prerequisite to a modern economy, but they quickly absorbed the salient facts about free people and free enterprise and, once they hit their stride toward those goals, they never looked back.  By 1989 they intended explicitly and publicly that their nation would be strengthened, not only through economic freedom, but through political freedom as well.  And the heart and soul of the Democracy Movement in China was with them.

       As it happened, Mikhail Gorbachev was scheduled to arrive in their midst in May of 1989, about six weeks after an important meeting of the National People's Congress.  From the point of view of a Chinese democrat, the Congress meeting went very badly.  Inflation had reared its ugly head the year before, and the economy had to be cooled off until it was brought under control.  Such things always flare the nostrils of political conservatives and there was so much tense maneuvering for political advantage at the Congress that the heart and soul of the Democracy Movement was sorely tried indeed.

       In this depressed atmosphere the liberal enthusiast, Hu Yaobang, died.  Hu had been removed from the Party leadership two years earlier, and was so popular with progressive Chinese that a series of demonstrations had erupted in Tienanmen Square at that time.  Now on April 15, with gloom and doom coming from the government and its number one hero lying dead, the Democracy Movement marched itself back into Tienanmen Square again.

       Western observers were particularly impressed by two aspects of the demonstrations.

           1) Although they started with the usual marching and poster waving by a few hundred students, these rallies kept growing:  to a thousand, to forty thousand, to a hundred thousand.  And they were not exclusively attended by students, but by workers, young and old, and other citizens drawn from the general population.

           2) The "demands" being made by these demonstrators were the most reasonable heard on the noisy streets of this planet for decades.  What the Democracy Movement wanted was an end to corruption in the leadership (where corruption had indeed reached dazzling proportions), freedom of the press, speech and assembly (basic prerequisites of modernization), increased funding for education (conditions in China's colleges are worse than in China's prisons), the publication of the income and assets of top Party leaders (not envy incitement, just corruption control), a chance to talk over their grievances with Premier Li Peng (a completely normal request for a group of citizens to make),  and the formal rehabilitation of Hu Yaobang's reputation (I can't go that far with them, since I considered Hu a political airhead, but they deserved the right to ask.)

       The demonstrations waxed and waned until May 15th when Mikhail Gorbachev arrived in Beijing to find 150,000 supporters of the Democracy Movement camped in Tienanmen Square.  To show their enthusiasm over Gorby's presence in their midst, more than a million people gathered peacefully in the square on May 17th (after all, Tienanmen means the Gate of Heavenly Peace).  By now, the demonstrations had spread to over 20 other cities in China.  The next day, Party chief Zhao Ziyang told student leaders in Beijing that they had made their point:



You have good intentions.  You want our country to become better.  The problems you have raised will eventually be resolved.  But things are complicated, and there must be a process to resolve these problems.189



       The student leaders rejected Zhou's pleas to relinquish their mass grip on Beijing's central square and go back to school (70,000 students were boycotting classes - in Beijing alone).  The petitions had now escalated into the demand that the entire government resign at once.  The government declared martial law on May 20th and called in the troops, keeping them on the outskirts of the city for the time being.  A week of remote confrontation followed, during which the leadership of China argued over the probable consequences of a variety of alternatives.  In public and in private, the current demonstrations were compared with the student zealotry of 1966-71, with the memory still alive in everyone's mind of the million-strong student demonstrations in Tienanmen Square during the Cultural Revolution.

       And Chinese ironies will never end.  The marchers during the Cultural Revolution were the least common denominator of China's multitudes, who had occupied the universities because they were "red" instead of "expert".  Their targeted victims then were those who now occupied the universities and the square.  The rescuers and defenders of those in the square were the present military junta in charge of the government.  And the previous marchers, the sons of The People, the current peasantry and former Red Guards were sitting in their tanks in the suburbs, waiting for the junta's orders.  And the "democratic" majority?  - overwhelmingly belonged to the "People's Democracy".  The Democracy Movement itself represented, at the very most, about one percent of the citizenry of China.

       Everyone knew the facts, past and present, but that didn't make it any easier to know what to do.  Things just muddled along, indecisively, for the next two weeks, with occasional skirmishes between the military and the protesters.  A ten-meter-high replica of the Statue of Liberty was sculpted out of Styrofoam and plaster of Paris in Tienanmen, while the demonstrators slowly divided themselves into a majority that felt their point had been made and a minority that wanted to force somebody to do something right away.  When the troops were ordered to clear the square, on June 3rd, the majority of the students headed home, but the zealots attacked the troops.

       Because the army wanted to prevent casualties among the demonstrators, the first battle went to the zealots.  Several thousand unarmed soldiers were sent along Chang'An, the major boulevard, to clear the square.  When they got within a few hundred meters of Tienanmin, their path was blocked by tens of thousands of jeering students and workers who swarmed over them and stripped off their backpacks, canteens and (in some cases), their uniforms.  The Democracy Movement's appeal to reason had been converted into an appeal to force.

       Throughout the day of June 3rd, clashes between troops and civilians broke out as demonstrators stormed the residential district in which China's principal leaders lived and the Great Hall of the People where most of the central government offices are.  Stones and bricks were hurled at the police and the still unarmed soldiers.  Injuries mounted, tension escalated, the confrontations became increasingly violent.  It became evident that the army would be unable to clear the square with the use of unarmed force.  The next advance toward Tienanmen was carried out by combat troops carrying automatic weapons and supported by tanks and armored personnel carriers.

       Again the troops found their way blocked by demonstrators, but this time the soldiers didn't back down.  At first they fired their rifles over the heads of the crowd but, when that was greeted with bricks and stones, they fired at the heads.  The zealots responded with Molotov cocktails, thrown into army trucks carrying the uniformed sons of The People.  One truck was met by a swarm of student zealots and at least two soldiers were hung, one's body was then soaked in gasoline and torched off.  Lynchings of soldiers occurred throughout the city.  Several dozen vehicles were attacked by firebombs and destroyed during the night, and an unknown number of soldiers were killed.  The army responded with a traditional combination of fear and fury:  it fired its automatic weapons indiscriminately in every direction and sped its vehicles pell mell to and through Tienanmen.

       By four o'clock in the morning of June 4th, the majority of the minority remaining in Tienanmen voted to leave.  It was abundantly clear by then that the Democracy Movement's bright shining moment had been converted into a bloody battle they were certain to lose.  As they were straggling out of the square, the tanks arrived to destroy tents and shanties and the statue of the Goddess of Democracy.  Students were allowed to leave Tienanmen in peace but they frequently encountered fear-crazed military units elsewhere along Chang'An and Qianmen boulevards and were shot at without warning.  For the rest of the day a running battle was fought between civilians and troops, with automatic-weapon fire frequently directed straight into a crowd.  Sporadic clashes continued for another three days.  It is impossible to estimate, at this time, how many people died, on either side.  Nor are there reliable estimates of the casualties in other cities across the land in which major demonstrations took place.  The one thing witnesses agree about is that there was no massacre in Tienanmen, indeed, that no one was killed in the square.



False Pretenses



	Tragedies abound in the Gate of Heavenly Peace.



		•  The gathering consensus needed to inject political modernity into China's burgeoning economic modernity was wiped out for the time being.

		•  The [crucial] distinction between Mao's China and Deng's China was [muddied] by the inept and downright prevaricating Western media reportage of the event.  A major [purpose    aim    goal] of the American struggle and sacrifice in Vietnam was to discredit Mao's People's War in favor of Liu's peaceful modernization of China.  Now the new government of Deng Xiaoping (Liu's successor) was being thrown into the same dustbin of history with Mao  -  blurring the crucial distinction and further confusing the tormented American relationship with China.



		•  The confusion of  American perceptions of China has led to estrangment at precisely the time when the world's future cries out for close and cooperative relations between the two nations.  Instead we have sanctions over China's difficult dealings in the aftermath of Tienanmen together with idiotic condemnations of China's efforts to bring its 1.2 billion population explosion under control.









	The irony of Tienanmen is that the West regarded it as a political insurrection in a Communist country, which would have been an unprecedented anomaly.  That delusion was embraced despite the fact that this was 1989, many  years after the Chinese Communist Party had been exterminated and many years after Communism itself had been perverted into free enterprise.  The West's persistence in the delusion that Tienanmen was an anti-Communist revolt prevented it from realizing that China was ruled by a military junta.  It prevented the West from realizing that China had accidentally discovered the only proven means a nation can employ to achieve prosperity after many fervid decades of Communism - and that is to impose a totalitarian junta while the fundamental economic conversions are underway.  Since the People's Liberation Army took absolute control of the country in the early 1970s, the government has been able to free China's producers completely - without a revolt. 

	"The People" have had to accept the emergence of wealthy farmers and entrepreneurs and industrialists on all sides.  They have had to accept a transformation of every sizeable city in the nation - a dozen neon signs per city block, billboards advertising things only the well-to-do can buy, industrialists running around in gleaming Mercedes Benzes.   They have had to accept the injustice of wages tied to productivity, of large and comfortable houses being built in their neighborhoods, of clothing stores and jewelry stores catering to prosperous people.  They have had to accept year-end bonuses tied to individual output!   And all of these crimes have been displayed on national television - even on television receivers with large screens for those who could afford them!

	Public manifestations of free enterprise ten times milder than those in China have sent European proletarians reeling back toward the comforting uniformity of their Communist past.  In Russia and Belarus and Ukraine, in Poland and Slovakia and Romania, even to some extent in Hungary and the Czech Republic, the horrifying sight of kulaks and spetsy getting rich in public has incited murder and arson in the countryside and regression in the ballot box.  The benevolent leaders and humane political parties of all those countries have been under continuous attack since the events of 1989-91.  Indeed, Article 64a of the Soviet (now Russian) Criminal Code, which rules that fleeing abroad or refusing to return from abroad constitutes "Treason" and gets you a ten-year prison sentence, was on the books and effective up until December 1995!  At that time it was modified to apply only if you talk about "internal matters" to those wicked foreigners;  then you can be tossed into the Gulag!190

 	The physical destruction of The Walls, the dismemberment of the Communist Parties, the dismantling of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat during these recent nightmare years, was grudgingly tolerated under the misapprehension that those steps were going to bring automatic affluence, the "struggle fruits" of the West,  effortlessly and immediately.  The nasty little secret that one was expected to work for the fruits, that one even had to endure economic diversity to enjoy the benefits of the modern world, had been concealed from them by a set of cruel, double-crossing reformers.

	The West must keep in mind that the largest of these populations, the Russians and the Chinese, have reacted to such circumstances quite violently in the past.  For the unhappy irony of the killing fields is that they were all caused by an attempt on the part of progressive national leaders to improve the lot of their people, to modernize their backward populations, to bring the benefits of the industrial revolution into their feudal societies.  Whenever the leaders of a Communist country have left things alone, whenever they have been willing to stand back and let the whole soggy mess sink into egalitarian squalor, those leaders have enjoyed massive political support, private dachas, exclusive food markets, special medical care with Western pharmaceuticals - in fact they have enjoyed the only tolerable living standards in the entire country.  Albania never had a killing field.  Nor did Mongolia.  Nor did Cuba.  Russia had its killing fields because Lenin and Bukharin tried to free its productive citizens in the interests of decent living standards for the entire country.  China had its killing fields because Liu Shaoqi tried to do the same thing.  Cambodia had its killing field because Norodom Sihanouk tried to lift as many Cambodians as he could into the 20th century through education and economic development.

	But even though it would be a serious mistake for us to actually expect killing fields during the current attempts of ex-Communist countries to modernize, it would be very helpful for us to recognize them for what they are, if and when they occur.   For the West to fly into one of its characteristic panics and declare that a monster has seized control of a nuclear ex-Communist nation and the end of the world is inevitable would not only display ignorance of the history reviewed in this book but it would destroy any substantial aid we could give to the vital modernization process in the ex-Communist world.
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OTHER MARTYRDOMS





CHAPTER  FOURTEEN

NORTH VIETNAM



	With the explosive growth of nationalism in the late 1980s, many people have forgotten how obsequious China and Vietnam were to Stalin's Russia in the 1950s.  Both nations considered the Soviet Union to be the source of all knowledge, the fountainhead of ideological purity.  When Stalin  stumbled on the Mandate of Envy in 1929 he provided later Communist bosses with a blueprint to personal power.  Both Mao and Ho seized it eagerly.  For Mao it was a natural course, for Ho Chi Minh, apparently, it was an imitated course of action.

	In any event, Ho and his team wasted no time putting it into practice when North Vietnam became independent in 1954.  All farmers above the level of the poorest agricultural worker were classified "landlords" in early 1955.  Later that year The People held special "Agricultural Reform Tribunals" that forced 50,000 able farmers to "confess" their crimes.  They were promptly killed.  Another 100,000 Kulaks were put in forced-labor camps.191

	The usual famine ensued, the usual Party furor looking for those guilty of wrecking the economy, the usual confession of "mistakes".  In 1956 General Vo Nguyen Giap admitted to the 10th Communist Congress that the repression of Vietnam's able farmers had been excessive, that "terror" had become "far too widespread".192  Once again the health of the economy had been sacrificed to political solidarity, to the forging of a dependable Mandate of Envy, to the tribal polarization of a feudal population.

       No Communist nation has demonstrated the military advantages of that tribal polarization more spectacularly than North Vietnam.  Having chosen Communism without the assistance of the Red Army or the People's Liberation Army, North Vietnam qualifies as one of the ideologically independent members of the Communist world.  Its people were born to Karl Marx's world view, they agreed passionately with Amalrik's peasants, they fell quite naturally into Stalin's concept of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat and they came to appreciate quite keenly their greater tribal strength vis à vis the polyglot citizens of South Vietnam.  The simplistic Western habit of characterizing such populations as the oppressed victims of a fiendishly clever dictator and his Communist conspirators was soon corrected by the sight of armed hordes of "oppressed victims" swarming across their borders with Laos and South Vietnam, fighting endlessly without adequate provisions, dying in appalling numbers for the cause of Marxist justice, and finally winning through against far superior numbers and military might in Laos, Cambodia and South Vietnam.  The minor invasion of Cambodia alone cost Vietnam 25,000 killed in action and 55,000 seriously wounded.

       But when the smoke of battle cleared, they found themselves trapped in an inflexible war economy, unable to subsist on their own, totally dependent on massive Soviet aid, equipped and trained to take life but not to make a living.  However, by that time, Russia had been attacked by the Chinese at several points along their southern border and was in a state of fear and shock.   Russia was, therefore, a very grateful patron of its fierce ally on China's southern border.  The North Vietnamese army, the third strongest land army in the world, could cut deeply into China with devastating effect should the Chinese army become heavily involved in a war with Russia.

       And China's crucial donation of the munitions that created North Vietnam in the 1950s won it no loyalty from the Tonkinese.  Neither were they grateful for the weapons and munitions that put them in the People's War business in the 1960s.  They were implacably anti-Chinese.  Worse yet, after the Chinese residents of both North and South Vietnam had done everything they could to assure the success of People's War, the North Vietnamese staged a vicious pogrom that left them without homes or livelihoods.  The only available option for the ethnic Chinese was to find a leaky boat to sail across the South China Sea to Hong Kong.  (Some tried to go the other way, to Malaysia, and were slaughtered by the equally anti-Chinese Malays).  The Vietnamese visited the final indignity on them:  having made life impossible for them in Vietnam, they charged them huge sums per head, in gold, to permit them to escape.  There is no love lost between China and Vietnam.193

       One of the basic tenets of Weltpolitik is to have an armed ally poised at your enemy's back.  That was the rationale behind England's alliance with Poland, Germany's alliance with Japan, Bulgaria's alliance with Russia and now the Russian alliance with North Vietnam.  It is also, however the rationale behind China's alliance with Cambodia:  a dagger held to Vietnam's back.  When North Vietnam invaded Cambodia in 1979, China's security on its southern border was seriously compromised.  To demonstrate its resolve, China launched a furious attack against Vietnam the following month and was badly mauled by the Vietnamese army.  The result is another of those ironies of history:  China, the nation that created and encouraged Vietnam's military prowess in the 1950s, has come to the United States, the nation whose resolve crumbled under the incessant pounding of Vietnam's military prowess in the 1960s and 1970s, to redress the military balance after its own defeat at the end of the 1970s.  America has a delicate balancing act on its hands to help China defend itself without enabling it to go on the offensive again.

       When the Soviet Union became financially unable to carry the Vietnamese any longer, the Vietnamese economy plunged into truly heroic squalor.  Another flood of "boat people" ensued, reaching almost 2000 a week in 1989.  Vietnam now qualifies as one of the 10 poorest nations in the world.194  A program of limiting the number of births in a family was begun in late 1988.

       As for American foreign policy toward Vietnam, it presents no complications.  The Vietnamese butchered and lied and terrorized and battled for twenty years to win their empire in Southeast Asia;  they should be left to seek their destiny with their "golden" conquests.  Perhaps in another thirty years Vietnam will sort itself out, in the manner of the Soviet Empire.





CHAPTER  FIFTEEN

CAMBODIA



       Cambodia never built a Berlin Wall or any other kind of Wall to keep its producers from escaping.  Communist Cambodia hadn't the slightest interest in conserving its modernists or in making money out of their productivity.  Its goal in life was to kill them, one and all.  It was the perfect fulfillment of Mao's concept of a primitive horde swarming out of the countryside to overwhelm urban civilization.

       Mao's Cambodian disciples, the Khmer Rouge, marched into the nation's capital in the early morning hours of 17 April 1975, its troops maintaining a stony-faced silence as they deployed themselves throughout the city.195  Then, in a frantic search for struggle fruits, they spent the next two hours looting the city's commercial districts of any ballpoint pens, jewelry, wristwatches or liquor.  They stole anything the least bit exotic and everything with wheels.  Not knowing, in most cases, how to operate motor vehicles, they tore around the city out of control and smashed them into the first obstacle they encountered.  If they couldn't make them run again, they shot them up with their AK•47s, stomped on them, slashed their tires or employed whatever other thoughts of Chairman Mao came to mind.  In any event, no one else was going to enjoy what they didn't know how to enjoy;  that was for sure.  Sound familiar?

       After two hours of protest against the injustice of bourgeois consumerism, they turned to the task of instructing the smart aleck city slickers about the nature of The People's Dictatorship.  They began to kill people, apparently chosen at random, by shooting, stabbing or beating them with clubs.  Having thus demonstrated their attitude toward cities and their residents, the Khmer Rouge began to drive every living soul out of every city in Cambodia.  It began shortly after 10:00 A.M. that first morning and was enforced by immediate execution of resisters or laggards.  The motives of the Khmer Rouge for their actions against the cities are, by now, quite familiar to us.

       The crimes committed against envy's regressive laws by a civilized urban dweller in the midst of a primitive country are numerous and varied.  It isn't just a matter of better tennis shoes, it's a question of wearing such things in the first place.  It's a question of walking on paved sidewalks into large stone buildings with glass windows and escalators.  It's a question of sleek and well-mannered city folk wearing pretty clothes in clean cities, carrying ballpoint pens and wristwatches, riding about in automobiles wearing jewelry.  In the days of old, when barbarians swept into civilization's grand cities, they looted and raped to satiation and then promptly went on to the next town.  Communism's children are not mere looters and they almost never rape.  As we shall see, the pathology of envy precludes rape.

       The pathology of envy is unique in other respects as well.  Classical barbarians were bewildered by books and papers;  they would cast them aside or ignore them.  But the attitude of a Communist horde toward intellectual materials is far from neutral.  In the cities of Cambodia during the afternoon of the first day, the Khmer Rouge sought out the works of the spetsy devils, the haughty intelligentsia, the city slickers who could read.  Every book and every document and every sheet of paper that had writing on it was taken out of private houses and public buildings to be burned or thrown into the Mekong River.  Those things had to be destroyed, you see.  It wasn't enough just to trample them underfoot, they had to be destroyed.

       The motive for such strange behavior was explained in the Maoist Manifesto (already cited), of 4 June 1966 during the Cultural Revolution.



For years, Messrs bourgeois 'authorities', you  put on airs and deliberately turned simple matters into mysteries to scare off the workers, peasants and soldiers.  Does not the proletariat need [to exercise] dictatorship?  Is it not necessary for proletarian learning to prevail over and eliminate bourgeois learning?"196



       One of the lasting ironies of Communism's 70-year scourge is the eagerness of intellectuals in each Communist country to throw "dirty capitalist exploiters" to the wolves of the revolution, to deflect the rampaging mobs toward obviously evil people:  the possessors of fine things and big houses, the arrogant riders in automobiles with wristwatches and ballpoint pens.  And it usually takes several years before the intelligentsia finds out that envy doesn't confine itself to material possessions.  Possessions are favoritism, but so is praise or honor, and a sibling can be favored for being smarter, doing his lessons better, getting good grades at school.

       What the collaborationist intellectuals seldom discovered (until it was too late), was that an unrelated "sibling" can be "unjustly favored" for knowing how to read and write, that "injustice" can be defined as engaging in conversations whose words and concepts are way over the heads of Bronze-Age peasants.  Such things turn "simple matters into mysteries", and the politics of envy tells us to liquidate showoffs like that wherever we find them.  Mao himself was satisfied with driving anyone with a high-school education out into the remote rice paddies for "re-education", but his disciples in Cambodia were more vengeful.  They couldn't stand the thought of those smartalecks staying alive and knowing all that city stuff and knowing how to say it in polished tones and strange words.  They would be dealt with when the Khmer Rouge had them out among their beloved peasants, among their own people.

       And so the mass exodus from the hated cities began.  With hundreds of thousands of people jamming the streets, it took three days to walk the four kilometers out of Pnom Penh, the capital.  Since the Khmer Rouge had turned off the city's water supply and the air temperature was over 100 degrees Fahrenheit, thousands perished each day from dehydration.  Thousands more succumbed to wounds received in a dozen different ways.

       Appropriately enough, the haggard urbanites thronged down a seemingly endless road named Mao Zedong Boulevard, which quickly became lined with the dead bodies of those who had gotten out of step with Cambodia's least common denominator.  They staggered past Communist troops destroying furniture, motorcycles and automobiles.  "We shall turn the cities into countrysides," said the Khmer Rouge, we shall "build the only true communism, the only classless society in which everyone [will] be equal."197

       When every civilized Cambodian had been driven out into the countryside, it was time to settle The People's score with the intellectuals.  The People were now in the majority.  Cambodia's urban population, two and a half million strong, had outnumbered the tiny Khmer Rouge eight to one.  But immersed in the sea of Cambodia's nearly five million peasants, the modernists were overwhelmed.  They could at last be dealt with.  The one thing a peasant knows is a fellow peasant, and Cambodia's countryside had little trouble sorting out its intellectual enemies among the urban detritus thrown into its midst.  The peasants identified for the executioners of the Khmer Rouge whoever they saw as enemies of The People.  Between them they killed students, teachers or any others that seemed educated.  They killed civil servants and officers.  And, of course, they killed the spetsy who, as usual, failed to understand the situation.  Assuming they would be as useful to the new society as they had been to the old one, the spetsy identified themselves readily.  Only when they were dragged off to the killing fields did they realize that the new society was headed back into the feudal ages in violent reaction to everything the spetsy stood for.  One engineer pleaded with the Khmer Rouge as he was led off to be executed:  "Forgive me, I promise to live like an ordinary person from now on".198  The last thing he heard before his death was that his "high knowledge" made him ipso facto a counterrevolutionary.

       Of the two and a half million from the cities who were driven into the countryside, one million souls were killed incidentally, another million directly. The hated city slickers in the first million lost their lives to thirst, famine, disease or accident.  Those in the second million were executed on their knees.  Bludgeoning with long-handled hoes was a particular favorite, presumably out of emotional attachment to primitive implements.

       But the executions were not passionate affairs, in either sense of the word.  They were carried out the way hogs are butchered at a sausage making:  one after the other in monotonous repetition with blood all over the ground and all over everyone in attendance.  And there was no passion of the other kind, either;  no sexual violation in the manner of roving brigands and plundering barbarians.  Whenever groups of males and females were scheduled for execution, the males were slaughtered by male executioners and the females by female executioners.  Envy is not a rapist.199

       In fact, rape is a rarity in the history of Communist plunder.  One seldom encounters it in the records of mass imprisonment and forced marches so characteristic of the creation of New Communist Man (and Woman).  The true believer in Communist brotherhood has, after all, a serious impediment embedded in his Marxist philosophy:  he can take his sibling's possessions in justified vengeance, but anything sexual smacks of incest.  Condemned by arrested emotional development to be an eternal sibling to those he hates, he is forbidden by the instinct against incest to follow mankind's traditional indulgence in these matters.

       Before they died, Cambodia's urbanites were forced to wander through the countryside for a year and a half, on their way to Communism's natural selection.  As they herded them from place to place, the Khmer Rouge carried on a Marxist re-education program.  First their students were stripped of any personal possessions that attracted progressive attention:  radios, cigarette lighters, watches and writing utensils.  Then they were told repeatedly:  "You must forget everything you have learned  We are building the only true communism  Our communism will be better than in Russia or China, where there are still classes."200  With all of which we must certainly agree.

       When the North Vietnamese armies invaded in 1979, there were many who hailed the deliverance of Cambodia from its nightmare of atavism.  But the Vietnamese were pretty atavistic themselves and now that their armies have gone home, leaving a pure Cambodia in their wake, all talk of progress toward the modern world has been abandoned.  What remains behind is a population Darwinianly selected by the assassins of the killing fields.  Nothing whatever can be expected of it.  A century of slow modernization has been wiped out and the world should avert its eyes from what remains in the interests of common decency.





CHAPTER  SIXTEEN

ALL POWER TO THE PEOPLE!

	 ... except the power to leave.



       In a subject plagued by contradiction and ambivalence, we find Communist nations fighting like demons to keep invaders from crossing their borders, then building walls and minefields to keep themselves from crossing the same borders.  We have now established that those walls were built to keep highly productive people from escaping out into the modern world where they would be free to earn what their strenuous, successful work entitled them to earn.

       Yet many Westerners believed, and still do believe, that Communist governments held all of the citizens of their Communist nations prisoner behind those walls -  that it was the whole population, every man, woman and child, who was imprisoned.

       Again and again the Western world has fallen into that trap.  For over seventy years, that hallucination made so much sense to us that we refused to believe the evidence against it.

CUBA

       In 1961, after the Iron Curtain had descended across Europe and the Bamboo Curtain had clattered down around China, the American people watched in horror as the Sugar-Cane Curtain trapped seven million innocent Cubans in dreadful bondage to Fidel Castro.   We felt that it would be inhuman for us to stand only ninety miles away and not lift a finger to help those poor devils.  We rose to the challenge and smashed through Castro's curtain with a dedicated force of Cuban exiles, expecting the populace to run into the streets like World War II Europeans to greet their liberators.  When that didn't happen, the "explanations" started to appear.  There were eventually more explanations than there had been liberators.

       The following year we got an opportunity to tell all those imprisoned Cubans that we were still thinking of them and that it wouldn't be a bad idea if they busted out on their own.  The occasion was the Cuban Missile Crisis and America's warmhearted concern for the prisoners of Castro was expressed by President Kennedy in an evening address carried around the world.  Near the end of his dramatic speech announcing a naval blockade of Cuba, Jack Kennedy turned from the subject of nuclear missiles to hold out a hand to the island's wretched inhabitants.

                   Finally I want to say a few words to the captive people of Cuba, to whom this speech is being directly carried by special radio facilities.  I speak to you as a friend, . . . as one who shares your aspirations for liberty and justice for all.  . . . . 

                   Many times in the past, the Cuban people have risen to throw out tyrants who destroyed their liberty, and I have no doubt that most Cubans today look forward to the time when they will be truly free.  . . .  Free to select their own system.  Free to own their own land.

       Three years later almost to the day, Castro announced that anyone who wanted to leave Cuba for the United States would be free to go.  Although he reneged on military-age males, he quickly agreed to permit a special airlift with two flights a day, Monday through Friday, to carry the captive people of Cuba from Havana to Miami.  It operated for five years.  In 1970 it was wound down, with those holding visas at the time -- about ten thousand -- declared the final escapees.  All together, three and a half percent of the Cuban population had agreed to fly out at American expense to the land that shared their "aspirations for liberty and justice for all".  Add another four percent  who "arranged for" their own transportation to the U. S. from 1959 to 1970, then add one and a half percent for those who escaped to other countries, and you have a grand total of nine percent of the Cuban population who left -- either through an open door or a closed one.

       What it amounted to, when all was said and done, was less than one percent a year.  And what the whole exercise proved was that the reasonable American assumption expressed in Kennedy's speech -- "that most Cubans today look forward to the time when they will be truly free" -- applied to a very small minority of Communism's captives.  A very small minority indeed!

       How many people really wanted out?  The question is a crucial one.  For all those years we operated under the assumption that if the Communist world's 770,000 border guards were to oversleep some morning, their captive populations would make a wild dash for freedom.  Then we found that only five and a half percent of the Cuban population would row its own boats out in a tropical sea, leaving three and a half percent to ride in comfort on a twenty-minute flight to Miami.  What was the situation in the other walled prisons of the Communist universe?



EASTERN EUROPE



       Fortunately we don't have to guess how many of them would have left the worker's paradise if they could.  The fact is, they were able to get out from time to time.  Given the breaks of history, we can measure that crucial number with some precision.  All we have to do is sit back and count heads as they run through the open door.

 	For our present purposes, the Walls of Communism provide us with an instrument to measure the numerical size of The People and the numerical size of their captives.



EAST GERMANY



       	During the years between World War II and the building of the Berlin Wall in 1961, the citizens of Communist East Germany could leave their national "prison" by merely strolling through the city of Berlin from one sector to another.  Waiting for them on the other side was a free plane ride to West Germany.  Throughout that period, an average of one percent of those citizens choose to escape each year.

	Their escape had a serious effect on the East German economy.  Before the Wall was built in 1961 the East German economy was dead on its feet.  There were gross inefficiencies in industry and power production, food was rationed, construction projects took more than twice as long to complete as they did in West Germany, even textile machinery, a proud export from the region before Communism, was by then considered technically obsolete by the East Germans themselves.  Three out of every five wall jumpers were productive workers and it was the best of them that were leaving.  Before the Wall, a high proportion of professional people left.  Between 1954 and 1961, the East lost nearly 5000 doctors and dentists, over 800 judges and lawyers, and about 17,000 qualified engineers and technicians.  But both before the Wall and since the Wall, by far the biggest category of escapees (approximately half) came from the ranks of industrial, technical and craft workers.  They are specifically credited with a large role in the creation of West Germany's economic miracle during those years.

       On 13 August 1961 the East Germans strung barbed wire along the demarcation line.  Three days later they began building a wall of cinderblock and cement slabs around their version of the workers' paradise.  They kept puttering with it like a backyard gardener tending his rose arbor -  grafting and prettifying, cleaning up tawdry sections, adding layer on layer of each year's new ideas.  They responded to every tactic invented by the intrepid escapees until their magnificent monument to Communism became almost three hundred meters wide and stretched 1381 kilometers from the Baltic Sea to the Czech border (where it met the elaborately constructed and much older Czech version of the Wall).

       The German barrier occupied a total of 345 square kilometers of prime East German farmland, about two thousand large Iowa farms in size.  (By way of comparison, the area taken up by West Germany's vast network of autobahns comes to only 96 square kilometers;  less than a third as much as the land-hungry Wall.)  Along it was strung 83,000 kilometers of barbed wire and 1500 kilometers of double steel fencing.  There were 2,230,000 land mines laid in two or three rows, one and a half meters apart, in a zigzag pattern - most of them the improved plastic models developed in the Soviet Union.  Aside from amputating the feet and shattering the legs of fleeing citizens, they created havoc with the deer and wild boar that inhabit the border regions.  And whenever the snowfall was particularly heavy, the silence of the winter countryside was shattered by the sounds of hundreds of sensitive trip-mines exploding under its weight.  Four hundred ninety-six observation towers reminiscent of Dachau rose out of the rolling countryside along the way, with four hundred forty-one savage guard dogs patrolling some stretches during the night.  Some of the border was floodlighted all night - - almost 150 kilometers of it.  In addition to trained dogs, there were 50,000 trained humans patrolling the entire wall;  15,000 of them along the Berlin perimeter alone.

       All of which cost a great deal of money.  Professor Wilhelm Seedorfer of Gottingen University calculated, with the help of construction and military experts, that the annual cost of improvements and maintenance of the physical obstacles came to $248 million a year (in 1985 dollars), that the guards and their equipment and their vehicles used to cost another $577 million a year for a total of $825 million annual upkeep.  The West Berlin authorities calculated that the original cost of building the Wall was about 10 billion (1961) Deutschmarks, which translates to 9 billion 1985 dollars.

       Staggering costs for a shabby little country but only when mistakenly regarded as a dead-weight pile of masonry.  The fact is, that money constitutes the best investment a Communist nation can make.

       Five years after the Wall went up, the Western press was full of stories about the economic boom in East Germany.  In 1966 Senator Claiborne Pell, formerly a U.S. diplomat in Czechoslovakia and a man with experience in both Germany and Austria, was struck by the substantial "improvement in the standard of living that has occurred in the last few years".  He found that the East German "economic miracle" was being attributed to the Wall.  Indeed, the East German Communist Party itself bragged in that same year that, thanks to the "measures taken on 13 August 1961, the economy and the standard of living in the German Democratic Republic have greatly improved".

       The cold statistics tell the story.  While the most enterprising workers of East Germany were able to leave the country, the productivity of the labor that was left behind fell inexorably about 2.4% a year.  When the Wall went up in 1961, the steady decline abruptly stopped and started to turn around.  Between 1961 and 1963, Ulbricht claimed an improvement of 10%.  By 1969 the East German labor force was producing at a rate 52% better than it had been in 1961.  Less than half of this remarkable recovery could, by the wildest stretch of the imagination, be attributable to such physical factors as replacement of machine tools or improvements in materials-handling equipment.  Between 1961 and 1967, industrial output rose from 62 billion Deutschmarks to over 95 billion Deutschmarks a year.  If only half of the turnaround is credited to basic labor productivity, the value received by East Germany for its pile of cement and barbed wire amounted to 2.75 billion (1964-size) Deutschmarks a year.  If we consider the original cost of the Wall and only those improvements made during the period covered by our calculation, the German Wall paid for itself in a little over three years and seven months!  By May Day of 1965 the happy leaders of the German Democratic Republic had written off their entire original investment and were earning a net profit over operating expenses of 1.65 billion 1985-size dollars a year.



HUNGARY



       In 1956, the minefields around Communist Hungary became physically obsolescent.  The metallic mines had been manufactured during World War II and, unlike the new Soviet plastic mines, were rapidly decaying under the Hungarian soil.  Having reached the end of their operational life, they  were dug up and taken away to be replaced.

 	Quite by coincidence, a violent nationalist revolt broke out in the country that November.  Without effective minefields, the border guards were physically unable to prevent the escape of their fellow countrymen.  Due to the nation's small size, the borders were less than four hours away by car and less than a day away by bicycle friom every man, woman and child in the country.  Fewer than two in every one hundred "captive citizens" chose freedom outside.



CZECHOSLOVAKIA



       In 1968, before, during and after the Soviet invasion of their country, the borders of Communist Czechoslovakia were thrown wide open for four months.  Only one-half of one percent packed their bags and went out into the free world.



CAPTIVE NATIONS



       We have established, then, that the populations of Communist countries were overwhelmingly disinclined to leave.  That's worth thinking about.  We like to suggest something profound by remarking that the half percent or one percent of Communism's prisoners who escaped into the free world each year had "voted with their feet".  But it's far more profound to notice that the other ninety-nine percent voted with their seats.  With the gates to the outside world standing wide open for months or years, they found reasons to stay.

       The overwhelming majority of those with whom we are dealing today in the ex-Communist countries are precisely those who voted with their seats.  To rush in and embrace them as if they were recently freed hostages would not only be absurd, it would outrage that small percentage of productive citizens that was truly imprisoned behind those walls.  It has become abundantly clear to us that the tiny minority for whom those expensive walls were built, the tiny minority that leaked out at the rate of one percent per year whenever the walls were ruptured, consisted of the most productive citizens of the land.  Their imprisonment behind those walls amounted to slaveholding.  We used to call these countries "Captive Nations".  We now know that the only captives were their modern producers.  The sole purpose of enslaving them was to provide the majority of that nation's citizens with a higher standard of living than they would have had if they had been forced to live off their own shabby production.  They deserve no embraces.

       And that is the crucial importance of the fact that the Walls of Communism have come tumbling down in Eastern Europe.  That single fact changes everything.  It not only means that those nations are no longer Communist, but it puts their militant majorities directly under the political guns of freedom.  It means that those previously unrestrained majorities will have to limit the degree to which they live off the efforts of their more productive fellow citizens.  It makes The People choose between a nation living in squalor (because all of its productive people have gone), and a nation enjoying free-world living standards (because its productive people can stay in their homelands and benefit from their own work).  It changes People's Democracy to Western-style democracy wherein the "predominate opinion" of The People is restrained by their need to reach a satisfactory compromise with the productive people in their midst.

       The absence of those walls gives us a valuable litmus test to guide our economic cooperation with Eastern Europe in the future.  If any nation starts putting its walls back up, the time has come to remove our investments from that nation.  If the productive people of any nation start to leave in droves, the time has come to take a hard look at the economic potential of what's left within its borders.  If no walls appear on those borders and no crowds of vigorous young people start crossing them, the economic cooperation of the free world can be considered both safe and appropriate - for the time being.

       The socioeconomic development that will make cooperation safe over the long run has a litmus test of its own.  It can't be measured as precisely as the height of a wall, but it is just as easy to recognize when you know what you're looking for.  It is the social attitude toward productive people.  It is the psychological reaction to successful neighbors.  It is the way a newspaper article discusses businessmen and factory managers and shop foremen and virtuoso violinists.  It is the way school teachers discuss highly productive people in their classrooms.

       We can expect the changes in East European economies to provoke a great deal of public envy in the years to come.  How much envy and how many people lapse into the zero-sum thinking that created their Communist nation in the first place - that will be the forewarning we must watch for.  Any financial assistance given to a nation restoring its Mandate of Envy will be spent on walls to imprison its 20th-century citizens and on weapons to exploit the relative strength of its tribal solidarity vis-à-vis its neighbors.

	What must not be overlooked by us in the years to come is that the majorities among these fifteen populations wanted a Communist nation and they still do.  They may not want a Russian Communist nation;  they certainly don't want a poor Communist nation;  but they want a nation that does not permit other people to become visibly more prosperous than they are themselves.  They want a nation that holds their neighbors down to a common level as a matter of criminal law.  That's what they've had all these years under orthodox Communism and that's what they have been demanding since the tumult and shouting ended in 1989.  They consider it their right.  After all, they are the majority, and democracies are supposed to be ruled by their majorities.

       In this numbers game of democratic reform, however, the West has already been of critical assistance, simply by providing a prosperous economic example to the Proletariat within the ex-Communist world.  With our productive economies and comfortable living standards, we have shown that the alternative to police-state leveling looks pretty good.  And the Proletarians of Eastern Europe have, so far, come down courageously against poverty in favor of prosperity.  But a large portion of them still equate poverty with Russian Communism, and make the assumption that their own national Communism would create a new-style prosperity emanating from a combination of Western slogans and the comfortable old zero-sum economies of yesterday.

       It remains to be seen, then,  whether they are willing to pay the awful price of prosperity - going back to work and granting freedom to their economically productive fellow citizens.

       In Russia the question has been put to the entire population clearly and constitutionally.  In the elections of December 1995, the Communists and their allies won the biggest single bloc of seats (170) in the 450-member Duma.  The newspaper Soviet Russia summed it up by saying "The communist idea belongs to the category of human ideas that do not disappear from the public mind just like that . . . this result came from the people themselves".201   Indeed it did, and it truly represents their democratic aspirations.  So far, the predominant "opinion" in the small towns and in the countryside is that expressed by a member of The People to an American television crew:  "It is difficult for a Soviet citizen," he said,  "to believe that a rich man can be an honest man." 

	But there are substantial grounds for hope.  During the Duma elections the modernists made such a poor showing primarily because they occupied a dozen splinter groups that  spent more time arguing among themselves than they spent campaigning against the Communists.   During the presidential elections of June 1996, however, they finally had sense enough to join behind the only practical choice they had.   And that election put the issue squarely before the electorate.  The Communist candidate for president, Gennady Zyuganov, ran and open-and-shut campaign for the Mandate of Envy and received 40% of the vote.  Russia's reform president, Boris Yeltsin, promised a continuation of the painful efforts to modernize the country and received 54% of the vote.



       In Eastern Europe, the answer is complicated by nationalism.  So far, the price of citizenship in the modern world has been camouflaged behind the flags in the streets.  So far, the bursting pride of patriotism has been a crucial driving force for reform among the East European masses.  Nationalism and hatred for the Russians has made their homegrown modernists, their vigorous young foremen and tradesmen and professionals, seem acceptable to them - for the time being.  "Stick it in the Russians' eye, buddies!", they say, while waving their national flags.  We'll see what happens when the "buddies" ask for a fair share of what they produce, when the "buddies" show up in the streets with new cars and good clothes, and when the shabby Proletariat realizes its "dictatorship" has been destroyed by political and economic freedom.

       When the Proletariat realizes that there is no place in the modern world for the Dictatorship of the Proletariat, the crucial turning points will come.  It is then that Western understanding of the emotions at work in each of these countries will become decisive.





CHAPTER SEVENTEEN

MINOR MARTYRDOMS

Western Europe

 	We saw earlier that the Industrial Revolution was a searing emotional experience for thousands of Englishmen and Germans and Frenchmen who had "grown up" in a feudal system of mass equality and who greeted the modern era with cries of anguish.  Especially outraged were Western Europe's intellectuals, who rose in righteous anger at the injustices following man's replacement of brute labor with mental labor.  The intellectuals of the 19th and 20th century never forgave mankind for turning its back on "the good old days".  And they still haven't.  The most "progressive" of Western Europe's intellectuals are just as shrill as any Proletarian about the moral depravity of some people earning more than others.  

	Professor Jan Tinbergen, the first Nobel Prize winner in economics, has condemned the notion that people should be paid in proportion to what they produce.  As reported in the German press,  Tinbergen rehashed Karl Marx's famous dictum "From each according to his ability, to each according to his need" and announced that "justice" requires a change in European tax policies that would iron out the doleful effects on the paychecks of productive vs. unproductive people.  "Justice" would finally be served, said Tinbergen, when "nearly all members of the labor force are more or less equally satisfied with the relationship between the work they do and the money they earn", but in no case, he cautioned, could productivity "be measured in terms of pages typed or rivets welded".202

   	(The technical illiteracy of Tinbergen's welded rivets is typical of the breed.)

	Organized religion has consistently preached the zero-sum game in the 20th century.  For most of the spiritual theorists of the Christian religion, the contrast between the living standards of the modern world and the Third World is downright "unholy".

	For example, in 1994  Bishop Franz Kamphaus of the German Bishops' Conference told the prosperous citizens of the modern world that it is shameful that they live better than the poverty-stricken citizens of the Third World.  "In a sea of poverty," he said, "there can be no island of affluence."203   Kamphaus tells us that it is unfair to blame "these southern countries" for their dire straits and their destruction of their environment   "more to blame are those in the rich consumer society who created demand for things".204 

	Much of this religious and political rhetoric is a widespread and very damaging consequence of mass envy, known to specialists as "envy avoidance" - the fear of other people's envy.   Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. attributed it (among successful writers in the United States), to "qualms of conscience . . . for making so much while others make so little".205   Surely another source of the envy avoidance problem is the tribal instinct, which tells us that we should look like, act like and be like everybody else.  David Riesman described this phenomenon in The Lonely Crowd.   He called those responding to the tribal instinct "other directed".  When an other-directed person notices that he is different from the general mass of his fellows, his fear is tribal, his fear reflects the survival instinct, his fear wells up from genetically programmed sources that are hard to control by rational thought.

	In any event, the pervasive memory of Europe's feudal past gave rise to socialist governments in the great majority of its Western nations and, more recently, inspired the formation and activities of "green" political parties who opposed everything that has happened during the past two hundred years.  Outright Communist parties actually threatened to take over France and Italy at one time or another, but only in Italy did the plague of envy lead to a killing field.



	Italy



 	Although Italy's killing field was minor by comparison to those in the Communist world, it reflected a division of the nation between modernist north and regressive south that persists to this day.  And never has the economic underpinning of that division been more starkly demonstrated than it was in the immediate aftermath of World War II.

	Southern Italy was the first part of continental Europe to be liberated by the Allied armies in World War II.  Having suffered very little damage during the war, Southern Italy found itself free, as early as July 1943, to get back on its feet under its own political jurisdiction and rebuild its economy - with substantial help from the United States.

	During that same month, the city of Hamburg in the north of Germany was completely destroyed by repeated British and American bombing.  It would be almost two years, after Germany's surrender in April 1945, before Hamburg could begin its reconstruction.

	Thirty years later, Southern Italy had the lowest gross national product per capita in the European Common Market.

   	Hamburg had the highest.

	And Northern Italy had accomplished what came to be known as the "Italian miracle" with a vigorous economic reconstruction program between 1945 and 1961.  The energetic and creative inhabitants of Italy's northern cities raised its economic growth rate from zero to 5.6 percent per year.  By 1968 the gross national product stood at 74.8 billion dollars, an increase of 370 percent since 1953.  What that meant was that a 1940s pedestrian could afford a Vespa motor scooter, then a Fiat sedan and could eventually drive a second car to his family's vacation home.206

	Naturally enough, with expendable surpluses being created in the north, the Italian government and most of its leading industries turned their attention to the indigent Southerners.  Since the skillful Northerners obviously knew how to make it in the modern world, it stood to reason they could teach the Southerners how it was done and make them all rich.

	Modern Italian industries went to the south and built plants and trained workers, then tried to produce cars and typewriters and washing machines.  Fiat and Olivetti saw their productivity plummet in direct proportion to the rise in their labor conflicts.   The attempt to bring Southern Italy into the modern world was a massive failure.  

	Two million Southern Italians went up to work in northern cities and saw Northern Italians living better than they could manage with their backward work habits, their lock-step tribalism, their medieval skills.  Even though hundreds of thousands were trained in skilled occupations in northern factories and institutes, the undertaking proved hopeless.  What happened next is an old familiar story to us by now.  The envy of the Southerners walking the affluent streets of Turin and Milan became savage.

	American psychoanalyst Harry Stack Sullivan defines envy as an activity 



in which one contemplates the unfortunate results of someone else's having something that one does not have.  And envy does not cease to be envy when it passes from objects to attributes of another human being, for envy may be an active realization that one is not good enough, compared with someone else.207     



	  For the Southerners it all came naturally.  Having preyed on each other for over sixteen centuries, they now held their neighbors in primitive bondage with their envious hate.  They knew no other way to regard a prosperous Italian or a skillful show off in a northern school or factory.

  	Those competent Southerners who couldn't stand the collective hatred directed at their modern ability fled to America or Northern Europe to escape.  Ann Cornelisen tells of Southern Italians working in Germany who vowed never to return to their homelands.  One hoped to God she never saw Southern Italy again because of the "backbiting, the envy".208   Cornelisen, who lived and taught in the region for half a century, sums up their rancor toward the south in these words:



"Invidia [envy] is the poison, they say, the key to every human ill.  Rich and poor alike are the targets, the victims of invidia."209  



	The howls of outrage in the northern streets were heard by those most vulnerable to other people's envy:  the wealthy publisher, Giangiacomo Feltrinelli, and the celebrated intellectuals who felt strange passions stirring in their own breasts.  Calling for guerrilla warfare against the modern world, these worthies helped create and later financed Western Europe's only killing field.

	Years later the editor and critic, Jean-François Revel, asked the appropriate question:



"Why from 1970 on did so many Italian intellectuals approve, recommend, or practice terrorism?

	. . . since the wave of terrorism was unleashed at a moment when Italy was enjoying a degree of freedom it had never previously enjoyed in all its history, and at a moment of triumphant success for its capitalist system, when the standard of living was rising steadily and social inequalities were steadily being reduced?  In twenty-five years this evolution had transformed an underdeveloped dictatorship into a democracy with a modern, dynamic economy."210



	The strange passion in their breasts was, of course, fear of envy   the reaction of those who haven't worked hard and risked all to achieve the standards of living they enjoy.  Like Arthur Schlesinger's Hollywood writers, they fear being unmasked by The People as secret kulaks.

	Since the best defence is a vigorous offence, the intellectual guerrillas whipped up their most vigorous followers and took to the streets.  Then, having tired of marching long miles with wordy placards, the new progressives planned and executed a ten-million-dollar arson attack on the prosperous telephone plant in Milan in 1975.  The following April, they took to the streets again, rushing through Milan smashing expensive automobiles.211

	But then the flaming Southerners and their academic mentors found more traditional targets   the proud spetsy themselves.  What could be easier than to ambush them in the night, fire a shot and vanish into a nearby alley?  In revolutions, civil wars and old fashion foreign conquests, enemies are killed.  Time to revenge ourselves on them rather than their possessions.  Thus was born the "red brigade" (Brigate Rosse). 

	But a dead spetsy has escaped the lifetime of self denigration that is the lot of a green-eyed member of The People.  "Why should an industrial expert have his problems solved," went the apparent thoughts of Italy's enraged Proletariat, "and leave me here on earth to wallow in my torment at the cruel injustice of a modern world that has no use for me?  I won't tolerate it!  He's going to spend the rest of his life suffering.  He's going to spend the rest of his life being as disabled as I am.  His proud stride is going to be reduced to a ridiculous hobble.  That'll bring him down to my size, the dirty bastard."

	Right out of envy's dictionary.

	They called it Azzoppamento (laming) - a pistol shot in the kneecaps, where the destruction was difficult to repair and generally led to a lifelong crippling.  By mid-July 1977, thirty-three industrial executives had been wounded by the Brigate Rosse in these gesto esemplare (exemplary deeds).212 Their fellow guerrillas, the Front Line, kneecapped another nineteen FIAT spetsy.213 

	Not that the new progressives were ideologically opposed to outright murder.  There was, for example, an Italian academic, a "philosopher", named Toni Negri.

	Toni Negri's well-armed acolytes, implacably committed to the destruction of Italy's modern industries, preached "zero work" (to suppress exploitation), "industrial sabotage" and "destabilizing the schools".  They combined the latter two objectives one day by taking 110 hostages in an institute for industrial managers and then machine-gunning ten of them in a row.214

	As for Toni Negri himself, he was admired in academic circles both in Italy (University of Padua) and in France (where he was a guest lecturer at the Sorbonne).215



Croatia



	Since we are cataloging the martyrs of envy, we should include the wanton destruction of enviable possessions as well.  The German army's dynamiting of Russia's splendid Grand Palace in Petrodvorets is a good example of  "if I don't have it, they won't either", together with its attempt to destroy Tolstoy's home in Yasnaya Polyana.

	But a choice bit of "envy vandalism" occurred more recently on the coast of Croatia where a walled medieval city in which modern automobiles are forbidden juts out into the Adriatic and used to attract millions of visitors from the outside world every year.  George Bernard Shaw once said "Those who seek earthly paradise should come and see Dubrovnik".  Home to ancient churches, a monastery, modest houses roofed in red tile but not a single piece of military equipment, Dubrovnik was shelled from land and sea for two months by Serbian vandals with no other intention but that of destroying the "Pearl of Dalmatia" before Croatian independence removed it from the Serb-dominated fiction called Yugoslavia and delivered its ancient serenity over to the Croats .  If we can't have it, neither will they.











CHAPTER EIGHTEEN

ISLAMIC FUNDAMENTALISM

Iran



	As the Communist Empire was falling apart during the 1990s, another aspiring empire laid siege to the modern world.  And like Communism, Islam also has two strings to its bow.  Its primary multinational appeal is based on envy, which permits it to conquer with leaflets and mobs in the traditional manner.  Failing that, it has numerous ideological extremists prepared to die while attacking the modern world on behalf of The People's "justice".  Islamic fundamentalism today rules in Iran and Sudan and has become a serious threat to the governments of Egypt, Algeria, Morocco, Jordan and Tunisia.  Iran bankrolls attacks on the Islamic nations that are trying to make the transition into the modern world and it trains men and women to make political and terrorist war on other nations - just as Russia did from 1917 to 1989 and as China did during the Mao years.

	And for many of the same reasons.  Russia won the initial enmity of the Western nations by leaving them in the lurch during World War I, then Russia managed to win their permanent hostility by launching a war against them using the envy weapon.

  	Sixty-two years later Iran won initial Western enmity by leaving them in the lurch in their defense against Soviet seizure of the Persian Gulf, then Iran won permanent Western hostility by launching a war against them using the envy weapon.



• • •



	Before the fundamentalist revolution destroyed modern Iran, the West had poured billions of dollars into Iran from 1954 to 1979 to make it a powerful military deterrent against the growing threat from the Soviet Union and its ally, Iraq.  Together with Turkey, on the other side of the Soviet corridor into the Gulf, the West had placed a daunting burden on Soviet military planners gazing at all that easy Arab oil, the kind that comes out of the ground so effortlessly that even Soviet drilling equipment could have brought it up in ample quantities.

	And just as Russia had appreciated the strength of its emotional weapon, so Iran promptly got busy converting Islam's argument with the 20th century into a worldwide guerrilla war that held hostages, blew up buildings and assassinated progressive Moslem leaders.

	It started in the traditional manner at the very outset of Iran's attempt to modernize.

  	From the year 642 A.D.  when the original Moslem hordes overwhelmed ancient Persia, until 1925 when Reza Shah ascended the throne, Islam held the people in religious thralldom to the 7th century.  The state of human knowledge, of human technology, of freedom from want and freedom to think was frozen in antiquity as the Western world passed hurriedly by on its way into the 20th century.

	Reza Shah took the name Reza Shah Pahlavi, which threw down the gauntlet to the Moslem clerics - put them on notice that his Persia would no longer be obstructed by the aberration of Islam.  For Pahlavi was the language of the ancient Parthians who ruled Persia after Alexander the Great, and Reza Shah's choice of name significantly linked him - and later his son - to the ancient tradition of the country rather than the Islamic cultural prison.216

	Reza Shah wasted no time shedding Moslem repressions.  He opened the schools and the university to women and ended the requirement that they cloak themselves in heavy veils in public.  He set up a civilian judiciary, independent of the clerics.  He set up a modern government, ministering to modern needs, that looked to economic and political reality rather than the Koran.  He changed the country's name to Iran in 1935.

	Reza died in 1944, whereupon his son Mohammed Reza Pahlavi became the nominal ruler of Iran.  It would take the son over ten years to establish his own authority, however, while the British and Russians struggled to control his strategically located country.  When he did take the reins in 1955 he immediately launched economic and political programs to modernize Iran and raise its living standards to those enjoyed by non-Moslem nations.  The new Shah enlisted the help of every 20th century Iranian he could find anywhere in the world, and he supported them in their efforts to give Iran a modern infrastructure.   Railroads and highways and hydroelectric dams and irrigation systems were designed and built.  Industries were built.  Housing was built.  Land was distributed to those who would cultivate it.  It was all summed up by President Kennedy in 1962 when he toasted the shah for "identifying himself with the best aspirations of his people - whom he is bringing out of an entirely different historic period into today."

	Unfortunately while all this progress was being made, the backward masses of Iran were being tormented by the emotional reactions to progress that we have come to understand so well.217   The great majority of the Islamic reactionaries opposing the Shah were the familiar lethargic loafers whose dominant activity was lifting a cup in the local teahouse while their wives and children worked out in the fields to feed them.  As an American undersecretary of state explained in 1978:



The opposition is clearly coming in major part from those who oppose the reforms the Shah has put into effect, the economic reforms, agricultural reforms, religious reforms, and reforms having to do with women.  In fact, it does seem to be that latter reform which is causing him the most trouble.218



	Throughout the world, in backward nations, wherever intellectually and culturally inadequate males represent an effective majority, wherever they can establish a "predominance of opinion", they reassure themselves by holding women in social contempt, in humiliating bondage, in a status that prevents the nation's atavistic males from occupying the bottom of the hierarchy.  Drive down out of northern Europe into the Mediterranean lands and you will be struck by the steadily increasing number of males in the outdoor cafes, bars and parks in the middle of the day while women in increasingly drab, frequently black, always nondescript clothing earn the family's livelihood by toiling away in the fields, carrying huge burdens on their heads or their backs, washing clothing at the creek or the well, doing, in short, the donkey work that maintains the nation's occupants at the world's lowest standards of living.

	But the men are happy.  The men are reassured.  They may not have a clue about the workings of the modern world out there beyond the local borders, but here in the cafes and tea houses they are the top dogs.  And in the case of Islam, the Koran itself confirms this exalted status.

	For those Iranian men who qualified as "intellectually and culturally inadequate", there was an alluring alternative to the horrible regime the Shah was imposing on them - and it was the direct opposite of this abominable "foreign" modernity.  The Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini promised them that, with Islamic fundamentalism in charge of things,  all those Iranian women would be shrouded in black from head to toe, would not be permitted to leave the house without their husbands' permission, and would "remain at his disposal for the fulfillment of any one of his desires", would be "totally submissive to him".219

	Wow!  A real paradise.  Just the thing to get the boys out on the streets hootin' and hollerin'.  And they did.  And the Shah's regime fell.  And the Ayatollah returned in triumph to turn back the clock.

	Whereupon the modernists of Iran were shot, looted, driven out of the country and pushed off the roofs of tall buildings.  Khomeini "committees" attacked engineers and skilled workers in the oilfields.  Armed gangs roamed the streets looting stores.  Private homes were looted wholesale.  All of which we have become accustomed to during our journey through Karl Marx's paradise.

	But although the Iranian scene is clearly an example of the perils of progress, does it have anything to do with what was bugging Karl Marx?  It certainly doesn't have any ideological connection with Marxism - the Moslems and the Communists are enemies to the death when it comes to any political discussion.   But the passions that ended modernization in Iran and the motives behind most of its murders were the same sibling reactions to inequality that gave us the Communist world and its killing fields.  In every fundamentalist onslaught against progressive Moslem governments so far, the only effective antidote has been a propaganda campaign designed to convince the faithful that the zero-sum game is alive and well in the land and everybody will soon be wearing the same clothes and living in the same hovels - if you'll just be patient a few more centuries.  As Professor Augustus Norton put it in 1985:

"Although Islamic activists are frequently inspired by religious values and a desire to protect traditional customs against the modern onslaught, they are also concerned with who gets what, when and how much."220



Jihad



	When the Ayatollah Khomeini came to power in 1979, he promptly declared a jihad, a holy war against the 20th century in all its forms.



Inject the spirit of jihad in the market and street people, in the worker, the peasant and the university man.  All will rise for the jihad.

As for me and you . . . There is no void when a thousand of the likes of us die, because our life is a void and no gap will emerge in Islam when a thousand like us die.221



	And thus to the "perils of progress" that had imprisoned so many unfortunate nations in Marxist regression earlier in the century was added a new peril, one that led just as surely back to the comforting anthill world of primitive mankind.  And the lieutenants in this war on modernity were very much the same people as those who founded the 19th century "People's Will" to blow up Russia's progressive Czar Alexander after he freed the serfs and those who led the terrorists in Italy in the 1970s - they were the academics who resonated in other-directed rage to the savage envy of The People.

	The Ayatollah showed that he understood this aspect of the envy weapon when he advised his followers to:



Be confident that . . . Islam will be welcomed ardently by college people.  College people are most hostile to . . . the plundering of wealth and resources and unjust gains and they will find in Islam . . . traits that will attract them to it.222 



	Khomeini put his money where his mouth was.  Using Iran's considerable oil revenues, he sent out his lieutenants to foment and bankroll fundamentalist revolution in those nations of Islam in which progressive political leaders were actively pursuing programs of economic development.

	Professor John Esposito describes them in more detail.



[W]ho are these Islamic revivalists?  Are they uneducated peasants ignorant of the modern world, rejecting modernization in order to bury themselves in the past?  Quite the opposite.  Those in the leadership are often Muslims from the educated urban classes who combine an early traditional religious education with studies abroad in the U.S., Great Britain or France.  They are graduates of Harvard, the University of Pennsylvania, M.I.T., Oxford, the Sorbonne, Cairo University, the University of Malaysia, etc.   Most hold bachelor or graduate degrees in science, engineering and medicine rather than religion and the humanities.    . . . 

	Thus, a general profile of many Islamic fundamentalists might read as lower middle class, first generation city dwellers who have migrated from villages and towns, well educated, pious, highly motivated.223



	And even though they appeal to the same irrational motives and recruit their acolytes in the same institutions, they are not and never have been the allies of the Communists as propagandists sometimes charge.  Quoting Professor Esposito again:



. . . both Western capitalism and Marxist socialism are rejected as having failed to redress widespread poverty and the maldistribution of wealth.  Ideologically, capitalism is condemned as consumerism, a gross materialism blind to issues of social justice.  Marxist socialism is rejected as a godless alternative, striking at the heart of religion.



	We must deal with Islamic Jihad in the 21st century just as circumspectly as we dealt with Communist imperialism during the 20th.  It will help to remember that the citizens of a nation embracing Islamic fundamentalism in the coming decades are not divided between a poor innocent majority of helpless victims and a small group of inhumanly clever Islamic conspirators.   No Moslem nation will take the trip back into antiquity unless its regressive males represent an effective majority and can, as Ortega put it, establish a "predominance of opinion".

	In the years to come we must avoid repeating President Kennedy's mistake when he offered the Cuban people an opportunity to escape universal leveling and fight their way back into the modern world.  JFK never understood that the Cuban majority had already fought for the world it wanted and that no clever conspirators were at the bottom of it.  It will perhaps be easier for you in the next century since the idea of a "clever" Islamic fundamentalist is ridiculous.

	The world of fanatic Islam will very likely continue to be the source of terrorism directed at human progress but, at least, it will not be a source of warfare.  The genuinely progressive nations of Islam joined in a magnificent alliance with the West in 1990-91 to crush an effort on the part of Russia's old ally, Iraq, to hold the modern world hostage by seizing the Persian Gulf's oilfields.  The worldwide television coverage of the consequences of Islamic warfare against the modern world provided a 17-inch classroom for every candidate nation that might be tempted to make war on modern civilization in the future.





CHAPTER  NINETEEN

		6.  LATIN AMERICA



	Each of the world's 92 developing nations runs the risk that, if it starts to make a success of free, private enterprise, it will almost inevitably see armed and angry mobs in the streets driven by that modern affliction, mass envy.  In Latin America after the Second World War, eighteen nations launched themselves onto the path of progress.  One of them (Costa Rica) already had a predominantly middle-class population and made the transition bloodlessly.  One of them (Cuba) reacted violently to the sight of prospering citizens in its midst and turned back toward feudalism - Marxist feudalism.  In all of the other Latin American nations, economic progress generated furious emotional reactions to the modern world's non-uniformity and soon had armed bands in their streets and guerilla armies in their jungles attempting to turn back the clock.  Their psychological "brothers" in the United States joined them at the barricades and in the American media, adding just one more factor to the difficulty each of us has in finding information in the cornucopia of modern communications. 



			[Show the population profile of Latin America and remind reader of high envy rate among adolescents, explaining that they haven't had a chance to make the transition from totally dependent children to independent adults, responsible for making their own livings.]

	The continent-wide consequences of Latin America's adolescence was examined in a recent book that has created a sensation among its adult minority.  Titled "Manual for the Perfect Latin American Idiot"224, it introduces its readers to the fact that a nation's living standards are not handed out by a national momma and papa but that they depend on how much is produced by the population itself.  "You cannot redistribute what does not exist," the authors explain, "[and]  simply to divide up what does into equal portions amounts to nothing more than socializing poverty."  The authors go on to explain that the modern, affluent American, who has created his own high living standards by competence and diligence, is an object of Latin American hatred because he is assumed "to be superior".  "What we are dealing with," they continue, "is not an ideological question but a significant social pathology;  diffficult to diagnose and harder still to treat."225

	Liberation Theology

		R 138 - 349     "In August 1987 Father Leonardo Boff, one of the "stars" of liberation theology, paid a visit to the Soviet Union.  When he returned to Brazil, his homeland, after a two-week trip, he held a press conference at which he declared . . . 'Socialism guarantees better conditions for a true Christian existence than the social order of the West' [and that Soviet Society] 'is founded not on exploitation, individualism and consumerism, but on work and the fair dividing-up of profits.'" 
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CHAPTER NINETEEN



Peace in our Time



      After wasting most of the twentieth century waging war against modern civilization, the Communist world is now struggling to become a part of it.   Our planet is entering the 21st century in a state of unusual international concord.  As models of the modern world and as open societies ready and willing to help our ex-Communist neighbors advance toward freedom, we are confronted with historical opportunities and historical responsibilities.  This murderous and destructive century has not been noted for friendship among nations nor hopes for a better tomorrow, but we now have it in our power to raise the level of stability and cooperation in the world to levels it has never seen before.  And by a miracle of circumstance, in a century whose wars laid waste vast areas of human habitation, every step we take toward peace will raise the standard of living in East and West alike.

	The introduction of modern technology into China and Russia will substantially increase the wealth of the world.  With that increase, we will have the capability of redesigning and rebuilding the economic infrastructures of both the East and the West, making world transport and energy conversion more efficient and, equally important, opening heavy-oil and oil-shale resources that will eliminate the modern world's  dependence on resources controlled by political troglodytes in the third world.

	The entire proposition represents an economic bonanza that could be expected to last into the middle of the coming century.  During those decades the economic wealth of the world would be substantially increased, simply by the increase in efficiency of farming, of industrial production and of mineral extraction in the ex-Communist nations.

      A phrase seen repeatedly in the Soviet press in recent years is that the Soviet Union is "re-entering the civilized world".  The fact that neither the Soviet Union nor the civilized world is a smoking ruin in the wake of mindless warfare, the fact that Western civilization is moving forward in prosperous peace, is a tribute to the successful efforts of millions of hardworking people who manned the ramparts for forty years to block Communist military success while other millions fought the bloodless battles of peaceful example, disciplined tolerance and cooperative good faith.

       Europe has been the cockpit of feudal rivalries and bloody conflict for a thousand years.  Because there was always a winner, there was always an incentive for the next conflict:  a parcel of land to be seized, a few thousand peasants to be put behind the plow.  After the Industrial Revolution, the ability to design complex production equipment became far more valuable than the ability to kill large numbers of people.  It took them two hundred years, but modern nations have finally learned that modern wealth is not a parcel of land to be fought over by feudal lords, but a productive process to be fought over by entrepreneurs, engineers, salesmen and consumers.  The struggle between nations has subsided.  The struggle for better standards of living has taken its place.  Today even the most backward politician, the most retarded aparatchik, understands that prosperity does not grow out of the barrel of a gun.  War is approaching the status of an anachronism.

	But tribalism has not been weeded out of our genes and envy still sickens our zero-sum societies, hence a particular form of human agony still threatens the stability of the world's nations.



The Agony of Individualism



      A few years ago we used to see smiling crowds pouring through the vast central squares of the Communist world waving red flags to celebrate their political and social happiness.  Now the smiling crowds have broken into snarling mobs waving knives and clubs at each other.  Citizens who once gaily smiled at giant portraits of dull grey commissars now shove their fists in the faces of bright and energetic reformers who want to lead them into freedom and prosperity.  Riots have become commonplace in the streets of former Communist monoliths.  In direct proportion to the spread of freedom is the spread of protest and dissatisfaction.

       The fact that freedom has created so much agony in the ex-Communist world is a warning.  Fortunately, it is a warning that has come in plenty of time to avoid serious mistakes.  Once we have become deeply involved in the economic and political affairs of the ex-Communist world it will be too late to stop and think the matter through.  As things stand today, we have time to discuss how best to help those profoundly troubled nations.

	That discussion will be critically distorted by the unfortunate state of our modern sources of information.  During the crucial years ahead, our Western media will continue to misinform us in a mad dash for scoops and Nielsen ratings and revenue.  And as if the influence of Nielsen ratings weren't damaging enough, the programmed minds in the America's most fashionable print and electronic media will raise the bloody shirts of terrorists in Chechnya and Tienanmen Square to convince us that The People are being mistreated by a new generation of sinister monsters and we must raise our voices in protest against the vicious governments in Moscow and Beijing.

	God knows the corrupt ministers of both governments are nothing to rave about but, all too often, neither are ours.  Most important of all is the fact that we will squander the years of greatest opportunity if we think and act and vote for international policies that appeal to the adolescent mentalities so prevalent among our media stars.  Our children will look back on us from the 21st century with admiration or disgust depending on how wise we were when meeting the challenge of these perpetually destructive elements of the free world's understanding of its planetary neighbors.

	There is pain in Eastern Europe - lots of pain.  Millions of people have lost their livelihoods.  Millions of people have spent their lives from early childhood faithfully learning the routines and performing the duties required by the Mandate of Envy, only to be told now that they are contemptible evildoers and they no longer deserve the society's respect or tolerance.

	And there is fear in Eastern Europe - the fear that arises when questions are raised about where the next meal is coming from, the fear that arises when one sees the military forces responsible for protecting the tribe from its neighbors suddenly evaporate 

       Fear breeds demagogues and chaos breeds opportunists.  Fast talkers, whose previous scope extended only to bilking the government out of free vacations are suddenly given a chance to bilk whole cities and provinces out of their trust and their cash.  Using the same old Communist techniques with exciting new words like freedom, independence and free enterprise, the opportunists of Europe and Asia are heedlessly creating a more dangerous world than the one we've just left behind us.

	Not just opportunists from the ex-Communist world - there are plenty of people in the Western nations who want to profit from the current circumstances in the East.  NATO has dozens of pipsqueaks in positions of authority who want to feel important by throwing that organization's weight around.  They dallied with demagogues in the Ukraine, in Poland and in the Baltics who wanted to win public approval by shaking their fists at the Russians with NATO military backing.  They dashed into the middle of Yugoslavia's civil war to impose the perceptions of their alien and unknowledgeable  people on the violent decision-making process to which the Balkan people had committed their futures.  It takes no great imagination to envision the reaction of America's northern states to the sight of NATO forces swarming across the beaches of New Jersey to make us stop being mean to the Confederacy in the 1860s.  That was a nasty and bloody war.  Do you want the outcome to be changed according to the popular will of Luxembourg's electorate?226

	The paper shufflers of Europe's important new "Community" have been actively intervening in Russian government and politics.  Motivated by simple-minded sentiment they censured and punished Yeltsin's efforts to put down the attempt of a gang of demagogic mobsters to seize Chechnya (with material assistance from Iran), completely oblivious of the fact that Russia faces an avalanche of Chechnyas from other demagogues waiting in the wings.  Before Dudayev made his move in Chechnya, Tatarian demagogues had already announced their willingness to secede, taking Russia's Urals-Volga oilfields with them.  Others had expressed their willingness to walk off with the diamond mines, the gold mines and the major waterways of the Russian Republic.       	The free citizens of the West can preserve the promise of peace, but they will have to forgo their favorite pastimes for the time being.  This is no time for placards or posturing.  Democratic politicians have, by the very nature of democracy itself, least-common-denominator mentalities inspired by least-common-denominator perceptions of the world.  This is at it should be, since to "provide for domestic tranquility" - domestic tranquility - modern nations need to heed the voices of the least common denominator .  But those are the last voices we should include in our efforts to guide the Third World and the ex-Communist nations through their dangerous paths in future decades.

	Our politicians, whose careers depend on periodic elections, will gladly push through the most godawful legislation to win thirty-five votes.  If Western citizens persist in expanding their cursory demands into foreign relations, demands based on sentiment rather than facts, demands that are misinformed to a dangerous degree by Western media, demands for sanctions against one country and more loans to another, we will miss the unprecedented opportunity history has dropped in our laps.  We've missed a lot of opportunities in this century, and we've paid for it with terrible wars and calamities.

       Our responsibilities are great.  Our need for understanding is great.  But in the midst of this chaos, our media reports the Soviet Union inside out, Eastern Europe upside down and China utterly backwards.  Western media will continue to turn reality on its head as they did in Tienanmen Square in June 1989 and Chechnya in September 1994.  Political demagogues, in European parliaments and in the U.S. Congress, will ride the wave of misinformed hysteria in pursuit of money and votes.  The media and the politicians will turn historic opportunity into worldwide hatred and another cold war if we passively follow their lead.  Our children will quite properly curse us from the ashes of the 21st century's awful consequences.

	It's time we learned that the world is not a comic strip with gaudy heroes and black-suited villains.  It's time we learned that the multitudes determine, the multitudes  empower, the multitudes throw out, cast down, and occasionally kneel in adoration before the political personalities of the world's nations.  

	And when we understand the people of the ex-Communist world as well as we do the people next door, we will be equipped to deal with their needs, with the hazards of a world in painful transition, and with the opportunities that we will have in the coming years.





THE END
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12  "young Karl had a 'demon'..";  (Carmichael 1967) p.7.
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14  "Karl's father..";  Mr. Marx's admiration of Industrial Revolution: (Carmichael 1967).
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28  "..people were eating each other.";  Khrushchev on cannibalism: (Khrushchev 1970) p. 13.
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30  "Early attempts to put workers..";  Hindus quote: (Hindus 1961) p. 195.

31  "According to the official Soviet statistics..";  Drop in production quantified in: (Dobb 1966) p. 154.

32  "..60 per thousand in 1922";  Official death rate: (Dobb 1966) p. 152.
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36  "The principal task..";  Lenin on tasks of the Proletariat: (Daniels vol. 1 1960) pp.146-148.

37  For short description of early Soviet industry, see:  (Levine 1973) pp. 106-119.

38  "We must raise..";  Lenin on piecework: (Daniels vol.1 1960) p. 148.

39  "The effect will be..";  Lenin quote re. NEP: (Daniels vol.1 1960) p. 214.

40  "Another of Lenin's measures.." ;  Khrushchev on NEP: (Khrushchev 1970) pp. 17 & 18.

41  "They sold their meat cheaply..";  Khrushchev quote: (Khrushchev 1970) pp. 17 & 18.

42  "The New Economic Policy indulged..";  Khrushchev quote: Pravda, 3 June 1962, p.1.

43  Statistics re. NEP are from: (Schwartz 1954).

44  "..economic output rose by 450 percent..";  Increase in industrial output: (Maddison 1969) p. 95.

45  "Ninety-six percent of the land..";  Private land in NEP: (Maddison 1969) p. 96.

46  "only 3300 tractors were..";  Tractors built in 1929: (Medvedev 1972) p. 103.

47  Solzhenitsyn on kulaks: (Solzhenitsyn 1974) pp. 55 & 56.

48  "Red Empire".  Documentary produced by Yorkshire Television  (U.K.)  and Interdet (Moscow).  1990.

49  Stalin speech in April, 1929:  (Daniels vol.2 1960) pp.1 - 6.

50  Soviet Union 82% agricultural in 1926: (Schuman 1957) p. 328.

51  "..a very dangerous situation..";  Medvedev quote: (Medvedev 1972) p. 81.

52  The official account of this, the first killing field, is in: (Central Committee 1939).

53  "The characteristic feature..";  Stalin quote: (Daniels vol.2 1960) p.17.

54  "..cases of middle peasants";  Pravda report quoted in:  (Medvedev 1972) p.100.

55  "In every village..";  (Solzhenitsyn 1974) pp. 56 & 57.

56  Chapter Note No. 1.   The People ahead of the Party.

           That the murderous pogrom against the kulaks started in the hinterlands is clear from the personal accounts of refugees.  It has also been officially revealed in a book published in 1972 by the Science Publishing House in Moscow entitled "The Class Struggle in the Countryside and the Liquidation of the Kulaks as a Class (1929-1932)"  [Klassovaya borba v derevne i likvidatsia kulachestva kak klassa (1929-1932)], that outlying regions began the slaughter in June 1929, and that the central Party organization originally, in February 1930, denounced the actions.  [see discussion in Voprosy istorii KPSS, No. 5 (May 1975) by B.A. Abramov and T.K. Kocharli.]
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