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Preface

This work attempts an alternative interpretation of the respective roles played by Marxism and fascism in the complex sequence of events that characterizes the long history of China's revolution. The standard treat​ment of these subjects involves, at times, loose judgments concerning the "fascist" and "reactionary" character of republican China and the subse​quent "Marxist" and "progressive" character of the Maoist regime. At times, such notions, often implicit, provide background for detailed his​tories. They serve as unacknowledged sorting criteria for the material that enters into historical narrative. The purpose of the present treatment is to review such explicit and implicit judgments—since they do color some China studies.

In general, the discussion that follows remains true to the conviction I have held for most of a lifetime—that there was very little Marxism in the Chinese revolution and that whatever fascism there was, was mis​understood. Time, I think, has demonstrated the merit of those convic​tions. That so many students of China, for so long, imagined that Marx​ism had something substantial to do with the long Chinese revolution is the proper object of neither acrimony nor dismay. It could easily have been anticipated. There had been talk of Marxism in China since the turn of the twentieth century, introduced in the waves of European lit​erature that inundated Asia after the incursions of Western imperial​ism.

Chinese intellectuals did toy with Marxist ideas early in the twentieth century, and after the Bolshevik revolution its themes were common fare in political circles. For a variety of reasons "Marxist theory" be​came a fad among radical students and university revolutionaries. As a consequence, many imagined it actually had something to do with events.

Whatever the case, very little of classical Marxism could demonstrate any relevance to the critical issues that beset the China of the period. Sun Yat-sen rejected Marxism in its entirety because he saw it as having little of any significance to say about the problems with which the revolution was compelled to contend. At the close of the twentieth century all the evidence indicates that he was right.
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Preface

Sun Yat-sen probably understood Marxist theory better than any of the founders of the Chinese Communist party—and realized that it could hardly serve any constructive purpose as a guide for China through its long transition to modernity. As though to confirm the correctness of Sun's judgment, the "Marxism" that animated the Chinese Communist party throughout its protracted struggle with the Kuomintang was not a Marxism at all. Mao's "New Democracy" was, in fact, a variant of Sun's program for the development and democratization of China, and it was so recognized by most of Mao's immediate following.

Unhappily, the regime that came to dominate the mainland with Mao's advent had very little to do with the program that the Chinese Commu​nist party advertised for a generation. Abandoning all its solemn com​mitments to civil and property rights, and the market governance of eco​nomic activities, the regime's policies after the seizure of power became an ad hoc patchwork of adaptations of Stalinist tactics and Maoist im​provisations that left the people of China helpless in a torrent of events completely beyond their control. The regime's political structures were ramshackle, held together by personal loyalties, illusions, and fears. After all, power was understood to grow out of the barrel of a gun, and the Chinese people constituted a "blank slate" upon which Mao sought to paint the "most beautiful pictures."

Until Mao was swept away by illness and death, "new China" re​mained perched at the edge of an abyss. For more than a quarter century the leaders of the People's Republic lived in a kind of dream state, in a fog of words that created a universe of illusions in and through which they operated. Only after Mao's death, after the devastation of the "Great Leap Forward"—and the horrors of the "Great Proletarian Cultural Rev​olution"—did the leadership of the People's Republic publicly acknowl​edge that Mao, however great a revolutionary, as the ruler of China had made errors so profound that the nation faced catastrophe.

With the passing of Mao, a cohort of "capitalist readers" arose to trans​form the bankrupt system he left behind into a form of authoritarian, single-party state capitalism familiar to many developing nations in the twentieth century—and not unfamiliar to the followers of Sun Yat-sen. It will be argued here that with the full emergence of the post-Maoist state, China's "Communism" followed that of the Soviet Union into history. It leaves very little of itself behind. For all the thunder of its coming, Chi​nese Communism has passed almost silently into oblivion. All of its tat​tered banners have been folded away—and all the millions who were sacrificed in its name have been buried.

Always more attractive to Western intellectuals at a distance than to any intellectuals at home, Chinese Communism reveals itself to be more shallow than that of the Soviet Union. Those Western academics who
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counseled us to learn penology, developmental economics, true democ​racy, education, and the schooling of bureaucrats from Mao's Great Pro​letarian Cultural Revolution have long since fallen mute. In the empty place where Chinese Communism once stood, an awesome figure is now taking shape. It has yet to be given a name.

A. James Gregor Berkeley, California
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1
On Understanding the Twentieth Century

The twentieth century was a time of unmitigated horrors. Two world wars and political oppression unknown in the history of humanity, together with the wholesale murder of innocents that accompanied that oppression, seemed to confound the reasoning faculties of some of our most competent thinkers. Right reason seems to have been unable to fathom it all. In the end, many were left with very little confidence that they understood what had in fact transpired.

In looking backward, we recall a time when intellectuals welcomed the Bolshevik revolution as a promise of liberation for the wretched of the earth. It was a time when Beatrice and Sidney Webb could somehow see in the harrowing dictatorship of the Bolsheviks anticipations of a "new democratic civilization"—and in the fabrication of Stalin's elephantine bureaucracy the "withering away" of the state.1

Somehow or other, in the confusion of the time, thinkers convinced themselves that the political universe sorted itself into left-wing and right-wing movements and regimes—the first characterized by human​ity, democracy, and an abiding concern for the poor, underprivileged, and exploited, the second animated by a pathological commitment to dictatorship, uniforms, violence, and death.2 It did not seem to matter that the left-wing dictatorships of Josef Stalin and Mao Zedong3 had murdered millions of "class enemies." Many academics continued to be​lieve in the moral superiority of left-wing regimes and the pathological destructiveness of those on the Right. The pretended differences were of​fered in the effort to explain what was happening in our time.

For much of the century, the intellectual's world of politics was parsed into evil fascisms as opposed to virtuous antifascisms—a sustained conflict between the purveyors of darkness and the champions of light.4 Even as the century closed, some academics could still speak of Marxism as a "core project" of the Enlightenment, with fascism its unregenerate opposite.5

Beneath all of this, there was a persistent suspicion that something was very wrong with the prevailing analyses. Irrespective of the persistence of faith in the Left and Right distinction, there were, by the end of the century, those who argued that the Bolshevik revolution, initially wel​comed as the realization of the goals of the Enlightenment, had quickly devolved into a synthesis of "revolutionary radicalism with the most fe​rocious nationalism" so that by the early 1930s, "the affinity between So​viet ideology and, in general, authoritative fascist types of ideologies was apparent to many."6 The putative differences between the Fascism of Mussolini7 and the "Marxism" of Stalin no longer appeared as real as they once did. The distinction between the Left and the Right no longer seemed to provide any serious assistance in coming to understand what caused the twentieth century to develop as it did.s

Clearly, theorizing about the twentieth century and the dynamics that governed its fateful evolution had not produced much of persuasive sig​nificance. Marxist and fascist regimes shared much in common. However counterintuitive to many academics, Marxist and fascist regimes shared a family resemblance captured in the concept " totalitarianism.As a con​sequence, it became more and more obvious to more and more aca​demics that much of what had been offered to account for the century's revolutionary history had to be reassessed.

Many academics rejected the notion that the major revolutionary movements and regimes of our time could be distinguished along a con​tinuum from Left to Right. More and more of them conceived the politics of the century in terms of broad "democratic" and "antidemocratic" poli​ties rather than in terms of movements and regimes of the Left and Right. Some began to suggest that a better grasp of left-wing movements and regimes might be obtained through the study of fascist movements and regimes.11' The comparative study of both would contribute to a deeper comprehension of each.

A similar suggestion has made fitful appearance among Western Sinol​ogists. Distinctions of Left and Right have been employed in almost every contemporary interpretive history of the Chinese revolution. Today the conviction that the ideology of Sun Yat-sen and the Kuomintang was of the Right, whereas that of Mao was of the Left, is no longer as persuasive as it was once thought to be. Considered in that light, the history of China's long revolution takes on an entirely different complexion.

For most of the century, Sinologists regularly divided China's postdy-nastic history into that of the "reactionary" governance by Sun Yal-sen's Kuomintang nationalists as opposed to the "truly revolutionary" gover​nance of the "Marxists" of Mao Zedong. Because the notion that the "re​actionary Right" was devoid of intellectual content had become part of the folk wisdom of political science and history, the ideology of Sun was

dismissed without serious reflection." Chinese Communism, on the other hand, as heir to the rich doctrinal traditions of the Left, was the subject of an avalanche of volumes devoted to its explication. Even the diaphanous "thought of Mao Zedong" was treated to sober analysis,12

There has never really been a systematic treatment of either Sun or Mao as right- and left-wing revolutionaries—and as a consequence, there was never any general agreement on what was "truly revolution​ary" in either. Everyone, on the other hand, seemed certain that Maoism was worlds apart from the ideology of Sun and the regime of Chiang Kai-shek's Kuomintang. As a consequence, we enter the twenty-first century without any clear idea of how to intellectually deal with the China that has emerged after the passing of Mao Zedong and Deng Xi​aoping.13 Sinologists are uncertain how to understand the post-Maoist "socialism with Chinese characteristics" that now occupies the world's attention.

For the one who takes a cue from the most recent studies of Soviet Marxism, as a movement and a regime, and is prepared to entertain the possibility that Marxism and fascism have never been intrinsically op​posed revolutionary movements and regimes, the impact on the inter​pretation of the long Chinese revolution is of major consequence. It is no longer seen as a Manichean struggle between darkness and light, or re​action and revolution. All the major revolutionary forces that shaped contemporary Chinese history are conceived of as sharing some critical properties throughout their common history. The shared properties pro​vide a hitherto unexpected continuity to the entire complex sequence of events that began with the revolution of 1911 and ended with the ap​pearance of Deng's "socialism with Chinese characteristics."

What is missing from our present treatments of China's long revolu​tion is some account that might credibly relate what we know of Sun's nationalist revolution to the revolutionary Marxism of Mao and Deng. That would contribute to our understanding of how the ideologies and the institutionalized features of both bring to mind the ideologies and in​stitutions of Mussolini's Italy and Stalin's Soviet Union.

Some tentative suggestions concerning such an account have been of​fered in the past.14 Jt has been argued that the features of the fascist and Marxist regimes are a function of the demand—made by less-developed nations vegetating on the periphery of the Great Powers—for rapid eco​nomic growth and industrialization. A productive and sophisticated eco​nomic base was calculated to assure them the resources and power pro​jection capabilities necessary for their survival and prevalence. All of that, in turn, was understood to be a consequence of an abiding sense of inefficacy and humiliation among those in nations that find themselves in unequal contest with those more industrially advanced.

The present effort attempts to relate all this to major cultural, eco​nomic, military, and psychological features of twentieth-century life in marginalized countries. Out of a common source, responses emerged that shaped much of the history of our time. Identifying those responses and tracing their effects is the purpose of the present effort.

The Origins of Imperialism

The outward expansion of the industrialized and industrializing powers of northwestern Europe in the nineteenth century is generally spoken of as "imperialism" or "colonialism." In general, the term "imperialism" is taken to mean "the extension of sovereignty or control, whether direct or indirect, political or economic, by one government, nation or society over another."15

Although imperialism is not a uniquely European occurrence, no other imperialism in history has exercised such influence over as broad an ex​panse of territory or over so many human beings. In that sense, the im​perialism of northwestern Europe has been unique.

In the case of European imperialism, the most significant phase of Eu​ropean outward expansion began in the eighteenth century. Great Britain and Holland assumed the colonizing role previously played by Spain and Portugal. By the end of the nineteenth century, France, Germany, Bel​gium, Russia, Japan, and the United States were involved in the process.

By the middle of the nineteenth century, the colonial powers had es​tablished claims to about 28 million square miles, or 55 percent, of the earth's surface. By the advent of the First World War, selected Western nations had increased their holdings to more than 43 million square miles, or 84.4 percent, of the globe's entire territory.1"

France laid claim to 4.25 million square miles, or 37 percent, of the African continent; Great Britain to much of the remainder. Spain seized the Rio de Oro, the "Spanish Sahara," and Portugal laid claim to Angola and Portuguese East Africa. Belgium established its colony in the Congo. In East Asia, Portugal was the pioneer, seizing the island of Macao from China in 1557, and Great Britain and the Netherlands fol​lowed.

British colonies in Asia ultimately included India, Ceylon, Burma, Hong Kong, and Malaya. Holland acquired the Dutch East Indies, the is​lands of Sumatra and Java, the Celebes, Moluccas, Bali, Borneo, and the Timor Archipelago. France colonized Indochina: Cochin-China, Amman, Cambodia, Tonking, and Laos, while the Russians acceded to the control of Sakhalin Island and territories in Northeast Asia. The United States, late to the process, acquired the Philippine Islands as a result of the Spanish-American War of 1898-1899.

Although it seems evident that the Christian imperative to proselytize played an important role throughout the phases of European expan​sion,17 it remains reasonably clear that trade and enterprise provided still another motive that drove early European exploration and the search for territory.

With the onset of the industrial revolution and the rise of entrepre​neurial capitalism in northwestern Europe, trade and investment loomed ever more emphatically as a force of outward expansion. J. A. Hobson made the case, in 1902,18 that inequitable income distribution in the in​dustrialized economies produced a lack of effective demand in the do​mestic market, creating a glut of commodities at one end of the chain of production, and a surfeit of investment capital at the other. The conse​quence was a frenetic search for both market supplements and opportu​nities for profitable capital investments wherever they might be found. Industrial capitalism, as an economic force, impelled the Western nations to venture beyond their confines, seeking not only foreign markets for the sale of their excess produce but also virgin territories hospitable to the employment of their excess capital.

All of this was left to the thinkers of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries to fathom. For those of the first half of the nineteenth century, before the full impact of imperialism had manifested itself, the issue was to attempt to explain the persistence of poverty and oppression in the in​dustrializing nations at a time of extraordinary growth and increasingly liberal thought. For those of the beginning of the twentieth century, on the other hand, questions arose that turned on the reality of "civi​lized" nations enjoying every competitive advantage vis-a-vis those less-developed -an issue of relative economic and industrial development.

Marxism

Classical Marxism, the Marxism of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, was formulated in an effort to explain why the modern world was still host to poverty and oppression at a time when humankind seemed, to all ap​pearances, fully capable of producing unlimited welfare benefits. For Marx and Engels, the world of the mid-1800s had demonstrated a pro​ductive capacity that, in principle, could satisfy all material human needs. Industrialization, the substitution of machine power for human muscle, had long since broken through the productivity ceiling that had typified human activity since the establishment of fixed-site agriculture. Organized industrial efforts were capable of more and more amply meet​ing the needs of humankind. Nonetheless, the modern world suffered poverty and oppression, and Marx and Engels sought to explain the anomaly.

Marx and Engels were Eurocentric in their search for a convincing ac​count. They sought to explain the phenomena of poverty amid potential plenty that they witnessed in the Europe of their time. They attempted to explain the destitution of urban dwellers in London19 and Paris. They sought to account for the poverty of Western Europeans in economic cir​cumstances that saw the awesome rise of industrial production.

The Communis! Manifesto of 1848 was written to illuminate why the workers of Europe were compelled to endure poverty while the eco​nomic system to which they gave their labor had demonstrated a capac​ity to produce an "infinity" of material goods, fully capable of satisfying their every want. Marx and Engels devoted the remainder of their lives to accounting for just that curiosity.

Marx and Engels were committed to the analysis of fully industrialized economic systems. For them, the explanation of poverty amid plenty was a function of acknowledging certain intrinsic features of the industrial​ized capitalist economic system. Their preoccupation, as a consequence, was with just such systems. They had very little to say about less-developed economic processes on the periphery of the advanced capital​ist world of northwestern Europe and North America. For classical Marx​ism, revolution was a prospect for the advanced industrial nations of Europe and, ultimately, North America. The nations of Asia, Africa, and Latin American did not loom large in their analysis. Such regions lan​guished outside "the flow of history." For Marx and Engels, such areas had no history. They were "asleep" in time.

Whatever Marx and Engels had to say about Asia or Africa, or Latin America, was secondary to their assessment of the revolutionary poten​tial of the developed capitalist nations. The advanced industrial states were the motors of modern history. It was from those states that the lib​erating revolution would emanate. For Marx and Engels, the revolution that would liberate humankind would be the consequence of the sponta​neous mobilization of the industrial proletariat in environments in which they constituted the "vast majority" of the population.

That the majority of the denizens of any given economy would be pro​letarians—urban dwellers working for wages—meant that revolution would manifest itself in the main capitalist countries of northwestern Eu​rope and North America. Since those countries shared a common system of production, they would all experience proletarian revolution at essen​tially the same time.20 In the circumstances they anticipated, the prole​tariat would be the heirs of the vast productive system produced by the "bourgeoisie." There would no longer be poverty amid plenty.

Revolution, for the founders of classical Marxism, was a product of the fact that, in the industrialized nations, the prevailing "relations of pro​duction" had begun to act as a "fetter" on the growing "productive

forces." In the industrialized economies, as long as the "means of pro​duction" remained in private hands, the distribution of product (as a consequence of the established "relations of production") proceeded only if inventory could be cleared at a profit. Profit provided capital for con​tinued investment—and the realization of profit required a continuous growth of effective demand. Marx argued, however, that at some stage in the growth of the "bourgeois mode of production," industry, because of the very nature of commodity production for sale, would suffer a persis​tent underconsumptionism. The result would be a secular downward pressure on the overall rate of profit.21

If capitalist enterprise could not generate profit in the course of its ac​tivities, it was destined to fail. As the system-wide rate of profit fell to zero, industrial capitalism must necessarily succumb. At that point, the industrial proletariat, fully cognizant of what was required to sustain and foster industrial enterprise, must accede to revolutionary control. The entire industrial system of capitalism would pass into the hands of the proletariat, who would then engage industry in the service of pro​duction for use rather than profit.

The final crisis of capitalist production would come when the entire system could no longer generate profit and would fail not only to expand production but to sustain itself. That would follow full industrial matu​ration in market circumstances in which effective demand had been max​imally reduced. The revolution that would follow would see the rise of the proletariat to power.

With the advent of proletarian rule, the market would be abolished and production would be governed by "an overall plan," itself fashioned by the working class. The working class, educated and trained in the in​dustrial system that preceded it, would arrange itself in voluntary asso​ciations that would administer the new system. Planning and adminis​tration would proceed through universal suffrage, together with recourse to referenda and recall, in order to preclude even the hint of elite dominance.

Postrevolutionary society required a mature economy as well as a ma​ture proletariat. Democratically governed by the proletariat, the overall plan would supply the wherewithal for the liberated society. Given the logic of the analysis, the site for the proletarian revolution could only be in the advanced industrial economies.

Marx and Engels imagined themselves as having resolved the anomaly of growing poverty in the midst of increasing wealth. They imagined themselves having supplied a political solution as well. They saw the process of Intensive and extensive industrial development as creating a class of liberators, those industrial workers who suffer most acutely under the system.

When the system closed down as a consequence of the declining rate of profit, the proletariat would assume the ownership and governance of the productive processes—eliminating class and ownership distinctions, and producing the equality amid abundance that was the historic promise of the capitalist mode of production.

Karl Marx had answered, to his own satisfaction, the most important social questions his time had posed. His answers define for us what it means to be "left-wing." The leftism of tradition is characterized by the liberation of society's oppressed and impoverished. It opposes elitism and privilege. It seeks harmony and the unity of all in universal tranquil​ity. If there was to be violence in revolutionizing society, it would be rel​atively mild and brief in duration.

Traditional leftism anticipated the eventual disappearance of indus​trial capitalism, the political state, police forces, and the standing mili​tary. Traditional leftists anticipated a revolution that would see the aboli​tion of classes, the liberation of individuals, and the end of the oppression of man by man. According to Marx's Utopian vision, all the advanced industrial nations, "at essentially one and the same time," would transcend capitalism and begin the socialist epoch of individual freedom, universal peace, and collective abundance.

Classical Marxism and the Peripheral, Less-Developed Regions

Neither Marx nor Engels had anything particularly profound to say about the less-developed regions that languished on the edges of the world's industrial systems. Neither made little more than general allu​sion to some of the peripheral economies in eastern and southern Europe and North Africa. Neither said anything of any real substance about Africa, and surprisingly little about Asia in general. Everything Marx and Engels said about China is contained in one small volume, a minis-cule part of the Marx-Engels corpus.22 The political, social, and economic systems of the peripheral regions were only of tangential interest to the founders of Marxism.

Marx and Engels were convinced that the very dynamics of modern capitalism would drive capitalism outside the confines of northwestern Europe. For the first Marxists, the underconsumptionist biases of ex​panding industrial economies would drive capitalists into the less-developed world in the search for market supplements and investment opportunities. Surplus inventory and surplus capital would accumulate in maturing European economies. The necessary consequence would be the marketing of goods and the investment of capital in parts of the world that still were lodged in the anachronisms of agricultural and extractive

economies. The bourgeoisie was compelled, by the very character of in​dustrial capitalism, to remake the world in its own image.

For Marx and Engels, industrial capitalism would expand to absorb the entire globe in its enterprise. Long before the world would be indus​trialized, the capitalist system would have succumbed to that inevitable decline in the rate of overall profit. The proletariat would have succeeded to power and, once ensconced, would assume tutelary control over the uplift of less-developed nations.

For the founders of classical Marxism, the expansion of the advanced industrial systems pursued an irrepressible logic. The "modern mode of production" was destined to invest the entire globe—until it had recre​ated the world "in its own image." In the process of that recreation, "many small national flowers" were to be "crushed." Modern industry requires all the economies of scale. Engels was painfully candid.

When the "energetic Yankees" expanded into the southwestern areas of the North American continent, annexing territories that had, hitherto, been Mexican, Engels could only applaud what he took to be an expan​sion that served the "interests of civilization," wresting land from "lazy Mexicans who did not know what to do with it." The Americans would "concentrate a heavy population and an extensive trade on the most suit​able part of the Pacific Coast, . . . build great cities, . . . [and open] steamship lines. . . . Because of this the 'independence' of a few Spanish Californians and Texans may be injured, but what do they count com​pared to such world historic events?" All of this was simply the "influ​ence of the more highly developed nation on the undeveloped one."

For Engels, all of that was simply part of the process of historical de​velopment. The more highly developed industrial nations would bind "tiny, crippled, powerless little nations together in a great Empire, and thereby [enable] them to take part in an historical development which, if left to themselves, would [remain] entirely foreign to them! To be sure such a thing is not carried through without forcibly crushing many a del​icate little national flower. But without force and without an iron rulh-lessness nothing is accomplished in history."21

For the first Marxists, when peoples of "two completely different levels of civilization" came into contact, the more developed had the historic-right to dominion. It was not a question of "abstract" rights, Engels ar​gued, but of "the level of social development of the individual peoples."24

What was eminently clear was the conviction that the expansion of the industrial system of production was the consequence of the correlative expansion of the imperialist powers.25 The advanced industrial nations would bring industrialization, in their train. Less-developed nations would suffer in the process, but that was the nature of progress in a cursed and unredeemed creation.26

Marx acknowledged that the methods employed by the British in India and China were reprehensible, but they were, in his judgment, inevitable. They responded to the "logic of history." They opened India and China to the "annihilation of old Asiatic society, and the laying of the material foundation of Western society in Asia"—all of which furthered the pur​poses of the worldwide proletarian revolution.27 For Marx, the incursions of the British in Asia served as "the unconscious tool of history in bring​ing about... revolution."28

The process in China was more complicated for Marx. China was a vast nation, and direct colonization would have taxed the resources of the Western industrialized powers. But that in no way diminished the consequences of Western incursions on the Chinese mainland of Asia. The industrial mode of production would insinuate itself between and among all the features of a somnolent agrarian Asia.

Equally clear was Marx's judgment that the immediate consequence of contacts between the industrialized West and an industrially retrograde China was cultural and military conflict. Those conflicts would be painful and bloody, and out of them would emerge a Chinese "bour​geois" revolution, comparable to the bourgeois revolution in France in 1789. In terms of Marx's analysis, the economic and industrial develop​ment of China was a "bourgeois task" to be undertaken In Asia by the bourgeoisie, just as the same task was undertaken by the bourgeoisie in Western Europe.

In the interim, the proletariat of Europe and North America would ma​ture to their liberating tasks. Consequent to revolution in the advanced industrial economies, the European and North American revolutionary proletariat would then extend tutelary control to the industrially less de​veloped "primitive" communities on the margins of mature capitalism and uplift them to full participation in "civilization."24

The "civilizing" process anticipated by the first Marxists followed the inevitable logic of history and terminated in the universal liberation of all mankind from the burdens of class domination, national distinctions, and the exploitation of man by man. The industrialized powers would bring economic growth and industrial expansion to the peripheral na​tions in a process that would culminate in universal human harmony. Ac​tually, history had more to say than either Marx or Engels envisioned in the last half of the nineteenth century. Industrialization and imperialism were to script an entirely different scenario.

Imperialism in the Twentieth Century

For all their densely written volumes, Marx and Engels succeeded in forecasting very little of the reality that imperialism would generate in

the twentieth century. That is somewhat surprising, since there is much they should have known and more they might have guessed.

At about the same time that Marx and Engels were writing the Com​munist Manifesto, Friedrich List, an author known to Marx, was finishing his National System of Political Economy. For List, the problems of the mid-nineteenth century had very little to do with proletarian revolutions, and more to do with the struggles of less-developed economies to survive and prosper in an environment dominated by more industrially ad​vanced systems.

Marx dismissed List's analysis as irrelevant in a world soon to be lib​erated by the spontaneous revolution of the working class.30 For Marx, the very talk of nations serving as vehicles of industrial development was wrongheaded. He understood industrial development as an in​evitable process in which industries swallowed up nations, the larger ab​sorbing the smaller until the time when nations simply ceased to exist. The task was not to develop nations but to anticipate a postindustrial so​ciety freed from national identities, poverty, and class distinctions.

For List, the issue was none of that. Rather, it turned on how a politi​cally organized but industrially retrograde community of human beings could attain the industrial maturity and economic sophistication that was the necessary condition for material wellbeing, culture, justice, and self-defense capabilities in the modern world. List argued that the advanced industrialized nations possessed power projection potential that intimi​dated those less advanced. The industrialized nations controlled the fi​nancial and trade institutions essential to success in the international markets. For those nations without power, and capital poor, the prevail​ing international environment offered scant chance of competitive suc​cess. Less-developed countries faced the prospect of perpetual "underde​velopment" and inextricable subordination to more industrially advanced nations.31

For the purposes of the present account, more than the prospect of sim​ple economic subordination to other nations, the cultural and political impact of that subordination has ignited a reactive and developmental nationalist response among economically retrograde nations that has fu​eled revolution and international violence over the last century. To iden​tify that revolution and the violence that attended it as explicitly left- or right-wing has become increasingly difficult.

The developmental strategy first recommended by Friedrich List over a century and a half ago has appeared and reappeared in the revolution​ary literature of the twentieth century, in economically retrograde Italy, at the turn of the century, Alfredo Rocco, who was to serve as a major ideo​logue of Italian Fascism, recommended the same strategy for precisely the reasons advanced by List.

Rocco argued that if the "little Italy" of his time, newly reunited a scant few decades before, ever expected to occupy a place as a major European power, it would have to undertake a massive program of rapid economic growth and industrial development.32 Other nationalists almost immedi​ately took up the litany. Giovanni Papini and Giuseppe Prezzolini called upon Italians to recognize that the demands of the twentieth century ne​cessitated a fulsome commitment to rapid industrialization and eco​nomic expansion.33

These enjoinments were animated by a deep and abiding sense of frus​tration and humiliation. That the Italy that had hosted the Rome of the caesars and the universal Roman Church should languish disdained and reviled on the margins of Europe was unacceptable for an articulate mi​nority of intellectuals who collected around themselves an increasing number of business, commercial, and working-class elements. It was clear that many in Italy were not prepared to wait until the "natural" process of industrialization through economic colonization provided the nation the wherewithal for self-defense and survival in a world of exac​erbated competition. Many Italians were not prepared to suffer collective inferiority until such time as the advanced industrial powers were ready to extend to them some semblance of equality. They sought timely justice for the oppressed and the exploited.

On the other side of the world, China's first modern revolutionaries had collected themselves around a program of change calculated to make their nation strong and capable of resisting the impostures of the indus​trially advanced nations of the West. By the first decade of the twentieth century, the first Chinese revolutionaries sought to mobilize all available elements in order to usher the nation through the stages of late economic and industrial development in the search for equity and justice.34 By that time, China had suffered her "half century of humiliation." The Middle Kingdom had been reduced to a pawn in an international game of supererogation, advantage, and exploitation played by the industrialized powers.

What Marx and Engels had failed to understand, and what List under​stood perfectly well, was that the variable rates of growth and develop​ment that distinguished the advanced and the retrograde national economies were not simple statistical variances. The less developed na​tions suffered degrees of national humiliation that sparked a totally unanticipated response. A sense of inefficacy, inferiority, and status defla​tion drove nationals of the less-industrialized nations to revolutionary desperation. A flurry of fierce nationalisms filled the time between the middle of the nineteenth and the end of the twentieth century. Millions were left dead in their train. Marx and Engels had misunderstood some of the more critical consequences of the entire process of differential eco​

nomic growth and industrialization. The process did not foster the growth of international harmony and economic union. It was not the har​binger of a world without nations. It did not prefigure a world in which workingmen had no fatherland. It was the leavening of a world com​posed of reactive nationalisms, multiclass revolutions, ideocratic sys​tems, irredentisms, and the search, by each nation, for a place in the sun.

Marxism, Fascism, and Revolution in the Twentieth Century

These were the circumstances out of which Leninism and Fascism were to emerge. The First World War provided the massive dislocations that fueled revolution throughout Europe.

Lenin's Bolsheviks came to power animated by a vision of Marxism that anticipated a worldwide proletarian upheaval that would culminate in a universal, egalitarian Utopia. The seizure of power in Russia was to be preliminary to the international communist revolution.

Only with the failure of revolution in the advanced industrial nations did Lenin retreat to the alternative that saw the internationalist Bolshe​viks attempting to create a national industrial economy out of the agrari-anism that largely characterized Russia at the beginning of the twentieth century. Lenin's New Economic Policy followed, in which limited forms of private property were introduced together with the selective restora​tion of some form of commodity markets. There was an increasing ap​peal to the "Soviet Fatherland" in the effort to engage the commitment of the nation's "working classes."

As early as 1918, Lenin had characterized the Bolshevik revolution as a "Russian revolt against foreign imperialism."3-1' He spoke without embar​rassment of "Russian independence and freedom" in a struggle against those nations better armed because more industrially developed.

With the advent of Josef Stalin, the entire program of classical Marxism was more fully transformed into a variant of national socialism, in which the citizens of the Soviet Union were called upon to sacrifice for the rev​olution, contributing the tribute of their labor and commitment to the rapid economic growth and industrial development of the national com​munity. By 1928, the invocation of national sentiment against an interna​tional and imperialist enemy, the enjoinments to sacrifice and labor for the nation, and the insistence upon loyalty to a hegemonic and elitist rev​olutionary leadership were properties already made manifest in the Fas​cist revolution on the Italian peninsula.

Whatever "Internationalism" there was in the ideology of Stalin's Communist International was made to work for the Soviet Union. The price to be paid by those foreign "proletarian" parties attracted to the Comintern was complete and supine subordination to the leadership in

Moscow. The "world's workers" were called upon "to protect the prole​tariat's motherland."36 Thus, all mixed together with the call to world​wide proletarian revolution were the unmistakable elements of reactive nationalism combined with a clarion call to rapid, national economic, and specifically industrial development.37 Whatever else Stalinism was, it was an ideology that satisfied some of the major sentiments of reactive and redemptive nationalism.38 The "Red patriotism" that became the common currency of the Soviet Union had found expression in the invo​cation to Russia's greatness, the fulfillment of its messianic destiny.39

In the course of this "creative development" of Marxism, proletarian internationalism was to be "reconciled" with Russian nationalism.40 The Bolshevik revolution was committed to the restoration of the indepen​dence and integrity of "Mother Russia" in its long conflict with the ad​vanced industrial powers of the West.

In retrospect, the frenzied nationalism, the etatization of the develop​ing economy, the unmitigated resistance to the pretenses of the West, the "vanguard" role of the elitist revolutionary party, and the imposition of a special form of "democratic centralizing" dictatorship under the "charis​matic" leadership of Stalin as Vozhd—all signaled the advent of one form of modern mass-mobilizing, reactive nationalist, developmental political system with which the twentieth century has become all too familiar. Stalin's version was a confused variant of the form that had already fully manifested itself on the Italian peninsula.

On that peninsula, the most "subversive" of the revolutionary Marx​ists had already made the transition from Marx's projected universal pro​letarian revolution to revolutions of "proletarian nations" against the im​perialism of the established "plutocracies." Before the advent of the Great War of 1914-1918, Italy's revolutionary syndicalists argued that a working-class "socialist" revolution on the peninsula was impossible.41 Italy was an industrially backward nation with a exiguous and politically retrograde proletariat,42 not unlike czarist Russia at the time of the Bol​shevik revolution. As a consequence, many Italian Marxists argued that there could be no "international socialism" in Italy, nor could there be any real expectation that a working-class revolution in the advanced in​dustrial nations would solve Italy's specific and intrinsic disabilities.

By the end of the First World War, the most radical syndicalists in Italy had opted for a form of reactive developmental nationalism that saw in the sentiment of nationality the cement that would infrangibly unite an entire population in pursuit of national integrity and international equity. For Italy's most exacerbated socialists, Benito Mussolini among them, in​ternational proletarian revolution was a theoretical construct having very little to do with prevailing realities.43

What was real for the socialist heretics in Italy was the disparity be​tween nations that were industrially advanced and those that were less

advanced. The "plutocracies" of the world, the "early developers," had arrogated to themselves three quarters of the earth's surface and as much of its resources as they chose.44 "Proletarian nations" found themselves not only denied resources and living space but threatened by the military power of the more advanced nations. Moreover, they suffered further disadvantage in having their economic growth and development ob​structed by the conditions of international trade and capital transfers es​tablished, to their own purpose, by the "plutocracies." International so​cialism, if it were to exist, would have to be the consequence of resolving the problems that arose out of the existence of poor nations struggling in an environment shaped by the interests of the rich. Only upon the reso​lution of such inequities could there be talk of an international "social​ization" in which all would enjoy civil and political rights.45

The immediate issue faced by economically backward communities was bridging the distance between economic and industrial underdevel​opment and that level of quantitative and qualitative abundance that typified the "plutocracies." It was national economic productivity that was to be at the center of the revolution -a productivity that would en​sure the material foundation for national redemption and national grandeur.46

By 1925, Fascism, born of nationalism and Marxist revolutionary syn​dicalism, had fabricated its ideology. It was nationalist, developmental, and etatist. Inspired by the vision of a "Third Rome" that would restore Italy to the grandeur of the caesars and the church universal, Italians were called to sacrifice and commitment in the service of a mission under the leadership of the "charismatic" Duce.

In Asia, half a world away, at almost the same time, Sun Yat-sen was reorganizing his revolutionary party to better discharge what he under​stood to be its political, social, and economic responsibilities. Having squandered its impetus after the success of the antidynastic revolution of 1911, Sun's Kuomintang had been unable to assure China's integrity or defend the nation against the imperialists of the West.

In 1919, Sun had already outlined an intricate program for the indus​trial development of China, and in 1924 he delivered the basic outlines of an ideology of national redemption that saw China not only the equal of every other nation but as the bearer of a salvific world civilization.47 In that same year, with the assistance of Soviet advisers, Sun reorganized the Kuomintang into a mass-mobilizing party.

Sun's ideology occupies a curious place in the history of twentieth-century political thought. Clearly a determined anti-Marxist, Sun was convinced that whatever Lenin had wrought in czarist Russia had very little to do with classical Marxism.48

Sun anticipated, rather, that the revolutions of the twentieth century would share features with his own. They would commence as reactive

nationalisms, seeking to restore the lost grandeur of nations that had de​livered millennial civilizations to humankind. They would seek to eco​nomically and politically develop nations that had allowed themselves to be overwhelmed by the imperialism of those communities that had in​dustrialized first.

For Sun, classical Marxism with its emiserated proletariat living at or below subsistence, and an industrial capitalism no longer capable of sus​taining itself, was little more than a failed diagnosis of the century's problems. The search for a resolution of China's humiliation through an international proletarian revolution, as a consequence, was, for Sun, little more than a Utopian fancy.

Sun saw revolution in the twentieth century as a search for national palingenesis, the rebirth and redemption of nations in an environment of bitter international struggle between imperialist and industrially retro​grade communities. Sun anticipated that revolutions, in our time, would be nationalist, etatist, and developmental—led by an elite, unitary party. For China, that party was the Kuomintang and its "charismatic" leader was Sun Yat-sen as Tsungii.

Sun anticipated an authoritarian period of indeterminate length that would first see the military reunification of China and a subsequent in​terim of political tutelage under the unitary party. At some stage, consti​tutional government, remarkably like that of the United States, would be introduced, to be called a "Chinese neo-democracy."

For Sun, all this involved a developmental regime, typified by quali​fied private property rights, market guidance, and major state interven​tion in the process. As it was understood, it would constitute a modified capitalism—a form of market-governed, developmental national social​ism49—calculated to accelerate industrialization. A strong state, armed with a modern military, would assure China its rightful place in the mod​ern world.50

Revolution in Our Time

In retrospect, at the close of the twentieth century, it seems reasonably clear what revolution has meant in our time. We can be equally sure about what it has not meant. It has precious little to do, for example, with the classical Marxism of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. By the end of the 1920s, it was evident, to anyone who would see, that "socialism" or "communism" had taken on features that would forever distinguish it from the Marxism of the Second International.

That few actually attempted to understand the nature of Soviet social​ism was, in part, the consequence of the canonical left-wing interpreta​tion of "fascism" as a "right-wing" bourgeois product designed to de​

fend capitalism in its final crisis—and Stalinism as a "left-wing" antifas-cism dedicated to the empowerment of "workers.'""1' In fact, the academic community in the West had settled on a left-, and right-wing, dichotomy to typologize revolution. Rarely was the Soviet Union seen for what it was.52 Over the years intellectuals like Sidney Webb, John Reed, Romain Rolland, Lion Feuchtwanger, Howard Fast, and Upton Sinclair chose to characterize Stalin's Soviet Union as a "workers' state" with clearly "democratic" goals. The Soviet Union was in the "Enlightenment tradi​tion," the culmination of left-wing aspirations.

In fact, by the late 1920s and early 1930s, "socialist" or "communist" revolutions had resolved themselves into one or another form of reactive nationalism, pledged to the uplift and renewal of an economically less-developed community. To accomplish its purposes, "left-wing" revolu​tion took on the institutional form of unitary party rule under charis​matic leadership. The inculcation of an ethic of sacrifice, obedience, and duty became common to all such revolutions, however academics chose to identify them.

The fact of the matter is that "leftism" is entirely irrelevant to the revo​lutions of the twentieth century. Under the pressure of reality, Leninists transformed themselves into Stalinists—just as national syndicalists, Ital​ian Marxists, transformed themselves into Fascists. In turn, the antidy-nastic revolutionaries of China transformed themselves into a singular kind of Chinese socialism. No one in the nineteenth century could have envisioned such developments. Certainly the first Marxists foresaw none of it.

Classical Marxists foresaw none of it largely because they had no clear conception of what nationalism might be or how it could influence events. They foresaw none of it because of their fundamentally econo​mists, and deterministic interpretation of the world and the behavior of people in it. In the twentieth century, Mussolini, Stalin, Sun, and Mao Ze​dong understood history to be shaped by human will and human deter​mination—and they understood that will and that determination to be a function of real or fancied foreign oppression and the collective humilia​tion that attends it. Reactive nationalism was to be at the critical center of the entire process.

In that context, the notion of imperialism occupies center stage. Indus​trialization, which essentially began in the United Kingdom in the eigh​teenth century, created a dynamic that saw the first industrialized nations extending their reach over the furthest portions of the globe. With the ex​tension of their military, political, economic, and cultural influence, the reaction of less-developed nations became critical to our century.

When Dino Grandi, who was to become one of the principal ideo​logues of Fascism, predicted that the twentieth century would be tor​

merited by a "class war" between poor and rich nations, he could not know how accurate his forecast was to prove.33

The millions who have perished in the "class war" between nations in our time testify to the intensity of the reaction of less-developed nations to the afflictions, and attendant humiliations, that follow in the train of economic backwardness. Our century is marred by the unnatural deaths of millions of innocents caught up in the tragedy of the contest between "proletarian" and "imperialist" nations.

Until the end of the century, few academics seemed to fully under​stand what was transpiring. They saw Marxism-Leninism opposed to fascism as the key to interpret contemporary revolution—with each pur​suing radically different purpose. It was an interpretative strategy that has proved to be of little cognitive consequence. Rather, the twentieth century has been host to revolutions that have been neither of the Left nor the Right. It has witnessed a series of "anti-imperialist" revolutions that, over time, gradually approximated each other—to distinguish themselves not necessarily from each other but from the class of market-governed, industrialized democracies.

A class of revolutionary movements and regimes emerged in the twen​tieth century, all of which share a marked family resemblance. Through​out much of the century the resemblances were either neglected or ex​plained away. In fact, the resemblances were defining attributes that identified those movements and those regimes as members of a family, genus, or class: reactive developmental nationalism, of which the Bolshe​vik, Fascist, or Maoist revolutions were species or subspecies.

That was obscured by the protracted insistence upon the "right-wing" and "left-wing" distinction. In retrospect, it is possible to trace the confu​sion produced by that putative distinction. There are few places in which that pretended distinction generated more confusion than in revolution​ary China.

What follows is a selective account of the revolutionary processes that developed on the mainland of China in terms of "Marxism" and "fas​cism," as understood by those directly involved in the conflict. The ac​count is not a history as such. It is an effort to trace the impact of the at​tempts by the protagonists, and those who would understand them, to employ the contested concepts "Marxism" and "fascism" to some cogni​tive purpose in taking the measure of China's long revolution.
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Marxist Theory and Fascism 
in Republican China

In the years between the two world wars, the century endured a series of revolutions. Not one of them was the revolution anticipated by Karl Marx and Fried rich Engels. Not one of them was a "proletarian revolu​tion" in an advanced industrial environment. Almost all took place in pe​ripheral economies, in which to speak of monopoly capitalism in a soci​ety hosting a proletarian majority made no sense whatever. Where revolution look place in an advanced industrial environment—in Weimar Germany—it took on a shape and substance totally unantici​pated by Marxists of whatever persuasion.

In the avalanche of events, Marxists of whatever sort sought desper​ately to understand what was happening. In their attempts, they em​ployed theoretical notions fashioned more; than half a century before. It was during those years that Fascism arose in the largely agrarian econ​omy of Italy, National Socialism acceded to power in Germany, and, in Asia, the Kuomintang (KMT)' undertook to unify China and develop it economically.

While the KMT attempted to discharge what it conceived to be its ob​ligations, the newly formed Chinese Communist Party (CCP) promoted "proletarian" revolution. Innocent of Marxist sophistication, the CCP en​listed in the Communist International (Comintern) organized by the leaders of Bolshevik Russia almost immediately after the October revolu​tion.

Unlettered in Marxist theory, the founders of the CCP turned to Bol​shevik theoreticians to instruct them in the making of revolution in a noncapitalist and nonindustrial environment. Convinced that the Bolshe​viks must be profoundly well-informed concerning Marxist theory be​cause they had made a successful revolution in czarist Russia, the first Chinese Communists surrendered their intellectual and tactical indepen​dence to the Soviet leaders of the Comintern.

The decision, at best, was unfortunate. The Bolshevik theoreticians were caught up in an intellectual inheritance that originated over half a hundred years before, in the European home of monopoly capitalism. The Marxists of revolutionary Russia attempted to understand what was transpiring by appealing to theoretical formulations calculated to answer questions that had been considered important by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels in the mid-nineteenth century, half a world away. The extent to which Marxist intellectuals achieved some measure of compre​hension in the enormously complex environment of their time has been the subject of an entire library of books, and remains a matter of unre​solved dispute.

Rather than attempt a review of all the literature devoted to these is​sues, an effort will be made here to achieve some appreciation of how Marxists themselves attempted to understand and vindicate the chang​ing "eastern" policies of their leaders in Moscow, when it was not at all evident that those leaders understood what was happening in the Russia they had captured—much less in East Asia, about which they knew so little.

Marxists, in general, have persisted in the notion that the lucubrations of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels were keys to understanding the mod​ern world. As a consequence, Marxists were convinced that they had an​swers for every economic, social, and/or political question that might arise in our time.

In that context there will be selective scrutiny of the Marxist use of a number of contested concepts: "Marxism," "Marxism-Leninism," "class," "nationalism," and "fascism"—as those concepts were applied to the complex sequence of events that unfolded in China between the two world wars. What emerges will be a more penetrating understanding of both Marxist methodology and the concepts that are under scrutiny. At the same time, it is not inconceivable that some novel insights into China's long revolution might be forthcoming.

Revolutionary China and V. I. Lenin's Comintern

In 1928, Leon Trotsky insisted that developments in China might well be of decisive importance for the anticipated "proletarian world revolu​tion."2 At about that time, Karl Wittfogel, then an orthodox Marxist, was preparing an account of the revolutionary significance of the thought of Sun Yat-sen, founder of the KMT and the most readily recognized leader of the 1911 uprising that brought an end to dynastic rule in China.3

The years between 1922 and 1928 were critical to the Oriental policy of the Comintern. They were the years in which the Executive Committee of the Comintern (ECCI) first attempted to formulate and then implement a

coherent and consistent Marxist policy for a China caught up in the throes of revolution. They were the years of the "first united front"—en​gineered by the ECCI—between the KMT and the CCP. They were also the years that saw the catastrophic close of what the Chinese Commu​nists later called the "first phase" of the communist revolution.4

During the lifetime of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, two "Interna​tionals" had given expression to Marxist views on world revolution. Lenin's International, the Comintern, was the third. Founded in 1919, years after the death of both Marx and Engels, the Comintern, as an in​stitution, was predicated on the conviction that Bolshevik Russia would perish without the direct support of the Western European proletariat, and the collateral support of massive "national bourgeois" insurgencies in the economically backward East.5 In 1920, the Second Congress of the Comintern, under the direction of Lenin, put together an appropriate ra​tionale intended to support just such a policy for the economically less developed regions of the East.

With Lenin's death in 1924, Josef Stalin and his immediate entourage assumed responsibility for the formulation of an effective Oriental policy. By that time, the outlines of a Marxist-Leninist conception of "revolution in the East" had been cobbled together.

In substantial part, the Oriental policy of the Comintern was based on the judgment that industrial capitalism had entered a "new phase" since the death of Engels in 1896. That new phase was identified as "imperial​ism"—the "highest stage of capitalism"—-and it presumably created cir​cumstances that transformed the revolutionary expectations and the cor​responding revolutionary strategies of those Marxists now identified as "Leninists."

For Marxist-Leninists, the circumstances surrounding "proletarian" revolution in the twentieth century had been profoundly altered. As early as 1900, Lenin maintained that the productive capacity of industrial capitalism had already exceeded the absorptive capacity of its domestic markets and the system had exhausted its internal investment opportu​nities. Just as Marx had predicted half a century before, industrial capi​talism had finally entered into its "general crisis." In its struggle to sur​vive, capitalism was being driven into those regions of the globe "in which industry is weakly developed . . . and which [could] serve as a market for manufactured goods and a source of high profits."6

None of this was particularly novel. Marx had suggested as much in 1848. What was different was the emphasis given to the influence of pe​ripheral, less-developed economies on the industrially advanced systems at the European center. International capitalism was understood to have become increasingly dependent upon the relatively primitive economies on its periphery, while, at the same time, its efforts to extract profits ere​

ated a repository of hostility among the millions upon millions of toiling persons living there. What Marxists like to call the "parallelogram of forces" had changed.

Revolution in the era of imperialism was no longer conceived as spon​taneous response on the part of the "vast majority" of a working popula​tion in mature industrial environments. Where Marx and Engels had an​ticipated that periodic crises or the final decline in the overall rate of profit would drive proletarians to overthrow their oppressive domestic system,7 the Marxists of the twentieth century understood social revolu​tion to be a complex product of proletarian resistance in the advanced in​dustrial economies and uprisings in the economically retrograde com​munities outside the immediate confines of the world capitalist system.

By 1916, Lenin was prepared to argue that even though industrial cap​italism had exhausted its growth potential, it had not succumbed—as Marx had predicted—to a final, fatal stagnation because it had succeeded in extracting "superprofits" from the less-developed economies on its pe​riphery.8 Not only had the profits from market supplements and the in​vestment outlets in the less-developed economies succeeded in extend​ing the life of industrial capitalism, the profits collected "outside" the system provided the wherewithal to bribe the venal leaders of the work​ing class in the capitalist "center." The "revolutionary proletariat" of the West was being misled by suborned leaders."' Only if the integrity of the proletarian revolutionary movement were restored could socialism suc​ceed.

For Leninists, the revolutionary emphasis had shifted from the ad​vanced industrial countries to their dependencies. Leninists were to argue that, given the changed circumstances, the "proletarian revolu​tion" could hardly be expected to be the consequence of the "sponta​neous" uprising of the "vast majority" of the population in capital-satu​rated environments. If socialism was to triumph, there was to be nothing spontaneous about revolution. World revolution was to be the conse​quence of the calculated intervention into events by a self-selected cohort of professional revolutionaries organized as a "vanguard party." A pro​fessional "vanguard," equipped with "the one true social science," would provide principled revolutionary leadership to the misguided "toiling masses" in the industrial center as well as in the marginally de​veloped periphery.10 They would offset the countervailing influence of the paid lackies of capitalism as well as lead the peasantry of noncapital-ist economies.

"The social revolution," Lenin argued in 1916, "can come only in the form of an epoch in which are combined civil war by the proletariat against the bourgeoisie in the advanced countries and a whole series of democratic and revolutionary movements, including the national libera​

tion movement, in the undeveloped, backward and oppressed nations."11 In the advanced economies, the vanguard party would lead the urban proletariat. In the "backward nations," the vanguard party of the prole​tariat would make common cause with "bourgeois democratic" and "bourgeois national liberation" movements, in the anti-imperialist ser​vice of "world proletarian revolution."

Not only did these notions provide a rationale for Bolshevik foreign policy after the October revolution, but the policies recommended would help to insulate revolutionary Russia from the predations of imperialism and prepare the ground for the "saving revolution." If imperialism could be distracted by proletarian unrest at home and undermined by "bour​geois" nationalism on its periphery, it was reasonable to expect that pres​sure on the still fragile Bolshevik Russia would diminish.

Successful revolutions on the periphery of world capitalism would separate imperialism from its external support system— and industrial capitalism would once again find itself facing an "inevitable" and irre​versible decline in its rate of profit. In the course of that systemic decline, the proletariat of the West once more would be driven to assume their revolutionary "historical responsibilities." Much of the substance of this "creative" and "dialectical" development of classical Marxism came from a book entitled Imperialism, written at the turn of the century by an En​glish social reformer, J. A. Hobson. His work, a critique of British imper​ial policy, exercised its influence on the thought of a number of Marxist theoreticians—Lenin not the least among them.12

Hobson argued that the "great financial houses" acted as "the gover​nor of the imperial engine, directing the energy and determining its work." It was "finance" that "manipulated" the energies of nameless masses, soldiers, and politicians.13 The Leninist conviction that "finance capitalism" was the eminence grise behind reaction and counterrevolu​tion everywhere in the world received much of its impetus from the work of Hobson.

The notion that "finance capitalism" acted as the executive agency for all of capitalism,14 taken together with the conviction that "imperialism" constituted the final, desperate stand of history's last oppressors, shaped the policy orientation of revolutionary Marxism-Leninism throughout the first half of the twentieth century. Much of the Comintern's behavior is explicable in terms of just such a set of beliefs.

As has been argued, the founders of Marxism had anticipated prole​tarian revolution in the most industrially advanced economies, where the productive base of a distributive socialism already existed and where urban workers, long enured to factory production, were prepared to as​sume the material responsibilities of rule. Marxist-Leninists, on the other hand, argued that nationalist uprisings on the periphery of the more ad​

vanced economies would be a necessary preamble to world revolution. World revolution would commence at the "weakest links" along the chain of world imperialism. Ruptures in the chain would precipitate the humane and liberating revolution in the advanced industrial nations an​ticipated by the founders of Marxism.

Thus, in 1917, Lenin acknowledged that the revolution in czarist Rus​sia could only be a "prologue to the world socialist revolution."15 There was not the least doubt that the economic base of imperial Russia was in​adequate to support socialism. The Bolsheviks had undertaken a revolu​tion in Russia in order to deal a blow to international imperialism. It was a political act at one of the weaker links of the chain of international op​pression. Such revolutions would fatally weaken industrial capitalism in the economically advanced West. In the pursuit of socialist revolution, Bolsheviks were to recommend "bourgeois nationalist" uprisings all along the perimeter of the industrial core of imperialism.

According to these conjectures, in order to fully succeed, socialism re​quired a series of uprisings throughout the colonialized and semicolo-nialized regions of the globe. That would neutralize the "resource and re​serve base" of international capitalism.16 Only that would ensure the decisive "proletarian" victory in the industrialized West.

This was the theoretical context in which the Comintern's assessment of China was to be understood. By the time of the Second Congress of the Comintern, conducted during July-August 1920, the first intimations of the policy toward the East had crystallized.

Those who formulated the "Oriental policy" of the Comintern recom​mended that material and moral support be supplied to the revolution​ary nationalist forces of Sun Yat-sen's Kuomintang. China was under​stood to be one of the more important links in world imperialism--and the Kuomintang was perceived as the only real agent of revolution in China.

The theoreticians of the Comintern argued that precapitalist China had already begun the "bourgeois" revolution that would bring it into the twentieth century. True to some of the basic notions of classical Marxism, it was argued that before China could set itself socialist goals, it would have to resolve those political, social, and economic problems that his​tory has shown can only be solved by the emerging bourgeoisie.

China had embarked on a "bourgeois nationalist revolution" whose re​sponsibility it was to overthrow and supplant the "feudal" economic and political arrangements that had prevailed on the mainland for thousands of years. The bourgeoisie was "destined"17 to ultimately create the eco​nomic foundations for an inevitable socialism.

To accomplish all that for China, and to strike a blow against imperial​ism, the Comintern urged a policy on the newly organized Chinese Com​

munist Party that would necessarily involve "temporary agreements" with the "national bourgeoisie." In the judgment of the ECCI, the bour​geoisie would lead a "national revolution" committed to national eco​nomic development and provide revolutionary resistance to the impos​tures of imperialism.

Having committed themselves to such a general strategy, upon the in​sistence of the Third International, Communist party members in China were expected to seek out, foster, and sustain collaboration with "bour​geois national" undertakings as long as any "temporary arrangements" entered into did not "obstruct the revolutionary organization of the workers and peasants" in a "genuine struggle against imperialism."18 For the theoreticians of the Comintern, the bourgeois national revolution in China, as would be the case everywhere else, would be the necessary first phase in the ultimate "proletarian world revolution."

'That understood, Marxist-Leninists in China would employ the oppor​tunities offered by temporary collaboration with the "bourgeoisie" to "fa​cilitate the proletariat's role of hegemon in the Chinese bourgeois-demo​cratic revolution, and to hasten the moment of transition to the proletarian revolution."14 The anticipated relationship with the "bour​geoisie" would clearly involve considerable subterfuge, political cun​ning, and sometimes deception.

The "temporary agreements" anticipated by the Comintern in China were those with the Kuomintang, the Nationalist party of Sun Yat-sen. The ideology sustaining the "bourgeois" movement for national libera​tion would be the essentially anti-Marxist "Three Principles of the People" {Sanniin zltuyi), left as an intellectual legacy to the Kuomintang by Sun.

Because the projected relationship involved potential conflict, much of the Oriental policy of the Comintern was composed of directives at​tempting to govern the inevitable tensions inherent in the "temporary agreements" between the Chinese Communist party and Sun Yat-sen's Nationalists. In an attempt to effectively supervise the proposed relation​ship, the Comintern sent its representatives to China.

It was in its tortured association with the Kuomintang, and in its inter​vention in events on the mainland of China, that the Comintern revealed a great deal not only about its methods but about the conceptual materi​als it employed in the formulation and vindication of policy. Over the course of time, as will be indicated, some of the major theoreticians and principal spokesmen of the Comintern invoked "fascism" as a concep​tual tool in the effort to explain events in China and justify their "Orien​tal policy." How this was expected to make any sense to an objective au​dience can only be appreciated by reviewing something of the assessments about China and its leaders offered by Marxists during the preceding half century.

The Theoretical Background

In the middle of the nineteenth century, Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels had argued that the industrial bourgeoisie of the West, with their cheap commodities and rapid means of communication, would "batter down all Chinese walls" and would compel "all nations ... to introduce what it calls civilization into their midst, i.e., to become bourgeois themselves."2" A decade later, in 1858, both Marx and lingels identified the "particular task of bourgeois society" to be "the establishment of the world market" and "of production based upon [that] market."21

In those circumstances, Marx and those who followed him fully ex​pected the expansion of the "bourgeois mode of production" to overwhelm China. The European bourgeoisie, through aggressive trade policies and a penetrative flow of investment capital, would awaken an economically backward China that had long "vegetated in the teeth of time."

Once awakened, an economically developing China would predictably resist the incursions of foreign cultural, political, and economic influ​ences. It would be the native bourgeoisie of retrograde China—the small traders, the founders of factories, the importers of foreign commodities, and the intellectuals who collected around them—who would provide the leavening of resistance to the "foreign devils." Marx and Engels clearly expected anti-imperialism in economically backward China to be "bourgeois" and nationalist in essence.22

China's bourgeois resistance was expected to be nationalist in inspira​tion and antiforeign in expression. Marx acknowledged the intensity of the antiforeign violence that would accompany the mounting national​ism in China. The dislocations that would necessarily accompany the protracted process of irregular warfare and anti-Western revolution on the Chinese mainland could only negatively impact the trade and invest​ment arrangements that had already been forged between the capitalist West and the emerging East. That critical contraction of the export mar​kets and investment outlets would seriously impair the survival capacity of the Western industrial system, increasingly incapable of profitably clearing its inventories.23 Given such a set of beliefs, Marx was prepared to accept the proposition that the "national bourgeoisie" of industrially less developed regions peripheral to the capitalist "metropole" could sig​nificantly contribute to the ultimate victory of the revolutionary prole​tariat in the advanced capitalist states. The Comintern would accept the essence of that account with special emphasis, as has already been indi​cated, on the singular role to be played by "bourgeois national libera​tion" movements in the era of imperialism.

Years before the outbreak of the First World War, Lenin had offered his first opinions concerning revolution in China. In 1900, he spoke of the

Chinese suffering the "oppression of capital" and harboring a revolu​tionary hatred of "European capitalists,"24 apparently anticipating an "anti-imperialist bourgeois national revolution."

A dozen years later, armed with these conceptions, Lenin tendered his first judgments with respect to the revolutionary who had emerged as the leader of China's antidynastic revolution. In 1912, Lenin spoke of Sun Yat-sen as an "enlightened spokesman of militant and victorious Chinese democracy." Eor Lenin, Sun, as leader of the Chinese revolution, was the advocate of a "truly great ideology of a truly great people . .. fighting the age-long oppressors of China." For Lenin, Sun was a "revolutionary democrat, endowed with the nobility and heroism of a class that is rising, not declining, a class that does not dread the future, but believes in it and fights for it selflessly."2s In Lenin's judgment, Sun's ideology, the Three Principles of the People, was "truly great" and inspired a "truly great" people to a nationalist revolution that would critically wound interna​tional imperialism—the implacable enemy of the proletariat.

At the same time, it was equally clear to Lenin that Sun Yat-sen was the spokesman for a "reactionary economic theory" that predicated the de​velopment of China on an intensive and comprehensive capitalist pro​gram of agrarian and industrial growth and technological sophistication. Not only an advocate of class collaboration in the pursuit of develop​ment, Sun was prepared to seek capital investments and foreign loans from "imperialists." Lenin was convinced that only as an emerging China generated its own proletariat would the "petty bourgeois Utopias and reactionary views of Sun Yat-sen" be stripped away to reveal the truly revolutionary implications of the Chinese revolution.26

By 1925, both Lenin and Sun Yat-sen were dead. Lenin had died on January 21, 1924, and Sun, after a life devoted to revolutionary activity, followed him in death on March 12, 1925. Like Lenin, Sun left his heirs a complex ideological legacy—as well as domestic and international polit​ical, social, and economic problems of harrowing magnitude. Not the least of the problems left to their respective followers was the issue of how both communist and nationalist revolutionary movements were to deal with each other in an increasingly complex and threatening world environment.27

For Marxists, of whatever persuasion, it was evident that revolutionar​ies in less-developed economic environments, given the absence of pro​letarians, could only be "bourgeois." Both Marx and Lenin had recog​nized as much. Revolutionaries in colonial or "semicolonial" economic circumstances, given their origins, their social base, and their ideological purposes, would be unqualifiedly bourgeois. At the same time, the "bourgeois nationalists" in the economically less developed nations—by the very disturbances they create and the concessions they extract from

their oppressors—would deny "world imperialism ... its 'most reliable' rear and 'inexhaustible' reserve." Without that, "the definite triumph of socialism" would be "unthinkable."28

As a consequence of all these notions, Marxists have always hosted a deep ambivalence about nationalist revolutionaries that emerge in prim​itive economic environments. Although Lenin insisted that the thought of Sun Yat-sen gave expression to a "truly great ideology,"2'' that ideology was inescapably "petty bourgeois" and "reactionary."3" In the years that-followed the founding of the Third International and the formulation of a "revolutionary Marxist-Leninist Oriental policy," that intrinsic ambiva​lence was to generate fateful difficulties for the representatives of the Comintern, the leaders of the Chinese Communist party, and those re​sponsible for the governance of Nationalist China.31

J. V. Stalin and the Comintern's Oriental Policy

Stalin's Comintern had every pragmatic, foreign policy, and theoretical reason to continue to advocate collaboration between the newly formed Chinese Communist party and the Chinese Nationalists. By 1923, Chen Duxiu, one of the founders of the Chinese Communist party, having ac​cepted in principle the leadership of the Third International, had been compelled to accept the Comintern thesis that China was undergoing a "bourgeois nationalist revolution" and that the Kuomintang was its nat​ural leader.32

The initial response on the part of the leadership of the new Chinese Communist party was resistance. "Proletarians" were understood to have no business in a "bourgeois" movement. In reply, the representative of the Comintern, Flenricus Maring (Sneevliet), insisted that collabora​tion between the Chinese Communists and the Kuomintang need not cause difficulty because the Kuomintang was not actually a "bourgeois" party. It was, in fact, an "alliance of all classes," a "united front" to which the "party of the proletariat" could accommodate itself without trepida​tion.33

Pressed for specificity, Maring proceeded to argue that the Kuom​intang could best be characterized as a party of "four classes": the intelli​gentsia, the liberal democratic bourgeoisie, the petty bourgeoisie, and the workers.34 United against imperialism, the "four-class bloc" of a revolu​tionary China would participate in the anti-imperialist international of workers.

For anyone with any theoretical sophistication, it was immediately ev​ident that the "intelligentsia" could hardly constitute an independent "class"—but then, neither could the "liberal bourgeoisie" or the "petty

bourgeoisie." Whatever the case, the theoreticians of the Comintern fi​nally settled on what they considered a more suitable formulation of the thesis. In the Comintern literature of the time, the most consistent char​acterization of the "united front" appeared as a claim that it was com​posed of the "national bourgeoisie, the urban petty bourgeoisie, the peas​antry and the proletariat."35

However strange the thesis—given the class orientation of Marxism— it was one that represented the official theoretical judgment of the execu​tive committee of the Comintern. Throughout most of the period of the first united front between the CCPand the KMT, and as late as 1927, the ECCI continued to argue that the Kuomintang government was not "bourgeois." It was a "four class bloc government."3"

Leon Trotsky consistently opposed every such formulation. However much the constituent members of the "bloc" might change, the fact re​mained that according to Marxist theory there could only be two classes: the revolutionary proletariat and the reactionary bourgeoisie. Whatever subsets there might be—"petty bourgeoisie," the "liberal democratic bourgeoisie," the "peasantry," or the "intelligentsia"—they were all un​mistakably and irredeemably "bourgeois." A Kuomintang government could not be composed of "four classes." It could only be composed of two classes, with one class, the bourgeoisie, divided into ill-defined and sometimes mercurial subsets.

If Marxists had difficulty with the analysis of the bourgeoisie as a class, no less could be said about their cavalier conceptual treatment of the "proletariat." That "proletariat" was the designation of a homogeneous economic class was clearly a presupposition even less convincing than the notion that the "bourgeoisie" could be parsed into discrete sub​groups, each possessed of a peculiar class or subclass consciousness.

The workers of China, during the years between the Eirst and Second World Wars, made up a numerically small, heterogeneous, geographi​cally dispersed, and stratified collection of young and old, skilled and unskilled members, some recent inmigrants from the rural areas and oth​ers long-time urban dwellers. Some were members of secret societies while others were members of one or another political association. Some were religious in the Western sense of the term while others were not. Some were members of intact family groups while others were unat​tached. Some lived in collective housing and others did not. Many of the workers were traditionalists while others had caught the fever of mod​ernization. Some of the workers were of local origin while others came from distant parts of the republic. In many areas, women and girls made up about half the workforce of small factories and collective enterprises, with attitudes that distinguished them from their male counterparts.37

It would be harcHo imagine that such an aggregate could be possessed of a common consciousness, whether that consciousness be conceived

"proletarian" or "anti-imperialist." To suggest that any party, "prole​tariat" or "bourgeois," simply represented the "interests" of such a col​lection would betray a harrowing innocence of the complexities involved in giving any group interest political expression.

In fact, many Marxists admitted that classes, however they were un​derstood, often behaved in ways that belied their putative "class inter​ests." Thus, it was argued that classes could be influenced by their "im​mediate sectional interests" in such measure that it would "blind them to the much greater benefits that might accrue to their class from the victory of the revolution." In many cases, the "world proletarian revolution" that was supposed to resolve all their ultimate interests was only "remotely associated" with immediate concerns. Often the consciousness of entire classes and subclasses was simply "clouded and confused."38

There were some classes, like the peasantry, critical to the "proletarian revolution" in China, whose "proprietor psychology" was antithetical to socialism. Lenin had counseled Marxists to be "distrustful" of them; they were to be led by a "vanguard" that appreciated their ultimate "true" in​terests.3''

Given these methodological complexities, much of the theorizing of the representatives of the Comintern was unfortunate at best. At its worst, it brought ruin on the Chinese Communist party in the late 1920s and death to many thousands of its members.4"

The argument made by the Marxist-Leninist opposition, and non-Marxists alike, was that the Comintern, for reasons difficult to fathom," had compelled the Chinese Communist party to participate as a junior member in a bourgeois party, animated by bourgeois interests and guided by a bourgeois ideology.42 Behind that objection was the clear in​timation that the leaders of the Communist International had a very un​certain grasp of "class analysis." The criticism has every appearance of being justified.

Whenever any responsible member of the Comintern attempted to ex​plain some sequence of events, a stereotypic "class analysis" was almost immediately forthcoming. Without any reliable statistics or documentary evidence whatever, representatives of the Comintern would invariably identify some class interest or other behind the most complex and in​scrutable behaviors. Thus, when G. N. Voitinsky, one of the Comintern's China specialists, was called on to explain some behavior of the "right wing" of the Kuomintang, he identified it without hesitation as the con​sequence of the influence of "merchant capitalists" attempting to protect themselves against the "industrial capitalists" in the North.43 The most complex political behaviors were imagined to be susceptible to that kind of explanatory simplism.

Thus, for the representatives of the Comintern, some particular piece of behavior on the part of Chiang Kai-shek was explained as a conse​

quence of "the bourgeoisie's" attempt to assure their "hegemony" in the "class struggle" taking place in China in the mid-1920s. The omnibus "bourgeoisie" worked "through Chiang Kai-shek,"44 as though Chiang were the compliant instrument of their bidding.

These kinds of interpretations were commonplace in the deliberations of the theoreticians of the Comintern. Thus, in 1926, the Sixth Plenum of the Executive Committee of the Comintern invited Hu Han-min, one of the late Sun Yat-sen's most trusted compatriots and a leader of the Kuomintang, to Moscow. He was presented to the membership of the Comintern as a revolutionary "representative of the peasantry of China."45 Needless to say, to this day it remains a mystery why Hu was identified with the Chinese peasantry by the analysts of the Comintern.

This quaint identification of individuals with entire classes or frag​ments of classes was typical of the analyses made available to the mem​bers of the Comintern by its leadership. The explanation of the behavior of individuals or groups of individuals as a function of their supposed class membership was more common still. Thus Mikhail Borodin, one of the Comintern's most important agents, explained the Kuomintang's in​disposition to confiscate private property by pointing out its "mixed class composition."46

Marxists were simply not prepared to grant that the leadership of the Kuomintang, true to the convictions of Sun Yat-sen, might refuse to con​sider the confiscation of private property because they were convinced that any such policy would impair the effectiveness of the party's plans for the rapid economic growth and industrial development of China. To​gether with his insistence on class collaboration in the effort to industri​alize China, Sun had made the existence of private property, and its pro​tection in law, central to his program for economic expansion as early as the first decade of the twentieth century. For Marxists, class collaboration and the protection of private property could not be the consequence of the Kuomintang obeying the ideological injunctions of its founder; it could only be the Kuomintang's submissive response to specific class de​mands of the bourgeoisie.

Most curious of all, of course, irrespective of whatever "class analysis" informed Marxist-Leninist policies, there was Stalin's judgment that in China a preoccupation with class interests was really of little practical importance. As late as April 1927, when the Comintern's united front policy was disintegrating into tragedy, Stalin could still insist that the re​spective interests of classes involved in the Chinese revolution were of relatively minor consequence because "a powerful national factor" had drawn all "revolutionary forces of the country together into one camp." In his judgment, it was the nationalist "struggle against imperialism" that was the "'predominating factor ... determining the character of the re​

lations between the revolutionary forces of China within the Kuom-intang."47

Stalin had decided that it was the "international class war" —the colo​nial or semicolonial nations against the "imperialist" powers—that de​termined the political behaviors of all participants in the Chinese revolu​tion. Class divisions within the "oppressed nations" were matters of relatively little interpretive significance. The critical enemy of less-developed nations was "world imperialism," and the animating revolu​tionary sentiment was nationalism. Recognition of those realities defined the political options available to revolutionary forces. All "revolutionar​ies" in economically primitive environments would commit themselves to the international "class struggle" against the "imperialist" oppressor. As a consequence, in the "oppressed nations" the Comintern could ad​vocate the construction of a multiclass "single national revolutionary front" to confront the imperialist enemy. In China, that united front was marshaled under the nationalist leadership of the Kuomintang.48

Stalin tendered those judgments in April 1927, immediately before the collapse of the Comintern's policy in China. Between April and May of that year, seeking to unify all of China under their rule, the victorious Na​tionalists entered Shanghai. On May 5, the Kuomintang Central Standing Committee mandated a purge of all Communists from the party and im​posed a reign of terror on all their real or fancied allies. Communists were deemed anti-Nationalists committed to a foreign power.

By August 1927, Chiang Kai-shek had put down the resistance of his opponents in Wuhan. By the end of the year, Nationalist China severed diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union.41* The Oriental policies of the Stalinist Comintern had shown themselves to be singularly incompetent.

Stalin had entirely misunderstood nationalism. Nationalism was pred​icated on commitment to one's own nation. Subordination to the direc​tives of a foreign, essentially international organization could only be considered a treasonous betrayal.

Failing to understand that, the Comintern had led the Communists of China into a tragedy of cataclysmic proportions. Stalin had gambled that his policies in China would result in the victory of the "national bour​geoisie" and a setback for "imperialism"—all to the benefit of the Soviet Union. The readiness of China's national bourgeoisie to engage "imperi​alism" would make the Kuomintang an "objective ally" of the interna​tional proletarian revolution. Nationalist China would constitute a buffer for the Soviet Union in the East, and the Kuomintang would be the Soviet Union's ally against the advanced industrial powers of the West.

By mid-1927, it was evident to almost everyone but Stalin that his gam​ble in China had been a monumental failure.50 The opponents of Stalin's policies recognized them to have been an unmitigated catastrophe.

Marxists have always maintained that the special virtue of their belief system was its "scientific" character. "Scientific socialism" dealt with the "science of society/' with its "laws of development." The special "strength of Marxism" lay "in its ability to foretell" events and predict outcomes.31

In their policies in the East, the theoreticians of the Comintern dis​played none of the presumed strengths of their "dialectical methods." They had been wrong in China in almost every way possible. The theo​reticians of the Comintern had failed to understand the character and the nature of the events that made up much of the history of China between 1920 and the first incursions of the Japanese into Chinese territory in Sep​tember 1931.

In the years that were to follow, Marxists of all sorts attempted to vin​dicate the eastern policies of the Third International. There was a bold ef​fort to reinterpret events. The responsibility for failure was showered on the leadership of the Chinese Communist party itself, as though they had somehow failed to understand the theoretical brilliance of the "eastern specialists" of the Comintern. By the middle of 1927, the theoreticians of the Comintern had discovered that the Kuomintang, long identified as "anti-imperialist," had succumbed to imperialist blandishments and was no longer a "party of a bloc of oppressed classes." Chiang Kai-shek had "made a deal" with the imperialists.32 The Comintern had resolved its ambivalence. Chiang Kai-shek, who had tirelessly "waged a war against imperialism" with a party composed of "workers and peasants" in the service of the "international proletarian revolution,"33 had become an "open agent of imperialism"54 and a "potential Mussolini."55

M. N. Roy, Sun Yat-sen, and Fascism in Republican China

After the dimensions of the debacle in China had become evident, the theoreticians of the Comintern undertook a reformulation of theory. By the end of the 1920s, the defeated Chinese Communist party had sepa​rated itself from the Kuomintang, and it was to pursue a course taking it into the rural reaches of agrarian China. It was to enter into fretful unity with KMT once again to resist the Japanese invasion after 1937, to ulti​mately engage the followers of Sun Yat-sen and Chiang Kai-shek in civil war immediately after the Second World War. In 1949, Mao Zedong, suc​cessful in his military campaign against the KMT, emerged as leader of the newly proclaimed People's Republic of China.

For our purposes, the Marxist attempt to understand the catastrophe that befell the first effort at a Chinese Communist party and Kuomintang "united front" in China is of particular interest. Some of the major pro​

tagonists of the Comintern's failed policy offered a reassessment that re​veals a great deal not only about what Marxism was expected to accom​plish in less-developed economic environments but what the Marxist in​terpretation of fascism was all about. In fact, it was M. N. Roy, a representative of the Comintern, dispatched to China at the time of criti​cal developments in 1927, who has provided one of the most suggestive and controversial accounts.56

Roy was a major figure during the early years of the Comintern. A young Indian Marxist, he debated Lenin on the nature of revolution along the boundaries of world capitalism. 1 le was charged with the re​sponsibility of providing official counsel to the leaders of the Chinese Communist party during the final phase of the direct involvement of the Comintern in the Chinese revolution. As a consequence, Roy was caught up in the recriminations that followed the failure of Comintern policy.57 As early as 1930, he wrote his first account of the sequence of events that ended in the virtual destruction of the Chinese Communist party. In 1946, almost twenty years after the events in question, Roy provided a re​vised English-language account of the failure of Comintern policy in China.58 In that retrospective, Roy revealed that Marxists should have known from their first contacts with Sun Yat-sen's Kuomintang that they were dealing not with "petty bourgeois" and "anti-imperialist" elements but with anti-Marxist and nationalist "counterrevolutionaries."

Having met Sun Yat-sen as early as 1916, Roy claimed to have recog​nized that Sun, having been raised in Hawaii under the influence of American capitalism, was forever "on the point of becoming an admirer of foreign imperialism." In fact, Roy continued, Sun imagined that retro​grade China might be economically developed with "the aid of its worst enemy... . The country was to be economically developed with the aid of foreign capital."59

According to his account, Roy had immediately recognized that Sun was a spokesman for "petty bourgeois political radicalism." That disabil​ity apparently led him to imagine that a "gigantic plan" for the economic and industrial development of China might be "carried out not only by foreign capital, but under the supervision of foreign experts." Sun was prepared to embark on the nationalist and statist development of China by collaborating with "international finance." Not only was such a policy anti-Marxist and "reactionary," Roy insisted, it cast before it the "omi​nous shadow of fascism." In fact, the economic system anticipated by Sun "was evidently an anticipation of the totalitarian economy of the fas​cist state."60

In retrospect, all of this was transparent to Roy. Somehow or other, the theoreticians of the Comintern had failed to notice what Roy had appar​ently divined as early as 1916. Sun Yat-sen, having mobilized the petty

bourgeoisie behind a program of national development, was a tool of in​ternational finance and a servant of imperialism. No one seemed to have recognized all that prior to the late 1920s. Only years later did the truth become apparent to Marxists. "Scientific socialism" had failed to antici​pate events.

Only after Mao Zedong acceded to power on the mainland of China did Chen Boda, one of the major theoreticians in the entourage of the "Great Helmsman," acknowledge that fascism had been a major problem in the course of the Chinese revolution.61 Sun Yat-sen's Kuomintang ulti​mately and inevitably came to represent "the big bourgeoisie, and counted on the support of foreign imperialism" in order to defeat the Chinese "proletarian revolution."62

By the 1940s, the Chinese Communists had learned from the experi​ence of 1927 and had recognized that the Kuomintang was, and had al​ways been, "fascist."61 As early as 1943, Chen Boda identified the book China's Destiny, published that year by Chiang Kai-shek, as "advocating fascism" for China.64 In that same year, Mao Zedong identified the gov​ernment of Chiang Kai-shek as a "fascist dictatorship."65 Somehow or other, what had been obvious to Roy for decades had escaped the theo​reticians of the Comintern throughout the years between 1920 and 1927 and only became clear to the Maoist leadership of the Communist party in the early 1940s.

All of this suggested that, for Marxist practitioners, a great deal of con​fusion surrounded the nature of revolution in the industrially less devel​oped peripheral economies. It also revealed something about the Marxist-Leninist employments of the term "fascist" in any given circum​stance.

Although the "standard version" of the Marxist interpretation of fas​cism had been common property since the first years of the 1930s, the theoreticians of the Comintern had introduced a number of significant qualifiers. According to the standard version, "fascism" was understood to be a quintessential "bourgeois" and nationalist phenomenon, meaning that, in principle, it opposed itself to the "international proletarian revo​lution." But the leaders of the Soviet Union were prepared to allow that "bourgeois national" revolutions could count as "progressive" if those revolutions served the defense needs of "the Socialist Motherland." There were some nationalist movements that apparently fell within the pale of Marxist-Leninist orthodoxy.

More than that, although Marxist theoreticians, in general, argued that only "proletarian" revolutionary movements could count as "revolution​ary," Stalin had insisted that in retrograde economic circumstances, na​tionalism might serve to mobilize "all classes" around anti-imperialism. However much Leninists might decry the multidass character of Italian

Fascism, they were prepared to recognize the legitimacy of such class in-clusiveness in some ill-defined circumstances. Thus, the simple fact that a revolutionary movement abjured "class struggle" in the pursuit of a unified front against imperialism did not automatically make it "coun​terrevolutionary."

Finally, although Marxist-Leninists recognized the social base of fas​cism to be "petty bourgeois," they acknowledged a similar socioeconomic base for the bourgeois nationalist movements of the less-developed na​tions on the periphery of international capitalism. That did not necessar​ily disqualify such movements as either progressive or revolutionary. Bourgeois national revolutions in countries like postdynastic China were considered part of the worldwide revolutionary tide.

Marxist-Leninists somehow "knew" that fascism served the class in​terests of the "big bourgeoisie"—the agrarian capitalists and large-scale industrial entrepreneurs—whereas bourgeois national revolutions on the periphery of industrial capitalism did not. Ultimately, in some uncertain sense, fascism was dominated by national or international "finance capi​tal" but the bourgeois nationalists in other less-developed nations were not.

These were some of the confusions that attended any effort to distin​guish "fascism" from "progressive" bourgeois nationalist movements on the margins of world capitalism. In retrospect, the fact that the unfortu​nate leaders of Chinese Communism failed to identify Sun Yat-sen or the Kuomintang as fascist before the catastrophe that overwhelmed their movement is perfectly understandable. The fact is that Stalin himself did not make the connection until after disaster struck.

Years later, some of the foremost intellectuals of Chinese Communism divined that one of Stalin's "great theoretical contributions to the Chi​nese revolution" was his belated discovery—after 1927—that the Kuom​intang and its leader were "fascist."<lh Like Roy, Stalin discovered only in retrospect that the Kuomintang had really always been fascist. The Kuomintang, characterized by the Comintern until 1927 as a revolution​ary party of workers and peasants committed to the revolutionary strug​gle against imperialism, was exposed after 1927 as having always been fascist. Only after the abject defeat of his policies in China did Stalin dis​cover the true political character of both the Kuomintang and Chiang Kai-shek.

Although he gave no evidence of it before the catastrophe that devas​tated the Chinese Communist party and decimated its membership in 1927, it seems evident that Rov believed that he could have done better

j

than Stalin in anticipating the political behavior of the Kuomintang and its leaders. Roy seems to have had the unremarkable faculty of retroac​tively "deducing" truths from Marxist premises. Thus, years after the

events in question, he informed his audience that he had always known that Sun Yat-sen was a "protofascist" and that the Kuomintang, unable to "liberate itself from [Sun's] reactionary principles," would simply com​mit itself to "petty bourgeois radical nationalism" and surrender to the influence of the "big merchants, industrialists and bankers"—all of whom, in turn, were to fall under the fateful influence of Wall Street.67

Possessed of the "scientific sociology" of Marxism, Roy had apparently foreseen all of that. He had seen the "ominous shadow of fascism" in the political principles of Sun Yat-sen even before there was a fascism.68 Roy had apparently known that every principle to which Sun Yat-sen had committed himself was "reactionary." He knew that because he was in possession of a scientific sorting device. I le could unfailingly tell what was reactionary by employing a simple test: A doctrine is revolutionary "when it leads to an agreement with Marx. Otherwise, it is reactionary."69

Should that test fail, Roy informed his audience, one could measure a political ideology against the verdict of history. If an ideology attempted to resist "the verdict of death pronounced [on capitalism] by history," that ideology is clearly reactionary.70 By both tests, Sun Yat-sun's ideo​logical principles were unavailingly bourgeois and unrelievedly reac​tionary. That Sun's plans for China's future would allow "international finance . . . absolute control" over its industry and trade clearly sug​gested that Sun was the tool of "finance capital."71

Sun's readiness to "compromise" with agrarian capitalists and indus​trialists, his rejection of the "class struggle," and his "demogogic nation​alism" all signaled to Roy the advent of a Chinese fascism.72 Sun's ideol​ogy, the Three Principles of the People, had implied as much.

This matter had apparently escaped the attention of all the theoreti​cians of the Comintern and the Communist intellectuals of the Chinese Communist party. As late as 1927, Georgi Zinoviev could still report that the ideology of Sun Yat-sen was a form of Chinese nationalist populism that had a "progressive and democratic essence."73 On 1 May 1927, Wang Ching-wei of the "Left" Kuomintang and Chen Duxiu issued a "joint statement" affirming that "the Chinese Communist Party is fully aware of the fact that the Kuomintang with its Three Principles of the People is doubtless what the Chinese revolution needs."74 Seemingly, neither the Comintern nor the Chinese Communist party recognized fascism when it was in their midst.

To make matters worse, in July 1926, Chen Duxiu, leader of the Chi​nese Communist party, still referred to Chiang Kai-shek as a "pillar of the Chinese national revolution."73 Chen apparently failed to recognize fas​cism as an ideology, as a party, or in the behaviors of a political leader.

In effect, there was more confusion than science in the Marxist assess​ment of the role and hisToric significance of fascism, Sun Yat-sen, his ide​

ology, Chiang Kai-shek, and the Kuomintang. Stalin had counseled the members of the Comintern that a "bourgeois nationalism," multiclass in membership, that opposed itself to the industrialized "imperialist" pow​ers was an "ally of the proletarian revolution." Stalin's characterization was all but indistinguishable from Fascism's characterization of itself. Mussolini had opposed "proletarian revolution" in Italy for the same rea​sons Stalin opposed it in the China of the 1920s. By the 1930s, Moscow had settled on a hopelessly incompetent definition of generic fascism76 that obscured its affinities with what was transpiring in China. Between the 1930s and the 1940s, the judgments of Communist theoreticians in Moscow and among the leadership of the Chinese Communist party re​mained confused.

In all of this, a curious fact merits reflection. Although the Communist party of Mao Zedong regularly identified the Kuomintang of Chiang Kai-shek as fascist after the early 1940s,77 Mat) continued to support Sun Yal-sen and the ideology he had formulated until the middle of the decade.78 Whatever fascism there was to be found in the Kuomintang, it appar​ently was not to be attributed to Sun as founder of the party.

By the mid-1940s, it was seemingly evident to the leadership of the Chinese Communist party that Chiang Kai-shek was the "representa​tive" of the "big landlords, and the big bankers" as well as the "tool" of international imperialism—and, by implication, the creature of "finance capitalism."7'' Chiang was a fascist, but Sun apparently had not been.

The "science" of Marxism has thus left the interwar political history of China in considerable confusion. It seems clear that all the "orthodox" Marxist-Leninists of the Comintern and the Chinese Communist party, between the early 1920s until the end of the Second World War, remained unsure of the analysis appropriate to the major events we have here con​sidered. The concern turns on the Marxist employment, years later, of the concept "fascism" in order to understand what had transpired between 1920 and 1927. Their invocation of the concept has left us with two sub​sets of problems, each of which can best be considered separately. The first deals with the "fascism" of Sun Yat-sen and the "fascism" of his ide​ology. The second deals with the "fascism" of Chiang Kai-shek and the "fascism" of his Kuomintang. It is to those problems that we can prof​itably turn our attention.
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3
Fascism and Sun Yat-sen

T

he inability of Marxist theory to understand what was transpiring in postdynastic China is testimony of its general failure. Not only was Marxist theory incapable of understanding the political dynamics of China after the revolution of 1911, but it gave every evidence of having misunderstood the doctrines of Sun Yat-sen and the Kuomintang. In ret​rospect, it is clear that Marxist intellectuals failed to understand not only China's antidynastic revolution but also revolutionary reactive national​ism.

M. JM. Roy's conviction that Sun Yat-sen's Three Principles of the People "foreshadowed fascism" was not initially shared by many Marxist-Leninists. There is very little to suggest that any of the important Soviet advisers or Comintern representatives to Nationalist China—dispatched between 1923 and 1927—entertained any notion of the implicit "fascism" of the thought of Sun Yat-sen.1

For the Marxists charged with the responsibility of guiding the Chi​nese revolution, Sun Yat-sen, his ideology, and the movement he founded and led were all "petty bourgeois"—as though such a characterization provided serious insights. For Marxists, all ideologies and all movements other than Marxism were petty bourgeois.

That recognition is a matter of some significance for our purposes. The fact that at least one Marxist imagined Sun Yat-sen's ideology to be not only "petty bourgeois" but fascistic as well reflects on the pretense that Marxism—as a theory—is capable of making meaningful typological and classificatory distinctions. Such distinctions are the basic preliminaries in theory generation. If the Marxists of the Third International imagined themselves equipped with the insights necessary to identify "reac​tionary" nationalism in general or fascism in particular whenever they made their appearance, events in China during the interwar years clearly provided a test case.

Mikhail Markovich Borodin, who served as the Comintern's principal representative to Sun Yat-sen during the most critical years of the Soviet

Union's collaboration with the Kuomintang, never once suggested any misgivings about Sun's revolutionary ideology.2 However "petty bour​geois" Sun's ideology might have been, Borodin apparently never saw ei​ther fascism or reaction in it. For their part, the Chinese Communists sim​ilarly failed to find fascism or reaction in the ideology of Sun throughout the 1920s.3 After the collapse of the first united front in the late 1920s, some of the leaders of the Chinese Communist party found something like fascism in the Kuomintang. But by that time, "fascism" seems to have meant simply anti-Communist and counterrevolutionary to most Marxists. Other than Roy, no Marxists seemed to trace fascism back to the thought of Sun Yat-sen.

For the intellectuals of Communist China, Sun Yat-sen was a "patriot" and a "bourgeois" democrat. Even in the post-Maoist literature of Com​munist China, he is nowhere identified as a "reactionary," a "fascist," or a "protofascist."4 Sun advocated the "capitalist development" of China and in doing so appealed to "Western models" as a guide to the transfor​mation of postdynastic China. But in all of that, for almost all Marxists, he remained simply a "bourgeois nationalist" and nothing more. In the millions of words written about the Chinese revolution, few Marxists of whatever persuasion were able to make any finer distinction.

Marxist Theory and Comparative Politics

It was left to M. N. Roy to discover the fascism in the ideology of Sun Yat-sen. There were others, of course, American and Chinese academics, who belatedly made something of the same discovery. Paul Linebarger, hardly a critic of Sun Yat-sen, suggested that Sun's Three Principles of the Peo​ple, the Snnniin zhuyi, had "something in common with [Italian] Fas​cism."3 Anthony Smith alluded to a family resemblance shared by fas​cism and Sun Yat-sen's revolutionary nationalism.''

In the final analysis, it was left to non-Marxist thinkers to make some sense of all that. What becomes clear, almost immediately, is the recogni​tion that the Marxist-Leninist standard definition of fascism, which be​came available in the 1930s, was of almost no cognitive use whatever. Short of Roy, there was virtually no other Marxist who made a plausible case for identifying elements of a generic fascism in the Three Principles of the People. Roy's conviction that fascism provided the key to the early history of the Chinese revolution might well have represented nothing more than a personal intellectual idiosyncrasy. On the other hand, if Roy had succeeded in identifying something of significance, it Is not at all ev​ident what its significance might have been. Most Marxist theoreticians seemed to have missed it entirely.

The suggestion here will be that the Marxists' confusion resulted from a failure of "theory." Marxist theory, whatever else it might be, is a poor

guide to the analysis of contemporary political developments. One of the principal reasons for its failure turns on the absence of a credible concep​tion of "nationalism" among the ruminations of the founders of Marx​ism. Neither Marx nor Engels considered nationalism to be a matter of any serious theoretical consequence.

That has been recognized by Marxists themselves. Some time ago, Ho​race Davis acknowledged that "Marxism is not adapted to handling the problem of nationalism." Before "Marxism could cope seriously with the problem of nationalism," he maintained, it would have "to rework [that] part of Marx's theory completely."7

The issue is particularly interesting because some non-Marxists, better equipped with a theoretical sense of the role of nationalism in modern revolution, have isolated "fascist" elements in the thought of Sun Yat-sen. Those who have found such elements in Sun's Sanruiu zituyi are those who have taken the political role of nationalist sentiment seriously.

The similarities suggested by non-Marxist theoreticians turns on the reactive nationalism evident in both the thought of Sun and in that of the ideologues of Italian Fascism. It was their common reactive and develop​mental nationalism that suggested the association between Fascism and Sun's Sanniin zlnn/i. Non-Marxists, unencumbered by inherited doctrine, could offer insight into the putative relationship where Marxists could not.

In fact, there is a loose collection of properties that suggests an affinity between the revolutionary nationalism of Sun and that of Italian Fascism. In the 1960s, Mary Matossian argued that some of the most significant revolutionary ideologies of the twentieth century might best be under​stood as common functional responses to determinate historic, social, and economic challenges. Some of the most important of those chal​lenges arise when an industrially backward nation finds itself in sus​tained contact with those industrially advanced. The cultural, political, economic, and strategic disabilities associated with such contact pro​duces a native intelligentsia increasingly sensitive to their nation's vul​nerabilities. Afflicted with a painful sense of inadequacy, they become in​creasingly receptive to the conviction that their community requires large-scale industrialization and modernization if it is to regain control of its destiny/

Matossian argued that the ideologies emerging out of such circum​stances display certain similarities. Among those ideologies sharing a family resemblance, she identified Marxism-Leninism, Italian Fascism, Kemalism, Gandhism, the Indonesian Pantjasila, the Egyptian Philoso​phy of the Revolution, and Sun Yat-sen's Saiimin zhuyi. The suggestion was that Sun's ideology might best be understood in broad comparative context, since it shares certain defining properties with a number of other contemporary doctrines. The similarity of ideas that animate such ide​

ologies are conceived more than the consequence of personal contacts and mimetism; they are a function of a common collective psychology born of common problems and shared socioeconomic influences. None of this appears in Marxist theory, neither in the Marxist theory of revolution nor in the standard Marxist interpretation of fascism.

Non-Marxist scholars, not burdened by the intellectual baggage of a doctrine more than a century old, have undertaken broad comparisons. China's revolution of 1911, for example, has been compared to national​ist and developmental revolutions that have taken place throughout the underdeveloped countries in general.9 Such discussions suggest that Sun Yat-sen's original antidynastic ideological reflections might be construed as responses to an array of political, social, and economic problems more common than not to developing communities suffering delayed or thwarted industrialization.

In a clear sense, such comparative efforts share some methodological features with modern Marxism. Ideologies are understood to be a prod​uct of identifiable socioeconomic factors. Most of the shared properties are qualitative in character and serve to distinguish broad categories within a set of those more inclusive.

It will be argued here that in a broad sense a kinship did, in fact, exist between the revolutionary ideology of Sun and Italian Fascism, just as it exists among many ideologies of delayed or thwarted economic modern​ization. It will be further argued that standard Marxist theory missed most, if not all, of that. The Marxist theory of the Third International sim​ply lapsed back into the traditional formulations of the standard version of fascism—conceiving of it as a passive "tool" of the most retrograde chauvinism of "finance capitalism." That characterization was almost en​tirely useless in the revolutionary circumstances of modern China.

Non-Marxist theoreticians have argued that both fascism and the Three Principles of the People contained elements that were complex ideational products that arise in economically backward communities when those communities find themselves in sustained contact with in​dustrially advanced nations. It is argued, as well, that such a commonal​ity must be qualified by a recognition that each ideology has its own pe​culiar character and that each incorporates a diversity of distinguishable political currents.

Reactive Developmental Nationalism

In the case of Italian Fascism, one of the most important political currents that was to shape doctrine was Italian Nationalism, a critical but distinc​tive component. It fused with several other intellectual elements to pro​duce the mature ideology of Italian Fascism.

Italian Nationalism traced its origins to a prefascist ideological tradi​tion that began to take form around the turn of the twentieth century and found fairly rigorous doctrinal expression among members of the Associ-azone Nazionalista Italiana between 1910 and 1912.10 Among those gen​erally recognized as the intellectual leaders of the prefascist Nationalist Association, Enrico Corradini and Alfredo Rocco are the most prominent. When Mussolini spoke of the ideologues of Italian Nationalism as having "given to Fascism the illumination of doctrine," he mentioned both Cor​radini and Rocco.11 So prominent, in fact, was the influence of Italian Na​tionalism in the ultimate articulation of Fascism that Luigi Salvatorelli coined the expression nazionalfascistuo to emphasize its decisive role.12

Whatever similarities M. N. Roy or Marxists and Western academics found between Italian Fascism and the revolutionary ideology of Sun Yat-sen derive almost exclusively from their shared reactive and devel​opmental nationalism. But that nationalism was only one, if an extremely important, component of Italian Fascism.

In addition to nationalism, Italian Fascism incorporated the political style of F. T. Marinetti's futurism and much of the revolutionary syndi​calism of Roberto Michels, Sergio Panunzio, and A. O. Olivetti.13 For all that, nationalist ideas constituted so dominant a part of Italian Fascism's rationale that Karin Priester has argued that Alfredo Rocco, one of the foremost ideologues of Italian Nationalism, was the actual architect of Fascist doctrine.14 For our purposes, it is significant that Italian National​ism embodied a collection of ideas remarkably similar to those being put together at about the same time by Sun Yat-sen, half a world away. Sun, like the Italian Nationalists of the turn of the century, was searching for nationalist formulae with which he might regenerate China.

Whatever similarities obtain between Sun Yat-sen's ideology and that of Italian Fascism arise, in fact, out of their doctrinal nationalism. The similarities alluded to by Roy, Linebarger, Smith, and Matossian are not specifically fascist, but are characteristic of the reactive and developmen​tal nationalism of communities suffering the disabilities that attend late industrialization and modernization in the modern world.

Nationalism has been, and remains, one of "the most successful politi​cal doctrines ever promoted." It has been identified as one of modern his​tory's "most powerful of historical forces."15 Even Marxists, originally averse to nationalism in principle, have been compelled to deal with it as a mass mobilizing phenomenon of significant consequence.16 Some non-Marxist-Leninisls have delivered themselves of reasonably sophisticated treatments of the subject,17 but, in general, Marxists have failed to treat nationalism as a critical contemporary concern.

Karl Marx had assumed that the revolutions of the mid-nineteenth century would witness the "dissolution of all .. . nationalities,"18 only to

find that the following years were filled with the passion of nationalism. Whether or not Marx succeeded in accommodating his theories to the ev​ident reality of nationalist sentiment among the populations of Europe, it was clear that nationalism would be a major factor in the revolutionary history of modern times.

Marx, in general, held nationalism to be a manipulative product of the bourgeoisie, interested in maintaining a unified and insulated domestic market for its commodities. In the last analysis, nationalism was, to the founders of Marxism, a derivate product of the class struggle.

Marxists have, more frequently than not, dealt with nationalism as an exclusively "bourgeois" concern. In terms of their own contemporary revolutionary responsibilities, they have, with some regularity, treated nationalism as a tactical issue but never as one having intrinsic merit. As a consequence, Marxists interpreted the nationalism of Sun Yat-sen and that of Italian Fascism as instrumental—of interest only as it might be marshaled to the service of proletarian revolution. In and of itself, na​tionalism was a matter of little theoretical concern for Marxists.

Actually, nationalism, both as a movement and an ideological system, has shown itself capable of serving as a powerful revolutionary force quite independent of any class interests. As a matter of theoretical inter​est, "nationalism" more frequently serves as an explanatory concept in any treatment of modern revolution than does "class." Even the most or​thodox Marxists have recognized that peasants and workers have been inspired more frequently by nationalist enjoinments than they have been by invocations to "proletarian internationalism." In the contemporary world, nationalism counts as a major influence in explaining individual and collective revolutionary behavior.

Nationalism, like almost all concepts critical to understanding human political behavior, is "complex" and "impossibly fuzzy."19 However im​precisely, commentators have characterized nationalism as rooted in the primordial psychological sense of community.20 It has been spoken of as an expression of "supreme loyalty" to a community defined in terms of "a circumference within which the sympathy of [members] extends."21 Whatever that community may have been in the past, since at least the eighteenth century, that natural association "within which the sympathy of members extends" has been a political entity identified as the nation-state.22

Among the members of the class of modern nationalisms, Italian Na​tionalists, at the turn of the twentieth century, identified one variant as "new." Italian Nationalists identified the new nationalism as reactive and developmental. In Italy, the "new nationalism" was a response to pro​tracted national humiliation, and an immediate response to national mil​

itary defeat in Africa in 1896. It was a reaction to a failure of national pol​icy in the face of foreign power. It was a reaction to foreign control of the nation's culture and economy. It was a cry for "a place in the sun." It was a demand for economic and industrial development and national re​newal in reaction to a lack of material and technological growth. It was a response to the perceived moral decadence and spiritual torpor of Ital​ians in the face of foreign impostures.23

The evolution of nationalism in China followed a very similar course. Although the awakening of nationalism in China is usually traced to Western incursions during the first decades of the nineteenth century, it was China's defeat by japan and the humiliation of the Treaty of Shi-monoseki in 1896 that clearly marked the transition from a more tradi​tional nationalism to the "new" reactive and developmental nationalism of the contemporary epoch.24 By the end of the nineteenth century, it was clear that China had produced its own variant of reactive and develop​mental nationalism. The reformist thought of those like Kang Yuwei gradually gave way to the nationalism of Liang Qichao.23 In Sun Yat-sen, the new nationalism attained full expression.

The new nationalism, distinct from the old, was less philosophical and "literary." The new nationalism was serious and practical. It was pas​sionate and action oriented. In Italy, the thought of Giuseppe Mazzini gave way to the antisocialist, anti-internationalist, and developmental nationalism of Enrico Corradini and Alfredo Rocco.2* In China, the liter​ary and philosophical reformism of the nineteenth century gave way to the anti-Marxist, developmental nationalism of Sun Yat-sen.

The new nationalism distinguished itself from simple nationalism through its concern with the unbroken, classless integration of conation-als. The new nationalism was informed by a passionate sense of histori​cal mission. It was committed to the mobilization of human and material resources for a drive toward maximal national self-sufficiency and self-sustained economic growth and industrial development. All of that would involve a renovation and regeneration of the cultural and social fabric of the nation through substantial institutional and social changes.27 In this general sense, Italian Nationalism and the revolutionary national​ism of Sun Yat-sen were related ideological species.

In Italy, Corradini and Rocco considered themselves heirs of the Risorgimento, which accomplished the nominal unification and indepen​dence of the Italian peninsula. On the other side of the globe, Sun Yat-sen, before the turn of the twentieth century, identified with the nationalistic impulse of the various anti-Manchu secret societies dedicated to the overthrow of the "foreign Tartars" and the restoration of the nation free of "foreign" domination.28 Sun's founding of the Xing Zhong Hui (Soci​

ety for the Regeneration of China) in 1894,29 and the first appearance of Corradini's journals Leonardo and // Regno in 1903-1904,30 marked a qual​itative change in the character of nationalism in both China and Italy.

As early as the manifesto of the Xing Zhong Hui, Sun argued that its revolutionary purposes extended beyond the simple overthrow of the foreign Qing dynasty. The goals of the society included the full integra​tion of all Chinese into one sovereign nation bound together by a strong, centralized, and unified state.31 Sun advanced the argument for a strong, centralized modern state with the conviction that it would be instrumen​tal in transforming a "loose collection of sand" into a strong nation com​parable to those of Europe and North America.32

Substantially the same ideas are found in the prose of the first Italian Nationalists. Although unified by 1871, Italy, according to Corradini, still lacked a sen.se of integral and collective unity. What the nation required, in his judgment, was a strong, centralized political apparatus that would effectively govern a united community in its competition with the al​ready well-established powers. Only nationalism, in Corradini's assess​ment, could transform Italy's "servile disposition" into a firm resolve that might equip it to contend effectively with Germany, France, and Great Britain.33

Italy, at the turn of the twentieth century, shared all of the disabilities of a less-developed nation among nations that had already achieved eco​nomic development and substantial industrialization. Italy was among the poorer of the "civilized" nations.34 It suffered the disdain of the major powers and w^as consigned, by almost universal judgment, to the role of a hewer of wood and a drawer of water for those more privileged. In an entirely comprehensible sense, Italy shared some of the psychological tensions that provoked the rise of reactive and developmental national​ism in China.

Italian Nationalists and the revolutionary nationalists of Sun Yat-sen were driven by a sense of the vulnerability of their respective nations. The sting of humiliation served to goad their respective intellectuals into putting together what they conceived to be a revolutionary ideology of national rebirth.35 Given the vast differences in political circumstances, the particulars in each case varied in emphasis and specific content, but their similarities are unmistakable. Central to both ideologies was a pre​occupation with economic growth and industrial modernization.

Beginning with the Opium War of 1840, a humiliating series of defeats at the hands of "barbarians" emphasized the efforts at substantive change in China. The self-strengthening movement in the nineteenth cen​tury, for example, clearly prefigured a concern with economic modern​ization and industrialization. Well before the end of the nineteenth cen​tury, a preoccupation with the manufacture of ordnance for national

defense had emerged among the Chinese reformers. They envisioned a modernization of military education, the creation of an effective commu​nications infrastructure for the nation, and the establishment of a steam-powered merchant fleet. Propelled by this momentum, it remained for Sun Yat-sen to formulate a comprehensive, distinctive, and revolutionary program of industrialization and economic development.

By 1920, Sun had developed a modernization program that later be​came an integral part of the revolutionary nationalism of the Sanrniti zhuyi.3b An elaborate plan for infrastructural development included the construction of railways and macadam roadways, telephone and tele​graph systems, irrigation and transport waterways, and publishing facil​ities for mass communication. Sun's plans anticipated a vast program of hydroelectric power generation, fossil fuel extraction, harbor improve​ment, urban and agricultural modernization, resource management, con​servation, and the development of basic and consumer goods industries, as well as state-of-the-art commodity distribution. Sun anticipated that the China that would emerge from such a program would be a strong na​tion capable of assuming, once again, its place at the world's "center."

Sun's developmental program was predicated on the joint involve​ment of private capital and state initiative. Sun was convinced that de​velopment required an economy governed, by and large, by market sig​nals. Such an economy would be allowed a wide latitude for market incentives, always with the condition that market activities would not be undertaken to serve the exclusive interests of capitalism. In the final analysis, the state would control those activities that exceeded the capac​ity of private enterprise or upon which the security of the nation de​pended.37

This was the "socialism" of which Sun spoke in 1920. It was his idea to "make capitalists create socialism in China so that [those] two economic forces .. . [would] work side by side"38 in what was clearly a form of state capitalism. The interventionist state would provide the indicative planning for Sun's program of the "unification and nationalization of in​dustries"—modeled on the features of the war economy that character​ized the Western powers under the productive exigencies of the First World War.*

The industrial base that Sun sought to create was expected to provide the arms necessary to protect the nation against real and potential preda​tors. To enhance its ability to resist aggression, China would need not only an industrial base but political unity. Any form of class warfare or social division that threatened national unity was to be rejected. Sun spoke specifically of avoiding the "class struggle between capital and labor." Any such conflict would impair China's survival potential. As early as 1906, he emphasized the need to avert "social revolution" if

China was to survive in a threatening environment. Domestic conflict could only impair the unity he considered essential for national survival.

This was the doctrine that Lenin identified as "petty bourgeois" and Roy characterized as "casting the shadow of fascism" before itself. Lenin had entirely misunderstood its character, and Roy failed to recognize that what he had intuited was a broad category of modern political move​ments: reactive developmental nationalisms. The "shadow of fascism" he had seen in Sun's Three Principles of the People was, in fact, a develop​mental program of reactive nationalism.

Nazionalfascismo

While Sun was formulating his doctrine, Italian Nationalists put together a similar program for Italy for essentially the same reasons. By 1914, Al​fredo Rocco recommended massive and regular increments of produc​tion as central to the concerns of Italian Nationalism.40 An intensive and extensive "collaboration of industry and the state" was recommended to offset Italy's industrial and economic retardation.41

Like Sun, Italian Nationalists advocated a form of state capitalism in which there was a principled subordination of private initiative, private profit, and private ownership to the "superior interests of the nation, the fatherland."42 Those superordinate interests would find expression in the "rational and perpetual organization of the state," for the state must necessarily be the ultimate agency of national organization and disci​pline.43

Rocco and Corradini spoke of this organization of labor and capital under the auspices of a strong central state as a "system of unitary, or​ganic and integral collaboration."44 What the peninsula required, in Rocco's judgment, was an antiliberal "organic [economic] plan" that in​cluded the construction of modern road, rail, telephone, and telegraph systems, and the expansion of hydroelectric generating plants that would provide the energy for such a program. Rocco went on to speak of the in​tensive development of heavy industry and the modernization of agri​culture. What Italy required was "work, work, and more work, produc​tion, production, and more production."4S

Rocco did not hesitate to identify this mixed system of private initia​tive and private ownership, subject to the regular tutelary control of the interventionist state, as a "socialism" for the nation.46 It was a socialism that would provide the nation with a defense against the "superimperi-alism" of the predatory "plutocratic" powers of the Continent.47 Italy had been humbled and humiliated too long.48 It required a regime of disci​pline, solidarity, and sacrifice if it were to survive and prevail in the face of imposing force.

The implications were perfectly clear. Italian Nationalists, like their Chinese counterparts, deplored class warfare as inimical to national pur​pose.49 They regarded classes as organic components in the "grand unity of forces" that must collaborate in the industrial development and eco​nomic modernization of the nation.50 The Italian Nationalists, like Sun's revolutionaries, were animated by a conviction that their developmental program would provide sufficient benefits to produce a "solidarity of all classes with the state and a solidarity of all .. . with the nation."51 Italy and China required nothing less than a rational, technically competent, and integral collaboration of classes if Italy and China were to rise above their "proletarian" status in a Darwinian world of group competition.52

At the turn of the century, both the Italian and the Chinese nationalists were convinced that their respective nations faced multiple threats, in​cluding external political, military, and economic aggression at the hands of nations industrially more advanced. Both argued that their respective nations were weakened by excessive individualism and regional and parochial loyalties. For Sun, only nationalism could unite the hundreds of millions of Chinese, "save the nation," and forestall "racial destruc​tion."55

Like the Chinese, the Italian Nationalists argued that, in the incessant struggle that typifies the modern world, it would be necessary to evoke a sustained sense of national consciousness among citizens if the nation were to survive. Egoism, factionalism, class warfare, primitivism, under​development, and the absence of civic virtue would condemn a nation to extinction. The advanced industrial and "plutocratic" powers had sur​rounded Italy on all sides, choked its waterways, and dominated its cul​ture and its economy. "If the Italian race" was "not to perish," national​ism would have to steel it to economic and military combat.54

At the turn of the century, the term "race" did not carry with it all the negative implications with which it is presently burdened. In general, the term meant "members of the national community." Both Sun and the Ital​ian Nationalists recognized the distinctions that marked the Flan from the non-Han Chinese or the dark Sicilians from the fair Piedmontese. But there were few reactive nationalists prepared to discriminate against members of the national community because of skin pigment, religious affiliation, or class provenience.55

The new nationalists of the early twentieth century sought strength not only in disciplined unity but in numbers as well. Thus Sun argued that loyalty for the family, which had been traditional in China, should be ex​tended to the nation. That strength in unity would be multiplied by num​bers. Sun rejected Malthusian arguments for the limitation of China's re​productive rate.56 Even though he granted that China already labored under the "pressure of population," he insisted that ways be found to in​

crease its rate of demographic growth.57 The same argument appears in the formulations of the most prominent Italian Nationalists. Numbers, according to Rocco, constituted the "veritable force of the race," and any limitation on the number of births would do irreparable damage to the survival potential of the nation.58

For nationalists, the reluctance to reproduce, to ensure the continuity of the "race," could only be explained by an impaired sense of national responsibility. Decadence, preoccupation with personal comfort, or exag​gerated egotism might cause individuals to fail in their responsibilities to the national community. Both the Chinese and the Italian nationalists sought to offset all of that. In particular, they all set their sights not only on individualism but also on "universalism" as inimical to the well-being and survival of the nation.

If universalism constituted a solvent of regenerative nationalism, indi​vidualism, in whatever guise, was considered equally pernicious. Sun clearly rejected any contract theory of the state that sought to interpret the nation as a voluntary association of individuals. Any such notion of society or the state would reduce either or both to a fragile and insub​stantial aggregate of contracting individuals.

The notion that individuals somehow came together to negotiate the establishment of society or the state implied that individuals somehow possessed rights antecedent to and prior to the establishment of the com​munity and the state. Sun argued that such a conception of rights would weaken the integrity of the "nation group," undermine its viability, and leave the Chinese exposed to every threat.59

Sun argued that "just as each grain of sand must lose its freedom if sand is to be solidified in cement, so the individual in China must also give up his freedom if Chinese society is to become strongly orga​nized."(,u In his judgment, China required organization, discipline, loy​alty, and a disposition among its citizens to sacrifice unto death for the national community.61

The same set of ideas is found in the literature of Italian Nationalism. Italian Nationalists specifically rejected the contract theory of the state, conceiving it as nothing more than a reflection of the enthusiasm for ex​cessive individualism to be found among the bourgeois revolutionaries of the eighteenth century.62 They conceived society and the state as "or​ganic" entities serving purposes that transcended those of the solitary in​dividual. Any emphasis on individual rights and Individual liberties would impair the nation's prospects for survival and would contribute to its disaggregation. "Individualism," Rocco insisted, "predicated on the absence of social solidarity is the affirmation of individual egoism. It pul​verizes society" and exposes the weakened nation to every foe. National​ism, on the other hand, maintains that individual rights and liberties are

conditional grants by the state and society, redeemable only insofar as they contribute to the maintenance and perpetuation of the community,63 In the judgment of Italian Nationalists, what the nation required was the cultivation of collectivist sentiments that would make the "sacrifice of in​dividuals, even unto death," a natural response among Italians.64

Sun and his followers saw China as the victim of "imperialist" and "aggressor" nations; the Italian Nationalists conceived Italy a "proletar​ian" nation, subject to the exploitation of the "plutocratic" powers of the Continent.63 Sun held China to be a "hypocolony" of foreign capitalism; Italian Nationalists saw Italy as a "dependency" and a "hostage" to for​eign capital, foreign culture, and foreign political influence.6" Italy, for all its nominal independence, was an "economic colony."67

The struggle for survival that characterized history, for both Sun and the Italian Nationalists, was not a conflict between individuals or classes, but a conflict between sovereign communities. In the twentieth century, it was a struggle between nations. "Class struggle" among members of the same community was "pathological," not natural. "Class struggle," Sun insisted, "is ... a kind of social disease."68 For both Sun and the Italian Nationalists, the social theories of Marxism were not only fundamentally wrong, but they threatened the survival of the nation.69

For both Chinese and Italian Nationalists, society was an organic unity, which, in order to survive, was composed not of opposing classes but of functionally integrated and mutually supportive elements. Should the re​lationships between the elements be disrupted, the entire organism would be threatened with dissolution. The invocation of the organic analogy carried in its train the image of an organization of parts, some subordinate and others superordinate, Implying a "natural" inequality.

The parts of an organism must, of necessity, be different and perform different functions. The earliest Italian Nationalists insisted that society was composed of components having distinct and hierarchically arranged functions. There was talk of a "heroic" and "ingenious" minor​ity that necessarily undertook the "directive function" in society while the majority subordinated itself to its strategic leadership.70

Sun, in turn, was convinced that people were not born equal71 and that society was divided into three functionally distinct and interdependent elements: a cohort of "seers" or "geniuses"; a cohort composed of those who are "followers" and "doers"; and finally an "unthinking majority," which is led.72 In Harold Schiffrin's judgment, the elitist strain in Sun's thinking was evident as early as 1905: "Sun's frequent references to the interventionist, spearheading role of 'men of determination' reflected his faith in a disciplined and enlightened elite."73

As a consequence of these convictions, both Sun and the Italian Na​tionalists entertained serious reservations about the effectiveness of

Western parliamentary government with its catalog of presuppositions concerning limited government and "inalienable" individual rights.74 Al​though Sun remained convinced until the end of his life that some form of parliamentary democracy would be the ultimate political form a mod​ern China would assume, between the antidynastic revolution of 1911 and 1924 Sun had witnessed the "decided failure" of a "venal" and "cor​rupt" representative government in China.75 Whatever the ultimate po​litical form of the modern China he anticipated, by the mid-1920s Sun was advocating an indeterminate interim of military and tutelary dicta​torship for revolutionary China before the eventual advent of "constitu​tional government."76

Italian Nationalists expressed similar reservations concerning repre​sentative political institutions. "True Italian democracy" would be a democracy of efficiency and competence, not a democracy of corruption and parasitism like that of post-Risorgimento Italy.77 Italy's future dem​ocracy would be government by representatives of interdependent func​tional bodies rather than representatives of geographic spaces or oppos​ing classes. The future democracy would be a corporative government of "force and authority."78

For both Sun and the Italian Nationalists, the revolutionary outcomes they anticipated necessitated significant changes in the collective psy​chology of the nation. For Sun, it meant the recovery and renovation of traditional Chinese virtues, the most fundamental of which was loyalty. Loyalty to the nation was the linchpin of Sun's conception of a new China.

What Chinese renewal required was people prepared to sacrifice everything for the welfare of the nation. Sun maintained that the people must fulfill their duties to the revolutionary state; anyone who did not would forfeit all rights of citizenship. Such a person would become a "vagabond" and a "common enemy of the state." With such persons, Sun insisted, the stale must deal harshly. They must be "compelled" to do their duty.74

For Italian Nationalists, "only a spiritual reformation could transform Italian life." It was the state's obligation to superintend and direct that re​formation and rededication to the traditional civic and patriotic virtues of ancient Rome. Only such a "formation of true political consciousness among the masses" would make a new, true "Italian democracy" operable.8"

Both Sun and the major Italian Nationalists considered these reforms a major part of the solution to the central problem besetting their respec​tive "oppressed" and "proletarian" nations —the problem of economic, political, and cultural exploitation of retarded and industrially backward nations by those more advanced.

Reactive and Developmental Nationalism in Comparative Perspective

Both Sun and the Italian Nationalists identified economic underdevelop​ment as one of the central problems afflicting their respective nations, rendering Marxist socialism, in their opinion, totally irrelevant to their revolutionary purposes. Both Sun and the Italian Nationalists under​stood Marxism to be a program of social revolution for industrially ad​vanced nations—a guide to postindustrial revolution—and thus totally irrelevant to the problems of exploited less-developed communities.81

One of the reasons82 Sun decided to allow his Kuomintang to pursue a connection with the Bolsheviks in the early 1920s turned on the convic​tion that the "Marxist" revolution in Russia had revealed itself to be any​thing but Marxist. He perceived the revolutionaries in Russia not as Marxists in any strict sense, but as advocates of revolutionary develop​mental nationalism. The realities of Russia's economic conditions had transformed Marxist Utopian notions into Penin's attempt at a sustain​able developmental program through his New Economic Policy (NEP). Sun saw in some of the features of the NEP a compatibility with his own Three Principles of the People. He argued that in a perfectly comprehen​sible sense, Lenin had reshaped Bolshevism "into a Sanmin zhin/i revolu​tion."83 Bolshevism in Russia had been transformed by circumstances into an incoherent nationalist and developmental program in the effort to defend the new nation against foreign threats.

In substance, Sun anticipated by almost half a century an assessment now common In the professional literature. "Marxist" revolutions in the twentieth century, however else they might conceive themselves, are de​velopmental nationalisms. Their real opponents are not domestic classes but foreign oppressors.84 All of this had been lost on Marxist theoreti​cians and Roy, who alone among them sensed something of it all, failed to give it credible interpretation.

Like Sun, Italian Nationalists recognized some of the same features in the revised Marxism that made its appearance in Bolshevik Russia. Ital​ian Nationalists early perceived that Marxism, in Bolshevik Russia, had been transformed into a kind of developmental dictatorship. In 1919, Dino Grandi, then a young Nationalist ideologue, insisted that the Rus​sian revolution was an expression of national resistance to the impos​tures of foreign "plutocracies." Whatever "Marxism" there was in the Russian revolution was transmuted by the protracted crisis of the 1920s into an assertive nationalism. By the early 1920s, Grandi argued that whatever else it was, the "socialism" of the Soviet Union was a national socialism, more given to the rehabilitation of the nation than to interna​tional revolution.

Grandi maintained that events in Russia clearly indicated that the great conflicts of the twentieth century would involve nations rather than classes.85 Only a grievous misassessment could induce Marxists to im​pair the developmental and defense capabilities of their nation by pursu​ing a class war when the historic situation demanded national economic development, discipline, sacrifice, and unanimity in the face of mortal challenge.

Thus, both Chinese and Italian nationalists rejected the notion that the twentieth century would be host to "class struggle." They saw no merit whatever in the conflict between the "proletarians" and the "bour​geoisie" of the same nation. Nationalists have always argued that the most fundamental interests of the individual citizen lie not in the revolu​tionary success of his class but in the survival and well-being of his na​tional community.

Nationalists have never conceived their program, their leaders, or their membership to be "petty bourgeois" or "bourgeois" in origin. Like all re​active and developmental revolutionary nationalist movements of the twentieth century, their program, their leadership, and their membership derived from all classes in society.Hb The leaders and members of nation​alist organizations were nationalists—not members of any specific class.

Those Marxists like M. N. Roy, who saw "fascism" in Sun's Three Prin​ciples of the People, were seeing, in fact, the elements of reactive and de​velopmental nationalism to be found in great abundance in the revolu​tionary movements of the twentieth century. However perceptive some Marxists may have been, they had failed to understand the reality of what was transpiring. The "petty bourgeois" ideology of Sun was not a prefiguration of Italian Fascism. It was, in substantial part, an Asian vari​ant of a developmental nationalism that was to become increasingly common among the less developed communities in the twentieth cen​tury. Sun's Three Principles of the People was an instantial case of a class of movements that were to define revolution in our time.

The class of reactive nationalist, developmental revolutions alluded to is very inclusive and, in the judgment of many, covers those revolutions that pretend to be "Marxist-Leninist" and "international" in original in​tention. For our purposes here, the similarities between Sun's national​ism and that of the Italian Nationalists identify the features that charac​terize them both as instantial cases of the class of movements under consideration.

Those similarities suggest features that characterize the range of polit​ical movements and regimes that fall under the general rubric "reactive and developmental nationalism." At the abstract level at which typolo​gies generally commence, those similarities are difficult to deny.

As reactive nationalist systems accede to power and mature in control, the single, elitist, hegemonic party emerges to dominate the political en​vironment. The party is generally led by a "charismatic" and "inerrant" leader—spokesman for a formal doctrine that legitimates minoritarian rule. At certain stages of their maturation, such systems mobilize masses through political theater—the employment of signs, symbols, and highly choreographed rituals.

Such systems exercise control through a variety of devices, including extensive, if not comprehensive, dominance of the economy. The general population is enrolled in a variety of organizations ranging over virtually all ages and all citizen activities. The military supplies the behavioral and normative model for all. At some stage in their development, all such systems are non- or antidemocratic in the sense that the industrialized democracies understand "democracy."

As reactive systems, these regimes tend to perceive themselves sur-
rounded by real or potential enemies
traditional opponents such as

"racial" antagonists, "imperialists," or privileged "plutocracies." Endur​ing threat generates the necessity for national defense, which in turn rec​ommends extensive and intensive industrialization and economic growth.

Such systems seek their "place in the sun," a redistribution of the world's space and resources. They tend to be irredentist and sometimes expansive. They seek the restoration of "lost lands," the reincorporation of separated "conationals," and/or expansion into what is considered adequate "living space."

Some of these systems—certainly not all—have the potential of evolv​ing into what social scientists have long identified as "totalitarianisms." It is uncertain what the initial properties must be that contribute to such an evolution in the case of members of the class, nor is it clear what en​vironmental stimuli advance the process; it is just that the twentieth cen​tury has seen enough instances of such developments that the potential must be acknowledged.

The twentieth century has witnessed any number of such systems, dis​playing some or all of the defining features of the class. It has seen them arise, sometimes falter and fail, and sometimes mature in single-party dictatorships or totalitarianism. Social science has little cognitive pur​chase on such systems and their life cycle. Although they share sustained similarities, they differ in important respects, just as individuals share features of a class yet differ in substantial ways from their comembers.

Thus, what M. N. Roy identified in the political aspirations of Sun Yat-sen was not the long shadow of fascism but the outlines of a reactive and developmental nationalism. It was the same outline that Sun recognized

in the reformed Marxism of V. I. Lenin's New Economic Policy of the early 1920s.

That there are differences between the members of the class of reactive and developmental nationalist systems is important. Sun's doctrine dif​fered in a variety of ways from that of the Italian Nationalists, and by im​plication, Mussolini's Eascism.

Thus, although Sun argued that political authoritarianism would be re​quired to shepherd less-developed nations along the trajectory of accel​erated growth and industrialization for an indeterminate period of time, he always insisted that the process would conclude with "constitutional government." There is no doubt that his ultimate ideal was a government that shared the distinguishing features of those that currently govern the industrial democracies. That may not have been true of Italian National​ists.87

More than that, Italian Nationalism was far more assertive and aggres​sive than the nationalism of Sun Yat-sen. Italian Nationalists, while adamantly opposed to the imperialism of the "sated" and "plutocratic" powers, anticipated and advocated territorial expansion for revolution​ary Italy.88 That sentiment passed without dilution in paradigmatic fas​cism.

Sun spoke of the future, when China would become strong and would easily win "first place in the council of nations." He even alluded to the possibility of reconstructing a new system of voluntary dependencies around a restored China—tributaries attracted by China's power.8" Such expectations were predictable from a nationalist convinced that his na​tion's political thought was the most perfect in the world and that "Heaven" wished to use China "to foster the world's progress.""" But there was remarkably little territorial expansionism and military aggres​siveness anticipated in Sun's program for the restoration of China to its place in the world.

The tone and temper of the expansionism of Italian Nationalism, and subsequently Fascism, on the other hand, was transparently different. Italian Nationalists spoke frankly of the conquest of territories that had never been part of historic Italy or of historic Rome, for that matter. They were addressing the fact that European imperialism had extended itself throughout Africa and Asia, and Italy had been left without the colonies that might provide it the resource base and the market supplements that were critical, in their judgment, to survival in the world of the early twentieth century. Mature Fascism assumed essentially the same pos​tures.

The differences between Chinese and Italian Nationalism seem to turn on the fact that although both advocated a maximally self-contained and self-sustaining economy of national development,91 Italy enjoyed few of

the prerequisites necessary for their attainment. Proper national defense, political autonomy, and international sovereignty required, in the judg​ment of both Chinese and Italian Nationalists, maximal economic inde​pendence. For that reason, both Sun and the Italian Nationalists advo​cated import substitution and domestic industry protection as part of a policy of autarkic national development. They sought inspiration and di​rection not in the free trade economic prescriptions of Adam Smith but in the national developmental program of Friedrich List.92 All of that passed from the Italian Nationalists to Fascism without change.

Self-sufficiency and self-sustaining economic growth and develop​ment required, however, adequate resource and territorial potential. In this regard, in the view of Italian Nationalists, and the Fascists in turn, Italy was hopelessly malprovisioned. Italy lacked all the subsoil re​sources prerequisite to intensive industrialization or economic self-sufficiency. Furthermore, they argued, Italy possessed less arable soil, per capita, than any other nation in Europe.93 As a consequence, Rocco insisted that "for Italy, a nation without raw materials, lacking in capital, but under enormous population pressure, only an expansive foreign policy [could] resolve the ... fundamental problems of economic life."94 Should there be no other alternative, "war and conquest |would] radi​cally solve such problems."93

Sun Yat-sen, on the other hand, had every confidence that China's re​sources were more than adequate. "China," he told his audiences, "equals America in the vastness of territory and the richness of resources, and her agricultural and mineral wealth potentially is even greater than that of America." He was convinced that China possessed "unlimited supplies of raw materials and cheap labor."*

In effect, Italian Nationalism was an exacerbated reactive, revolutionary, and developmental nationalism, but Sun's nationalism was not. Whereas Sun could speculate on a time when the nations of the world might settle into an "ideal brotherhood," Italian Nationalists foresaw only a future in which the revolutionary Italian nation, having wrested its place in the sun from demographically stronger and resource-rich competitors, would remain forever threatened.

It was in this form that Italian Nationalism lent its doctrine to Mus​solini's Fascism. And it was that, if nothing more, that decisively distin​guished Sun's nationalism from fascism.

There were other features of both Sun's nationalism and that of Italian Nationalism that require some consideration. Until its coalescence into the ranks of Italian Fascism, for instance, Italian Nationalism largely re​mained an intellectual movement of literary luminaries and political thinkers. It was Fascism that gave Italian Nationalism a mass base and an armed political force.

Like Italian Nationalism, Sun's nationalism was originally a preoccu​pation of intellectuals. Whatever the involvement of Sun and his organi​zation in China's antidynastic revolution, political events largely pro​ceeded outside their control. There was little that could credibly pass as "mass mobilization" by Sun's clandestine revolutionary organizations. Only after the reorganization of the Kuomintang, following the rap​prochement with the Soviet Union in the early 1920s, did Sun and his fol​lowers attempt to create a mass following and a political army.97

If the category of "reactive developmental nationalism" includes, whatever their differences, Italian Nationalism, Fascism, and Sun's Three Principles of the People, they must all be acknowledged to be varieties and subvarieties of the class. Although Italian Nationalism passed virtu​ally intact into Italian Fascism, Fascism was, nonetheless, something more than Italian Nationalism. Some of the traits specifically identified with Mussolini's Fascism originated in the lucubrations and experience of other than Nationalist theoreticians so that what emerged was some​thing other than the ideology of Italian Nationalism.

Marxist theoreticians never seemed to understand any of this. As a consequence, they never really understood the ideology or the political systems generated by the revolutionary activities of Sun Yat-sen, Italian Nationalism, or Mussolini's Fascism. What M. N. Roy identified as an anticipation of "fascism" in Sun's doctrines was, in fact, a confused recognition that The Three Principles of the People, Italian Nationalism, and Fascism were variants of a class of reactive, developmental nation​alisms.

Whatever their differences, and however important those differences might be, all sought to secure their respective nations a place in the sun. For Marxists to see in all of that only the product of the "bourgeoisie's" effort to postpone the "inevitable" proletarian revolution is evidence of theoretical incompetence. To imagine that reactive nationalist move​ments were the passive instrument of "counterrevolution" underwritten by "finance capitalism" is a howling implausibility.

The theoreticians of the Comintern went into China with just such im-plausibilities as tools. They were unsure of the doctrines of Sun and how they were to be interpreted. They were hopelessly confused about what "fascism" might be. As a consequence, they brought ruin to the Chinese Communist party in 1927 and confused observers everywhere—includ​ing Mao Zedong and his followers.

Mao Zedong and his followers, confused by their mentors in Moscow, reorganized after the critical defeats of 1927 and 1928, and embarked upon their own revolution. In the course of that revolution they, like M. N. Roy, identified fascism once again in the ranks of the Kuomintang. If, for Mao's followers, Sun Yat-sen remained a "national patriot" and a rev​

olutionary "anti-imperialist," by the early 1940s, Maoists conceived the Kuomintang to be China's "fascism."

In what measure Maoist theory, as a variant of Marxist theory, assists in understanding political events in China can be determined, at least in part, by considering what Maoists have had to say about fascism in China—particularly the fascism of the Kuomintang.
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4
Marxism, Maoism, Fascism, 
and the Kuomintang

W

hatever the pretensions of Marxism as a social science, both Soviet and Chinese Marxists found it difficult to make theoretical sense of what was transpiring in postdynastic China. Equipped as it was with its standard version of fascism, the Comintern and its agents nonetheless apparently failed to track, at the time, the emergence, trajectory, or en​durance of what they later identified as fascism in China. Only sometime after the debacle of 1927-1928, which cost the Chinese Communist party much of its leadership and a good deal of its membership, did Soviet Marxists begin to characterize Chinese "counterrevolutionaries" as "fas​cists." Only years after the events did M. N. Roy, one of the Comintern's major representatives in China, trace Chinese fascism to its source in the revolutionary ideology of Sun Yat-sen.1

For their part, Chinese Marxists apparently never made the connec​tion. Nowhere in Chinese Communist literature does one find a reference to Sun's Three Principles of the People, the Sanmin zlmyi, as "fascist," "protofascist," or containing "elements of fascism."

In fact, as late as 1940, Mao Zedong could still insist that "the Three Principles |of the People] ... as interpreted by Dr. Sun Vat-sen in 1924 [were] basically similar to the communist political program for the stage of the democratic revolution in China."2 At precisely the same time, how​ever exculpatory his judgment concerning Sun, Mao intimated that in the years since 1924 the Kuomintang had become fascist—and that its "fas​cism" had found expression specifically in Chiang Kai-shek's doctrine of "Vitalism."3 According to Mao, at some time between the death of Sun Yat-sen in 1925 and the appearance of vitalism in 1934, the Kuomintang had transformed itself into a vehicle for Chinese fascism.

At best, the notion that vitalism gave ideological expression to a form of Chinese fascism was curious. Vitalism, or the "New Life Movement" as it is generally identified in the West, was, in principle, an effort on the

part of the nationalist government to instill a modern sense of discipline and conscientiousness among the citizenry of the republic.4 Such efforts are common among reactive nationalist and developmental movements everywhere. Founded in early 1934, the New Life Movement was dedi​cated to "the social regeneration of China."5

The regenerative injunctions of the New Life Movement included everything from loyalty to the nation to respect for the flag, a readiness to sacrifice for the national community, and a reform of personal hygiene. The New Life Movement was singularly undistinguished. It sought to remedy collective defects by exhortation and evocative appeal.

Most nationalist and developmental movements in our time have em​barked upon similar programs calculated to bring their populations into the twentieth century. Nationalists everywhere have sought to reawaken what have generally been considered the traditional virtues of self-sacrifice, frugality, loyalty, and discipline among conationals. That some have identified features of the Hitlerjugend or the Fascist Balilla in such efforts6 only indicates that they have failed to appreciate how common​place such regenerative efforts are. Many of the same features can be found in movements ranging from black nationalist movements in the United States to the Soviet or Cuban Young Pioneers.7

Such regenerative efforts commonly involve military or paramilitary training. Nationalist and developmental movements, more frequently than not, emerge in political environments of protracted crisis and per​ceived threat. Military training seems to recommend itself. In many cases, military training is part of the reactive "masculine protest" to real or fancied national humiliation.

In effect, there was nothing in the New Life Movement that was specif​ically fascist. Certainly, the Chinese Marxists did not so characterize it when it first manifested itself in early 1934. In fact, for a very long time Chinese Marxists did not identify "fascism" in the political activities of the Kuomintang, even though as early as 1928 they conceived its sup​pression of Communist activities in China as part of a program of "White Terror."8 By 1934, Mao regularly reiterated that "the imperialists and the Kuomintang" had long conspired together to defeat the "prole​tarian revolution." According to China's Marxists, Chiang Kai-shek and the Kuomintang had enlisted themselves in the service of the "evil gen​try," "big bureaucrats," and the Chinese "compradors"—all of whom were under the ultimate direction of international imperialism.9 The devastation of the Chinese Communist party in 1927-1928 was under​stood to have been a consequence of the fact that "the imperialists" had ordered its "lackeys," the landlord and comprador classes, to direct a compliant Chiang Kai-shek and a submissive Kuomintang to "betray" the Chinese revolution.10

For China's Marxist-Leninists, the political behaviors of the Kuom​intang were to be understood in the standard terms of "class warfare." Neither Chiang Kai-shek nor his party could be independent actors on the China scene. They had to be unreflecting tools of the bourgeoisie and, ultimately, of "international imperialism."

However familiar, none of that, apparently, was sufficient to identify either Chiang Kai-shek or the Kuomintang as fascist. Whatever the Com​intern or M. N. Roy may have thought at the time, the intellectual lead​ership of Marxism-Leninism in China failed to see fascism in either the doctrines of Sun Yat-sen or the class-driven activities of the Kuomintang. Even though possessed of the Kremlin's standard version of fascism as the compliant "instrument" of international finance capitalism, the Marx​ists of China still failed to recognize fascism in its Chinese incarnation until the early 1940s.

Even though Mao insisted that the "big bourgeoisie" and the "landlord class" directed all Kuomintang policy, he was reluctant to identify either Chiang Kai-shek or the Kuomintang as "fascist" until as late as 1941." As already indicated, until the mid-1940s, Mao continued to insist that Chi​nese Marxists should labor for the implementation of the Kuomintang's Three Principles of the People.12

Whatever fascism the Chinese Marxists were to later discover in the New Life Movement of the mid-1930s seems not to have been recognized as such at the time. Only in 1943 did Mao begin to speak about a "Kuom​intang comprador-feudal fascist dictatorship" predicated on "one party, one doctrine, and one leader."13

That the theoreticians of Communist China traced fascism to the New Life Movement—however belatedly—is interesting for a number of rea​sons. The New Life Movement itself was largely a product of the enter​prise of a small but aggressive minority among the members of the Kuomintang. Often identified as the Blue Shirt Society, that minority was composed of revolutionaries committed to the regeneration of a faltering China, threatened from within by moral and political decay, and facing invasion by a determined external enemy14

The Chinese Blue Shirt Society

in early 1932, the Blue Shirt Society was founded in Nanjing. Composed of fervent nationalists, it was dedicated to the mobilization of masses and the inculcation of nationalist virtues among them. By the end of 1932, the Blue Shirts had established branches in almost every provincial capital of the republic. By 1934, they had organizational offices in every major city, sections in each county capital, and cells in a variety of institutions, in​cluding local Kuomintang party committees, military units, newspaper

offices, radio stations, and educational establishments. Members were drawn from every social and economic provenance. They included work​ers, small capitalists, students, and intellectuals.

By 1938, the Blue Shirts listed more than 100,000 members in its Chi​nese Renaissance Society, one of the public organizations it sponsored as part of its program of national regeneration. The Renaissance Society was only one of its undertakings.

The Blue Shirts were the sponsors of at least four mass campaigns dur​ing the 1930s, among which the New Life Movement was one of the less important. The National Voluntary Labor, the National Economic Recon​struction, and the Military Education Movements exceeded the New Life Movement in importance. The Voluntary Labor Movement mobilized tens of thousands of citizens for public economic and defense projects. In 1937, 60,000 citizens were mobilized to clear and dredge rivers and streams and 20,000 more were employed in the construction of a line of defensive entrenchments, more than 100 miles long, in the doomed effort to defend Nanjing from Japanese attack.

All of this must be understood within the context of revolution in post-dynastic China. In the early 1920s, when there was every reason to be​lieve that Sun Yat-sen already had intimations of early demise, an effort was made to reorganize the Kuomintang. Under the influence of Soviet advisers, Sun sought the overhaul and restructuring of his revolutionary party. Long a loosely structured clandestine organization of intellectuals and revolutionary adventurers, after the collapse of the dynasty, Sun rec​ognized that the Kuomintang required a mass base if it was to free itself from dependency on a mercenary military and succeed in its programs.13

The 1924 reorganization of the Kuomintang sought to create a highly centralized party structure, animated by an articulate ideology and char​acterized by tight discipline. The party was to create its own political army charged with its defense, as well as a collateral propaganda appa​ratus calculated to attract and effectively harness a mass following.16 Sun was to serve as the party's leader (Tsungli), with the power to direct and control the conduct of party functionaries.

The party constitution of 1924 contained six articles devoted to the powers and responsibilities of the Tsungli. All party members were en​joined to "obey the Tsungli's leadership and exert themselves in the im​plementation of [the party's] principles." The Tsungli was to serve as chairman of both the National Party Congress and the party's Central Ex​ecutive Committee.

The reorganization of the Kuomintang in 1924 was the product of a va​riety of influences. After the collapse of the Qing dynasty in 1912, China disintegrated into regional enclaves. When Sun Yat-sen resigned as the leader of the military government in Canton in May 1918, his prospects

were few. He was discouraged and disillusioned. He found little support among the hapless masses of southern China, and the loyalty of follow​ers resulted more from personal attachment than ideological conviction.

Clearly, what the revolution required was a modern political party that was capable of mobilizing masses in the service of national economic and military development. The decisions that resulted in the reorganization of the Kuomintang in 1924 arose out of that recognition, and out of Sun's appreciation of some of the contemporary European social science litera​ture available to him.

His conviction that the Chinese revolution required determined lead​ers who would employ executive powers to direct a truly centralized and disciplined mass-mobilizing revolutionary party arose out of his own ex​perience, a familiarity with theoretical works such as those provided by Roberto Michels,17 and the urging of Soviet advisers who had made their appearance in revolutionary China in those years.

Sun's decision to embark on the reorganization of the Kuomintang was more than a response to his Soviet advisers. It was shaped by Michels's judgment that even revolutions inspired by ultimate democratic princi​ples must employ "military discipline" in the protracted period of transi​tion from the old to the new order.18 It was Michels, together with those European theorists who conceived governance to be forever character​ized by the presence of dominant elites, who convinced Sun that revolu​tionary leaders served as the nonsubstitutable catalysts of successful rev​olution.

Thus, before his death Sun Yat-sen was convinced of both the special role of elites in revolutionary situations and the efficacy of modern revo​lutionary parties. The reorganization of the Kuomintang followed in 1924. The reorganization was designed to produce a mass-mobilizing, leader- and elite-dominant, hierarchically structured revolutionary party committed to the Three Principles of the People. In institutional form and political character, the 1924 party charter of the Kuomintang shared fea​tures that would be found in many nationalist and developmental revo​lutionary parties then and since.

The confusion following Sun's death in 1925, and the subsequent struggle for political control in a fractious environment, left the Kuom​intang itself disorganized and uncertain. The dissolution of the "united front" with the Chinese Communists in 1927-1928, the Kuomintang's military effort to reunite China, and the attempts to deflect the increasing aggression of the Japanese all compromised the Kuomintang's efforts at economic development and political reorganization.

Whatever the efforts at reorganization, the years between 1925 and 1930 found the Kuomintang wracked by divided loyalties.19 The mobi​lization of the masses remained irregular and, in considerable measure,

unsatisfactory at least in part because of the competitive intervention of the Chinese Communist party.20 As a consequence, by the beginning of the 1930s, the most desperate members of the Kuomintang organized themselves into the Blue Shirt Society, dedicated to the realization of the goals of the original reorganization of the party undertaken almost a decade earlier.

Why the Blue Shirts or the New Life Movement were singled out as representatives of "Chinese fascism" is very difficult to understand. They entertained neither ideological convictions, strategic orientations, nor tactical postures that distinguished them from the reorganized Kuom​intang that Sun Yat-sen authorized in 1924. What they were was more desperate. By the early 1930s, republican China was threatened with ex​tinction. What the Blue Shirts sought, in response, was a leader "like Mussolini or Stalin" who could energize a flaccid China. They sought a disciplined party that could mobilize revolutionaries who might, through obedience and personal sacrifice, restore China's dignity in the face of internal and external threat.21

That Fascist Italy, in a dozen years, had taken a "broken and divided Italy" and, through the agency of a disciplined mass mobilizing party, had produced in its stead a "leading power" was cited as demonstrative evidence of China's need of just such a truly revolutionary political orga​nization. Thus, when Chiang Kai-shek addressed China's need to rigor​ously control consumption, systematically inculcate the work-and-sacrifice ethic, and cultivate the civic virtues of loyalty and obedience among the nation's citizenry, he cited Fascist Italy and National Socialist Germany as instructive instances of success,22 just as Sun, before him, had cited the Soviet Union as just such an exemplary case.23

It was not Italian Fascism or German National Socialism, per se, that Chiang Kai-shek or the Blue Shirts recommended to the revolutionaries of China. What the Blue Shirts found admirable in Italian Fascism and German National Socialism was the same thing they, and Sun Yat-sen, found attractive in Bolshevism. All these movements had succeeded in restoring dignity to their respective national communities. Fascist Italy, National Socialist Germany, and the Soviet Union had all succeeded in overcoming domestic disabilities, internal dissension, economic con​straints, and international threat through the agency of a "dedicated rev​olutionary party under the leadership of men of integrity."

They had all accomplished that by dint of revolutionary elan, organi​zational integrity, political discipline, nationalist enthusiasm, and moral rectitude. In the judgment of the Blue Shirts, China required nothing less.

In making their case, the Blue Shirts were saying nothing more, nor anything less, than Sun Yat-sen had said a decade before. In the pream-bulatory discussions on the reorganization of the Kuomintang in 1924,

Sun had acknowledged that his party needed the ideological integrity and the organizational discipline of the Bolsheviks. That was not in any​way to suggest that Sun anticipated that the Kuomintang would aban​don the Three Principles of the People for Leninism.24 Similarly, the Blue Shirts never recommended the abandonment of the Three Principles of the People for a fascist alternative.

That Western scholars, following the intimations of Chinese Marxists, identified "Chinese fascism" with the Blue Shirts remains a source of considerable puzzlement.25 That Marxist theoreticians have sought to support the thesis is more easily understood, but no more persuasive.2'1

The Blue Shirts, like Chiang Kai-shek and the Kuomintang, remained resolutely committed to the doctrines of Sun Yat-sen. They were devel​opmental nationalists, absorbed in the economic development and the military defense of the national community. In the service of that devel​opment and that defense, they sought the regeneration of China through the disciplined auspices of the New Life Movement.

It would be entirely unrealistic to attempt to suggest the intricacies of the relationship between the Chinese Communist party and the Nation​alist government as they participated in yet another "united front," at that time during the long struggle against the Japanese invaders, but part of the reason the Blue Shirts were singled out as "fascists" was to provide China's Marxist theoreticians an Issue with which to divide, and weaken, the Kuomintang.27 The Chinese Communist party always anticipated a time when the Kuomintang would have to be directly defeated.

In those circumstances, the issue of "eapitulationism" was regularly raised, with the intimation that the "right wing" of the Kuomintang—the Blue Shirts or their equivalent—was prepared to surrender to imperial​ism and betray the nation. China's Marxist theoreticians were to exploit the prospect of capitulation to imperialism by a "Chinese fascism."

Since "fascism" had been defined by the Comintern as the tool of fi​nance capital and imperialism, fascists in China would be expected to be entirely susceptible to their importunings. Through a series of entail​ments, resting on premises provided by the standard Marxist-Leninist in​terpretation of fascism, it was maintained that the Blue Shirts were em​ployed exclusively in the suppression of Chinese Communism, rather than a defense of the homeland from imperialism, because they were the agents of foreign interests. Only the anti-imperialism of the Chinese Communist party could be trusted to defend the nation. Anything less would be a concession to defeat.

These were the arguments used by the Chinese Communist party to at​tack the Kuomintang by indirection. All the implications were evident. Whatever could be said of the "fascist right wing" or the "fascist Blue Shirts" could be said of the Kuomintang.

Thus, according to Mao Zedong, Chiang Kai-shek and the Kuomintang were not only the "representatives" of the "big bourgeoisie," but they un​dertook political activities at the "instigation" of "imperialists."28 They were captives of international finance capitalism, and international fi​nance provided the direction and substance of imperialism.

This entire line of argument was a product of the original Marxist-Leninist interpretation of fascism. It was not only predicated on the false premise that fascism was the creature of finance capitalism, but it entirely misunderstood the anti-imperialism of Sun Yat-sen and the Kuomintang. The theoretical failures of Marxism-Leninism in general, and those of the Chinese Marxists in particular, compounded revolutionary China's prob​lems during the time of the Japanese invasion and the civil war that fol​lowed.

Marxist-Leninists never seemed to understand Sun's recommended policies concerning comprehensive national development, foreign impe​rialism, and the defense of China's territorial and political sovereignty. In not understanding Sun, they failed to understand the Kuomintang and the Blue Shirts as well.

Sun Yat-sen, Marxism, and Imperialism

Sun Yat-sen's doctrinal position was well-established by the time he en​tered into rapprochement with the Soviet Union in 1924. Whatever tacti​cal reasons Sun Yat-sen may have had for entering into that rapproche​ment, he made very clear that whatever the relationship between the Soviet Union and Nationalist China, Marxism had absolutely no place in the revolutionary program of the Kuomintang.2" That rejection included the prevalent Marxist-Leninist notions concerning uprisings on the pe​riphery of world imperialism in order to support and foster world revo​lution.

In his final lectures on the Three Principles of the People, Sun charac​terized Marxism, with its anticapitalism and its commitment to un​remitting domestic and international class warfare, as "pathological."30 The fact was that Sun unequivocally rejected all the central tenets of Marxism as Marxism found expression in the revolutionary creed of Marxism-Leninism. Although Sun was pleased to refer to his social poli​cies as "socialism," his socialism was predicated on the cultivation of Chinese industrial capitalism—and to that end, on systematic collabora​tion with all domestic and international forces capable of providing as​sistance.31

Characteristic of revolutionary developmental nationalism, Sun's doc​trine did not emphasize domestic "class struggle" but collaboration in pursuit of economic growth and development.32 Increasing agricultural

yield and accelerated Industrial growth were the central preoccupations of his system and might require calculated collaboration with advanced industrial nations.33

As early as 1904, Sun argued that the economic development and in​dustrial modernization of China not only required the protection of the "lives and property of all persons"34 but, more than that, collaboration with the major foreign powers. Sun recognized that China was capital poor and consequently required major financial investments from the in​dustrially advanced nations of the West. But foreign investments could not be obtained without the security of capital and assurance of the repa​triation of profit.35

Sun argued that China would "not be able to promote . . . industries by [its] own knowledge and experience [or its own] capital; we cannot," he went on, "but depend upon the already created capital of other countries. If we wait until we ourselves have enough capital before we start to pro​mote industry, the process of development will be exceedingly slow. ... So we shall certainly have to borrow foreign capital to develop our ... facilities, and foreign brains and experience to manage them."36

Sun anticipated extensive collaboration with the advanced industrial democracies. They would supply capital and allow the transfer of tech​nology in exchange for access to the vast Chinese market. For Sun, all of China "would be open to foreign trade . . . and a grand field hitherto un​dreamed of would be opened to the social and economic activities of the civilized world."37

With its low-cost labor and its seemingly boundless resources, China "would create an unlimited market for the whole world."38 The ad​vanced industrial powers would supply the capital and would collabo​rate with China in "joint action" to provide investment opportunities for international financial institutions, commodity markets for foreign in​dustry, and offshore assembly and production facilities for commodity production.3"

The general failure of Marxist theoreticians to appreciate the fact that Sun Yat-sen had a reasonably sophisticated understanding of interna​tional trade and investment, as well as programmatic convictions about national development, led them to imagine that his programs were noth​ing more than simple concessions to "imperialism."40 Even some Western scholars have repeated the notion that Sun never managed to effectively come to grips with imperialistic threats to China's sovereignty and de​velopmental potential.41

The failure to understand Sun's views concerning imperialism led Marxists to imagine that he, the Kuomintang, and the Blue Shirts were "subservient" to foreigners and to their "comprador" and "big capitalist" agents in China. The fact was that Sun, and those animated by the con​

victions of the Sanmin zhuyi, entertained a sophisticated and nuanced conception of the relationship between economically backward China and imperialism.

Sun developed his views concerning imperialism by reading Western theorists. One of the most influential of those was J. A. Hobson, whose Imperialism worked its influence not only on many of Sun's contempo​raries12 but, as we have seen, on V. I. Lenin as well.

Hobson cataloged all the abuses of imperialism long familiar to Chi​nese revolutionaries and then went on to argue that commodity and in​vestment capital surpluses in the advanced economies drove the "great controllers of industry" to transfer technology and finances to less-developed countries. He argued that capitalists of the advanced nations would be compelled to draw the less-developed nations into trade and would be driven to the "making of railways, development of mines, [and] the improvement of agriculture" in the less-developed economies, all in the effort to profitably empty their inventories and profitably invest their capital.41 Lenin had chosen to make nothing of that. The argument that imperialism might underwrite the development of economies on the periphery of capitalism was a thesis that had no place in his plans for in​ternational revolution.

Hobson argued that "as one nation after another enters the machine economy and adopts advanced industrial methods, it becomes more dif​ficult for its manufacturers, merchants and financiers to dispose prof​itably of their economic resources," and they seek vent for their "excess of goods and capital" in economically less-developed environs. The "en​deavor of the great controllers of industry to broaden the channel for the flow of their surplus wealth by seeking foreign markets and foreign in​vestments to take off the goods and capital they cannot sell or use at home," Hobson maintained, is the "taproot of imperialism."44

Given the argument, it was clear that Hobson conceived of imperial​ism as the result of an ever tightening cycle of economic development and overdevelopment. In a fashion reminiscent of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Hobson maintained that industrial capitalism was com​pelled to exceed any of its domestic or regional markets and would be driven to seek foreign outlets for both its commodities and its surplus capital—to create on its boundaries its own competition.45

Hobson, like Marx and Engels, argued that the expansion of the capi​talist powers throughout the world created the preconditions for the eco​nomic development of backward regions.46 Like Marx and Engels, Hob​son recognized that the advanced industrial powers, in their pursuit of their own interests, would be compelled to impose a modern economy on those communities less developed. The economic development that would irresistibly follow from their penetration into the less-developed

region would just as predictably be accompanied by exploitation and abuse.

Sun was acutely aware of all the implications of Hobson's argument. Thus, although he was convinced that commercial exchange with the ad​vanced industrial powers would leave a legacy of concrete economic benefits for retrograde China, he fully realized that the "imperialist pow​ers" would employ every stratagem to strengthen their bargaining power and ensure their advantage. He argued that neither Germany nor the United States could have succeeded in their economic growth and in​dustrial development without the intercession of capital and technology flows from the more materially advanced economies, but he acknowl​edged that prudence required that China, as a less-developed nation without the material means and military ordnance necessary for its own defense, would have to marshal all its political resources to protect itself.

Sun and those around him were sufficiently sophisticated to appreciate that putting together the political and military resources necessary to protect their community from exploitation would be extremely difficult. They were fully apprised of the complex mechanisms available to the im​perialist powers in their relationships with less well-developed coun​tries. Among Sun's collaborators were those who wrote extensively on the ability of the Western powers to tailor the terms of trade to favor themselves and stipulate the conditions of investment to serve their own interests.47 Resisting such depredations required major political influence in shaping the processes.

More than that, the Chinese revolutionary movement was fully aware of the economic consequences of the "unequal treaties" that resulted from foreign military incursions into China. With the loss of territory and critical elements of sovereignty, the Chinese lost control of their inland and territorial waters, their maritime customs, and their salt revenues.

By the end of the nineteenth century, the Qing dynasty had surren​dered consular jurisdiction to foreigners. The regime had lost control over tariff regulations and the imposition of customs duties on exports and imports. The right of foreign warships to cruise and anchor along China's coasts and in her inland ports led to foreign dominance of her waterways.

By the turn of the century, foreigners administered China's entire cus​toms and tariff system. Tariff rates were determined by foreign powers and tariff revenues were appropriated by foreigners. The International Protocol of 1901 allowed foreign powers to fix tariff levels on export goods and imports. To assure the payment of the indemnity imposed on imperial China after the Boxer Rebellion, foreigners assumed all but ab​solute control over some of the most vital revenue-generating functions of the nation. As Sun was to emphasize, the protocol was a significant

factor in the determination of the terms of trade that would largely fore​close the possibility that China could accumulate the capital necessary to embark upon, and sustain, rapid economic growth and development. Sun argued that escape from these circumstances could only be achieved by a strong and politically unified China. Only a united China could es​cape the trammels of those unequal treaties that threatened its economic, political, and military survival. Only an assertive, self-confident China could impose conditions on the inflow of capital, the repatriation of prof​its by foreign investors, and the tariff arrangements governing the na​tion's trade.48 An aggressive and popular nationalism was required to support both the policies and the state prepared to impose them. Led by a strong, popular government, a determined population could escalate the costs incurred by foreigners as they attempted to evade the nation's sovereign legislation or violate its territory.44

More than that, a strong government, enjoying the nationalist support of the general population, could impose controls on tariff and currency regulations and monitor international exchange and investment.5" That would allow China to accumulate the capital so essential to its program of comprehensive economic development and modernization.

Throughout his life, unlike the Marxist-Leninists of the Comintern, Sun continued to maintain that international economic relations were not, in and of themselves, exploitative. He argued that in a world of self-seeking sovereign states it was natural for international actors to attempt to maximize their own advantages. Where any one community was demonstrably weak (as was the Manchu dynasty), others could be ex​pected to exploit opportunities to increase their gains.51

The principle governing relations between strong and weak states, in Sun's judgment, was that as long as nations were "strong enough to carry out acts of injustice" at acceptable cost, one could hardly expect "respect for justice."52 As long as China remained politically disorganized and militarily weak, it faced the prospect of unremitting economic exploita​tion. It would remain forever in a "state of serfdom, so that a profitable trade [could] be carried on forever by the ruling country . . . [and China would] always be a market for [its] industrial products."53 Under such constraints, China would have enormous difficulty in extracting itself from economic underdevelopment.

For Sun, imperialism was the "policy of aggression upon other coun​tries by means of political force." In the pursuit of security and advan​tage, the "strong states" impose their will on "smaller and weaker peo​ples,"54 for without political and military dominance over subject peoples, exploitative economic relations could not be effectively main​tained. For Sun, economic exploitation was a function of political and

military variables and not the result of some inherent necessities of the commercial and financial dynamics of industrial capitalism.55

As a country facing the arduous task of rapid economic growth and development, China, according to Sun, would have to insulate itself within a strong state—as the Japanese and the Germans had done at a similar stage in their evolution.56 Such a state would not only regulate the conditions governing international trade and financial transactions but would also seek out temporary or enduring security alliances with one or another of the advanced nations in order to ensure that the industrial powers could not move against China in concert.57

Sun's argument was that given the existence of a strong state—enjoy​ing popular consensus and receiving collateral support from an ad​vanced industrial nation with which it shared some commercial and/or strategic interests—China could embark on a program of rapid economic growth and industrial development that would redound to everyone's advantage. Potentially exploitative relations with imperialist powers could be transformed into relations of interdependency and mutual ad​vantage. Under those circumstances, China could open its markets to in​ternational commerce, welcoming those foreigners who would under​write industry and develop the infrastructure necessary for the nation's development, as well as provide the skills and experience requisite to the process.58

This was the concept of imperialism to which Sun committed both himself and his revolutionary movement. Its clear implications were that revolutionary China would enter into alliances with any nation prepared to negotiate with China as an equal but would be prepared to resist, with force, any attempts at armed aggression.

This policy was pursued by the Kuomintang—and, by implication, the Blue Shirts—throughout the 1930s. Relationships with the advanced in​dustrial democracies were cultivated as long as such relationships worked to China's advantage. Resistance to Japanese territorial preten​sions in no way contradicted Sun's programmatic recommendations.

For Sun, and the Kuomintang, imperialism was not all of a piece. When Marxist theorists lamented that Sun betrayed his anti-imperialism by continuing negotiations with the industrial democracies even while in a special relationship with the Soviet Union, they revealed their igno​rance of his reasonably well articulated convictions about relations be​tween less-developed and industrially mature economies. As early as 1919, Sun and the theoreticians of the Kuomintang had formulated a pol​icy intended to allow China to profit from traffic in international trade, the inflow of capital, and the transfer of technology. Nothing in the rela​tionship Sun's China enjoyed with the Soviet Union militated against

China's continued relationship with the industrial democracies. Sun was neither an enemy of the industrial West nor an advocate of Marxist-Leninist international "proletarian revolution."

At the same time, it was eminently clear that the ideology of the Kuom-intang made resistance to armed aggression an unqualified obligation. Be​fore his death, Sun had argued that a coherent and assertive nationalism could control any negative effects of political, economic, and military re​lations between an economically retrograde China and more advanced nations. In the years that followed, Sun more fully articulated that pro​grammatic policy. By the time he delivered his final lectures on the Three Principles of the People, he reiterated China's unalterable need for foreign capital and foreign skills3" and, by express implication, the necessity to continue to cultivate the capital-rich countries of the industrialized West.

But whatever the policies, China required absolute sovereign control over its territory and its external relations. Without that sovereign con​trol, the Kuomintang would have not only violated its sacred obligation to protect the integrity of the nation, but China would find itself invari​ably subject to unequal conditions of trade, suffering every disadvantage in the sale of its exports and compelled to purchase foreign producer goods and technology at elevated prices. The trade deficits that would necessarily result, would leave China without the resources to pay for the ongoing purchase of critical imports or the capital to fuel growth and de​velopment.60

Sun Yat-sen, Imperialism, and the Doctrines of Friedrich List

This was the anti-imperialism that constituted a critical part of the ideol​ogy Sun bequeathed to the Kuomintang. It was a policy that shared some features with traditional Marxism (as formulated in Hobson's Imperial ism) but contradicted the Leninist substance of the anti-imperialism of the Third International. In no wise did it compromise the obligation to re​sist the armed aggression of military imperialism.

Like many of the reactive, developmental nationalisms we will con​sider, Sun's anti-imperialism bears striking resemblance to the national economic policies of Friedrich List, who outlined a policy of national growth and industrialization for nations languishing in underdevelop​ment.61 List, as we have seen, recognized the advantages enjoyed by those nations that had early succeeded to extensive and intensive indus​trialization compared with those that remained at the level of primary— extractive and agrarian—production.62

As early as the 1840s, at a time when Karl Marx was writing his first speculations about world revolution, List warned that nations locked

into agrarian economies would suffer every economic and military dis​advantage in international relations. He warned that the advanced in​dustrial powers were capable of controlling not only the security envi​ronment in which agrarian nations were required to survive but also the very conditions of international trade. The result could only be massive disadvantage to the less-developed nations.

While Marxists called upon the proletariat to prepare for universal so​cialism, List warned that for the foreseeable future nations would have to contend for space, resources, and security in an environment of intense competition. List argued that throughout the phase of accelerated devel​opment, only an insistent sense of threat, capable of mobilizing public sentiment, might begin to create the necessary national unity, the poten​tial for political resistance, that could, under the best circumstances, begin to protect the economically less developed nations from those in​dustrially more mature.

List argued that breaking out of the restraints of an agrarian economy with a program of rapid development required that each nation control, to the best of its ability, the flow of trade, capital, and technology that penetrated its sovereign space as well as that sovereign space itself, ft was evident to List that national development required the accumulation of capital in capital-poor circumstances if any effort was to be made to underwrite the economic and industrial growth that would ultimately provide the military capabilities necessary to insulate the evolving nation from physical threat.

The export of goods, increased domestic savings, and reduced domes​tic expenditures would contribute to the accumulation of capital. All of this necessitated national leverage over the prevailing terms of trade-which, in turn, rested on "the unity and power of the nation.""1 List ar​gued that each nation, faced with the task of domestic economic growth and development, was compelled to invest in its own "powers of pro​duction.""1 Prudence recommended that each nation develop its own forces of production if it were to survive in a highly competitive interna​tional economic environment."5

In the course of economic and industrial development, each nation tra​verses the stage at which primary agricultural and extractive goods are produced to that in which an increasing segment of the nation's gross na​tional product is composed of machine production. In the course of its transition, each nation must face, on the international level, those nations that have already succeeded to industrial maturation."" Agricultural na​tions, in those competitive circumstances, are always at a disadvantage. Unless they could mobilize effective resistance, agrarian nations would find it difficult, if not impossible, to undertake self-sustaining economic development. The people of agrarian nations would remain condemned

"to mere raw agriculture, dullness of mind, awkwardness of body, obsti​nate adherence to old notions, customs, methods, and processes, want of culture, of prosperity, and of liberty."67 They would be overwhelmed by the culture, if not the raw power, of the more industrially developed communities, and thus consigned to play a secondary role in the modern world. They would inevitably fall victim to nations equipped with the power projection capabilities that are the products of industrialization and technological sophistication.

Everyone is capable, List argued, "of ciistinguishing between the lofty position which is occupied by a manufacturing nation of the first rank, and the inferior position of a country which merely exports corn and tim​ber. ... Who has not learned from . .. example . . . how greatly the exis​tence, the independence, and the power of the nation depends on its pos​session of a manufacturing power of its own, developed in all its branches."68

The policy of the industrially advanced countries, unimpeded by any countervailing force, would be to render the less-developed nations repositories of agrarian and raw materials reserves. In violating their ter​ritorial and political sovereignty, imposing prejudicial terms of trade on less-developed nations, the advanced nations would force those less-developed to serve as their market adjuncts and investment outlets.69 To avoid the humiliation that inevitably followed from their circumstances, List advocated a program of national economic expansion and develop​ment for agrarian states. Comprehensive development would not only assure equity in the international arena but would provide the where​withal for institutional development capable of responding to citizen concerns, on the one hand, and fostering liberty, self-confidence, and civ​ilization on the other.70

Because of the parlous circumstances in which less-developed commu​nities found themselves, List advocated policies that required, in his judgment, the political unity and assertiveness of those preparing for rapid economic growth and development. A community in the course of development required the creation of a strong, centralized, and interven​tionist state. It required a system of domestic and international commer​cial legislation that allowed the inflow of foreign investment capital at controlled exchange rates and under conditions of repatriation that would allow for reciprocal benefits. The state would create and sustain a market-governed economy that would foster technology transfers from the advanced industrial nations.

The state would provide the tariff constraints and the protective insu​lation that would defend domestic infant industries. A policy of import substitution, underwritten in part by the state, would favor the growth of local manufacturing enterprises.71

Implicit in all of this was the developing nation's capacity to defend its sovereignty as well as control the terms of trade governing its multilat​eral relations with more advanced industrial powers. A nation making the transition from an agricultural to an industrial economy required a state-governed "system of protection" that would allow infant industries to establish themselves and a communications and transportation infra​structure to emerge that would unite the nation into an organic economic unity.72 In effect, each nation, embarking on a trajectory of industrial de​velopment, must necessarily pursue a sovereign and independent pro​gram of internal infrastructural and infant industries development as well as seek control of its external trade policies in order to maintain a fa​vorable balance of trade.73

List argued that such conditions governed the phased economic evolu​tion of many, if not all, nations. In his discussion of the economic and po​litical development of Italy, for example, List rehearsed the catalog of re​quirements necessary to husband that community through the phases of "slavery and serfdom, of barbarism and superstition, of national disunity and of caste privileges" to national unity, the prevalence of collective in​terests over those of the individual, until the clear onset of development. List foresaw the possibility that the process might involve periods of au​thoritarian rule. Of indeterminate duration, those periods of authoritar​ian rule would provide the stability and order, the security of property, and efficiency of institutions requisite to rapid economic growth and in​dustrial development.74

"Nations," List argued, "like individuals, if they at first only permit themselves to be ill-treated by one, soon become scorned by ail, and fi​nally become an object of derision."75 Unless prepared to embark upon the onerous task of rapid economic growth and development, less-developed nations would forever suffer humiliation and deprivation at the hands of those industrially more advanced.

These were the policies with which we have become familiar. They were the policies advocated by Sun Yat-sen and they were the policies the Kuomintang and the Blue Shirts defended. They represented an anti-imperialism more coherent and certainly as persuasive as any advanced by Lenin's and Stalin's Comintern—all of which seemed lost on Marxist theoreticians. They were never really able to deal with reactive and de​velopmental nationalism in the form in which it manifested itself most forthrightly in the twentieth century.

Karl Marx and Friedrich List

In the 1840s Karl Marx summarily dismissed the ideas of Friedrich List. For Marx, List's entire program for national economic and industrial de​

velopment was "irrelevant" to any serious end. By the mid-1840s, Marx imagined that the world was on the threshold of international socialism and, as a consequence, nations were destined, in short order, to disap​pear.76 For both Marx and Engels the universal dissolution of nations was imminent. The "international proletarian movement" would overwhelm them. Somehow or other, the revolution of the proletariat in the ad​vanced industrial states would draw all the peripheral peoples of the world into the new cosmopolitan world order.

For Marx, that new order would know nothing of markets or wages. There would be none of the international trade in commodities, invest​ment capital, or talent envisioned by List. List's entire vision of develop​ment being undertaken in a competitive international system of ex​change, investment, and profit between nation-states was meaningless for Marx.77

Marxists never seemed able to extract themselves from such notions. As a consequence, they never understood the "anti-imperialism" of reac​tive, developmental nationalism. They not only misunderstood the anti-imperialism of Italian Fascism but entirely misinterpreted the anti-imperialism of Sun Yat-sen and, by implication, that of the Kuomintang and the Blue Shirts as well.

Neither Fascism nor nationalist China was "subservient" to interna​tional finance capitalism or imperialism. Both resisted imperialism in their own fashion. Sun's followers were prepared to collaborate, politi​cally, strategically, and economically, with the advanced industrial democracies as long as collaboration was mutually beneficial. Fascists early assumed a truculence that ultimately matured into a demand for developmental autarchy—complete economic independence from the in​dustrially advanced "plutocracies."

Neither Chiang Kai-shek, the Kuomintang nor the Blue Shirts ever committed themselves to the autarchy that would have made China the enemy of the advanced industrial democracies. In assuming any such posture, not only would China have lost the potential assistance of the in​dustrialized nations in its effort at development, but it would have been entirely helpless in its war of resistance against Japanese military aggres​sion.

Fascist Italy ultimately assumed something like the "anti-imperialist" posture recommended to the Kuomintang and the Blue Shirts by the ide​ologues of the Comintern. It grew out of the cynicism and aggressiveness that originally distinguished Italian Nationalism from the developmental nationalism of Sun. It was to mature into the bitter anti-imperialism of Fascist Italy that drove it into a fatal anti-Western military pact with im​perial Japan and National Socialist Germany.

Although Italian Nationalists had taken their inspiration from Friedrich list,78 the policies he advocated had taken on a singular inten​sity in their interpretation. List's ideas constituted the core of the re​demptive doctrine of the Italian Nationalists, but they anticipated more threat than collaboration in the relationship of Italy, as a "proletarian na​tion," to the industrialized "plutocracies."79

The growth policies of Italian Nationalism, Fascism, and the Kuom-intang were all unmistakably "anti-imperialist" in the sense that they all found their origins in the ideas of Friedrich List. By the time Sun Yat-sen delivered his final lectures on the Three Principles of the People, List's recommendations had become relatively commonplace among nations that had already begun their trajectory of independent growth and de​velopment. What distinguished the programmatic policies of Italian Na​tionalism and Fascism from those of the Kuomintang was their "anti-imperialist" intransigence—an intransigence very much like that recommended by the Comintern.

Once again, all that proved unfathomable to China's Marxists. Al​though they insisted that Marxist theory guided their revolutionary ac​tivity,81' they consistently failed to understand the political and economic realities of revolutionary China. They pretended to see "fascism" in the political, social, and economic activities of the Kuomintang. They imag​ined they saw the hand of "imperialist finance capital" in the behavior of Chiang Kai-shek and his entourage.

The reactive nationalism and developmentalism that informed the pro​gram of Chiang Kai-shek and the Kuomintang during the 1930s was that of Sun Yat-sen's Three Principles of the People.81 That Chen Boda discov​ered "fascism" in the thought of Chiang Kai-shek82 and in the political ac​tivities of the Kuomintang83 was the consequence of an inability to un​derstand the logic of economic development undertaken by a weak nation in an environment of risk. The Kuomintang's interaction with the advanced industrial nations did not constitute "submission to imperial​ism." Loans procured from the capitalist nations of the West did not demonstrate the Kuomintang's "subservience" to finance capitalism. That the economy of republican China responded, in general, to market signals did not constitute evidence of "control" by the bourgeoisie or the compradors or the petty bourgeoisie.

That the Kuomintang refused to pursue class warfare was the conse​quence of its conviction that only a united China could resist the imme​diate threat of Japanese invasion, and the long-term danger of being overpowered in the inevitable competition of international trade and in​vestment. All of that reflected not only common sense but the prescrip​tions of developmental theorists like List.

To this, the Blue Shirts sought to impose absolute commitment and everything that absolute commitment implied. They sought neither to abandon the doctrines of Sun nor to take up those of European fascism. The overt institutional and doctrinal features they displayed were those of a desperate nationalism, compelled to defend its survival while at​tempting extensive and intensive economic growth. The effort clearly in​volved what could only be conceived as a long and demanding struggle between a weak and disunited people and vastly superior opponents.

In some sense, Mao Zedong, never a competent Marxist, dimly per​ceived the merits of developmental nationalism and the doctrinal com​mitments of the Kuomintang. Through all the Marxist obfuscation, he recognized that China's principal task in the twentieth century was rapid economic development. As a consequence, he could never quite bring himself to reject Sun's programmatic Three Principles of the People.

However much he may have been advised that the doctrines of the Kuomintang and the Blue Shirts were "fascist," Mao nonetheless contin​ued to insist that Sun's program for the accelerated development of China was the "minimum program" of the Chinese Communist party.8' Whatever else he was, and whatever else he was to become, Mao Zedong recognized that if China were to prevail in the modern world, it would have to develop its industry, expand its economic potential, and arm it​self against all enemies.

Mao intuitively appreciated the fact that revolution in the twentieth century had a great deal to do with economically backward nations struggling to obtain and secure a place in the sun. Sun Yat-sen had rec​ognized as much when he identified Lenin's efforts at a "new economic policy" as a developmental nationalism having little, if anything, to do with Marxism. Subsequently, the leadership of the Kuomintang was to recognize that Bolshevism, Italian Eascism, and German National Social​ism shared critical similarities, born of their common efforts to make whole their "broken nations."

Chiang Kai-shek and the leadership of the Kuomintang acknowledged their kinship with the major revolutionary movements of the 1930s. In their judgment, that meant nothing more sinister than that all those movements were essentially developmental in intention and reactive na​tionalist in inspiration. Although a great deal separated them, they all shared ideological and programmatic affinities with the revolutionary doctrines of Sun Yat-sen. That was the "fascism" faintly perceived by M. N. Roy and Chen Boda.85 After the collapse of the united front, the Com​munist party undertook a struggle against those they considered the "running dogs of imperialism" and the "lackeys of the big bour​geoisie."86 That, given the quaint lexicon of Marxism-Leninism, could only mean that "fascism" had come to China.

In the privative Comintern interpretation, "fascism" was identified as nothing other than a political movement animated by "petty bourgeois nationalism," "controlled and directed by imperialists, international fi​nanciers, and the big bourgeoisie," marshaled to defend capitalism against the world revolution of the proletariat.87 Burdened by this kind of analysis and incapable of comprehending the coherence of the develop​mental nationalism of the Kuomintang, Marxists simply subsumed all the complexities of the 1930s and 1940s under an omnibus "fascism."

As we have seen, the subsumption was done with misgivings and a singular lack of timeliness. The "fascism" of Sun Yot-sen and the Kuom​intang was only clearly recognized as such by Marxists after almost two decades of familiarity. The Comintern had advised the Communist party of China to join the ranks of the Kuomintang, acknowledging Sun Yat-sen and Chiang Kai-shek as the "true leaders" of revolutionary China. All of this must have left the leadership of Chinese Marxism very con​fused, at best. The fact was that Marxists were incapable of distinguish​ing fascism from the generic developmental nationalism of economically retrograde nations.88 Marxists refused to recognize the ultimate demo​cratic intention of the Three Principles of the People, just as they failed to appreciate the differences between the exacerbated and aggressive na​tionalism of fascism and the remarkably affable nationalism of Sun.

The implications of the failure of Marxists, Marxist-Leninists, and Maoists to appreciate all of this led to the misfortunes that were to settle on China for a quarter of a century after the end of the Second World War. Marxists and Maoists totally misunderstood revolution in the twen​tieth century. Time was to confirm that they understood very little, if any​thing, of reactive nationalism, paradigmatic Fascism, generic fascism, or Sun Yat-sen's aspirations for a revolutionary China.
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5 
Maoism, the Ideology of 
Sun Yat-sen, and Fascism

F

rom the vantage point of the end of the twentieth century, a persuasive case can be made that the success of the Chinese Communist party (CCP) in the civil war against the Kuomintang turned on its ability to mobilize the rural population of China with an appeal to anti-Japanese nationalist sentiment.1 Until the Japanese invasion of China, and the sub​sequent dislocation of peasants, the CCP experienced a series of signal failures, beginning with the debacle of 1927-1928. It would seem that the Japanese invasion created the necessary conditions for Chinese Commu​nist recruitment successes in the rural areas that ultimately culminated in their victory in 1949.

For our purposes, one of the more interesting features of the Commu​nist party's successes in rural China was the fact that it was accom​plished by utilizing the political slogans of Sun Yat-sen's Three Principles of the People. By late 1939 and early 1940, the chief of staff of the Japa​nese Imperial Army occupying northeastern China reported that Chinese Communist recruitment successes were accomplished under the "plagia​rized slogans of [Sun Yat-sen's] Three Principles of the People."2

The fact was that as early as the first years of the 1920s, the CCP had agreed that the party would never "cast any aspersions" against Sun's Three Principles, recognizing Sun's ideology as reflecting the interests of the Chinese people.3 Soviet representatives in China had already agreed that Marxism-Leninism had no place in China's "bourgeois nationalist revolution" and had agreed that Sun's ideology would be employed in mobilizing the Chinese people to revolution. The adherence to Sun's principles of nationalism, democracy, and "livelihood" became part of the CCP's permanent propaganda armarium throughout the interwar years.

The CCP strategy, as early as 1926, was to consider China's revolution to be essentially multiclass in character, bringing together "revolutionary

intellectuals, middle-class national capitalists in industry and commerce, petty bourgeois handicraftsmen and small merchants, peasants, and workers" in an inclusive enterprise that would free the nation from back​wardness and the impostures of foreigners,4 At that point in time, there was no disagreement that Sun's principles, nationalism foremost among them, were "doubtless what the Chinese revolution required."

What was evident was that the imperative animating the CCP in the 1920s and 1930s was the "national interests of China." Even when the party spoke of the ultimate victory of the "proletarian revolution," the fundamental purpose was "the total liberation of China from the oppres​sion of foreign capital" and the "liquidation of all feudalist remnants that are detrimental to China's development.'"^

In effect, the interwar ideology of China's Communists had always been nationalistic and developmental. In that sense, Sun's Three Princi​ples constituted the party's "minimum program." The party's "maxi​mum program," on the other hand, anticipated the transformation of the "bourgeois national" into a "socialist revolution." It was the emphasis on the one, at one time, and on the other, at another time, that gave the CCP the appearance of political deception and exploitation of the masses through amoral subterfuge. As the circumstances changed, the party would pursue one strategy at the seeming expense of the other—only to subsequently alter strategy and tactics.

For present purposes, it is important to recognize that Mao Zedong reg​ularly appealed to Sun's principles in his political rationale for China's revolution. Under his explicit instruction, in September 1937, the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China issued a formal declaration that "solemnly declared" that "Dr. Sun Yat-sen's Three People's Principles being what China needs today, our Party is ready to fight for their com​plete realization." In October 1943, Mao reiterated that "solemn declara​tion" and held that CCP recruitment activities in the war zones in the rural areas were compatible, in their entirety, with the principles of Sun.''

In 1945, Mao reaffirmed his position without equivocation. He lamented that "some people suspect that the Chinese Communists are opposed to the development of individual initiative, the growth of pri​vate capital, and the protection of private property, but they are mis​taken. It is foreign oppression and feudal oppression that cruelly fetter the development of the individual initiative of the Chinese People, ham​per the growth of private capital and destroy the property of the people." Mao insisted that the policies of the Chinese Communist party recog​nized all that. These policies were inspired by, and gave expression to, "Dr. Sun's principles and the experience of the Chinese revolution."7

Mao regularly reaffirmed his commitment to Sun's principles and in​sisted that CCP policy would be one of "adjusting the interests of labor

and capital" so that there would be a "guarantee [of] legitimate profits to properly managed state, private and cooperative enterprises—so that . . . both labor and capital will work together to develop industrial produc​tion."8 He had informed his audiences that the party's program included a nationalization of "all the big enterprises and capital of the imperialists, traitors and reactionaries, and the distribution among peasants of the land held by the landlords," but that was not to be taken to mean that the Communist revolution would do anything other than "preserve private capitalist enterprise in general and not eliminate the rich peasant econ​omy. Thus," he went on to assert, "the new type of democratic revolution clears the way for capitalism on the one hand and creates the prerequi​sites for socialism on the other. . . . The new democratic revolution . . . differs from a socialist revolution in that it overthrows the rule of the im​perialists, traitors and reactionaries in China but does not destroy any section of capitalism which is capable of contributing to the anti-imperialist, anti-feudal struggle.'"' All of that was seen as fundamentally compatible with the views of Sun Yat-sen.

In 1945, Mao told the Chinese people that the imminent victory of the CCP would deliver itself of a "new democracy" that would exhibit the traits that distinguished Sun's revolutionary program from "commu​nism"—and that such a "general program" would "remain unchanged throughout the stage of the bourgeois-democratic revolution, that is, for several decades."10 According to Mao's "solemn declaration," the acces​sion of the CCP to power would bring with it the realization of Sun Yat-sen's program for the nationalist development of retrograde China.

Mao clarified that point by reminding his followers that the revolution was calculated to offset the circumstances that left the nation to "suffer the oppression of imperialism." The revolution would address the reality that Chinese "industry was not developed and |Chinese| scientific and techni​cal level was low." He went on to remind his conationals that "we had been slaves far too long and felt inferior to others in every respect—too much so. We could not hold up our heads in the presence of foreigners."11

All of this is familiar to anyone knowledgeable about the reactive and developmental nationalism of our time. The sense of humiliation born of imperialist affront and the reactive nationalist demand for rapid eco​nomic growth and industrial development are only partially obscured by-Mao's use of the vocabulary of Marxism and Marxism-Leninism.

Prior to his accession to power in 1949, Mao very clearly identified not capitalism but imperialism and feudalism as the "chief targets or ene​mies" of the Chinese revolution. "Imperialism" and "feudalism" were the primary obstacles to the rebirth and redemption of China. Mao, like Sun, saw both of them conspiring to keep China subordinate to the ad​vanced industrial powers. For Mao, like Sun, it was imperialism and feu​

dalism that were the "chief oppressors, the chief obstacles to the progress of Chinese society,"12 It was not domestic capitalism that inspired revo​lution—it was the spontaneous nationalist reaction to international im​perialism and the retrograde state of China.

The Characterization of Mao's Revolution

In retrospect, it is easy to recognize the confusion that attended the ac​cession of Mao's Communist party to power in China. Some would see the Communist enterprise as one devoted to "agrarian reform," which had been critical to Sun's program for Chinese economic development.

Others saw the new regime as essentially antidemocratic, ideocratic, and elitist—informed by a "leadership principle" that envisioned ultimate control emanating from a charismatic individual. It was seen as a mass-mobilizing system that was emphatically anti-individualistic and volun-laristic, with an appeal to personal self-sacrifice, obedience, and commit​ment to the nation.0 Together with its nationalism, anti-imperialism and developmentalism, Mao's China had taken on some of the major species traits of paradigmatic Fascism as those traits had been identified by the political folk wisdom of the period.N

That notion quickly dissipated when Mao embarked on the "socializa​tion" of the Chinese economy. Contrary to everything to which he had committed himself before 1949, Mao, thereafter, undertook the total abo​lition of private property and the elimination of the market exchange of goods and services in the Chinese economy. By 1952, China's private banking system had been entirely abolished by orders from the Commu​nist party. There was a precipitous decline in the number of privately held enterprises—and a corresponding collapse in their contribution to the gross national product of the nation. By 1956—contrary to everything Mao had promised before the Communist seizure of power—private en​terprise and the market exchange of goods and services had disappeared from mainland China.15

Sun Yat-sen had opposed the abolition of private property and private enterprise. Although he advocated state management of those undertak​ings that exceeded the capacity of private enterprise, he insisted on the legal protection of property and the exercise of private initiative as es​sential to the rapid economic growth and industrialization of China.16 He argued that only together could the revolutionary state and private indi​viduals succeed in the modernization of retrograde China.

Mao, almost immediately upon succeeding to power, abandoned all the enjoinments that had been at the center of Sun's plans for the mod​ernization of China. Not only did Mao proceed to the abolition of private property, but he became responsible for initiating the "class struggle" in

China that, over the next quarter century, was to consume millions of lives and untold resources. Maoism had finally distinguished itself from Sun's Three Principles.

Given its "socialization" of the economy and the invocation of "class struggle," Maoism could no longer be considered a simple reactive and developmental nationalism. It was no longer a variant of Sun Yat-senism and within the decade, by the end of the 1950s, it could not plausibly be classified as a form of Stalinism.

With the victory of Chinese Communist arms, Mao, upon coming to power, had "leaned to one side"—he had committed China to an affilia​tion with the Soviet Union of Josef Stalin. The consequence was that the economy of the "new China" was not to follow the programmatic sug​gestions of Sun but the Soviet Union.17 Nonetheless, by the end of the 1950s, Mao chose to depart from economic Stalinism to embark on strate​gies of his own.18

By 1958, Mao had driven China into the "Great Leap Forward"—an ef​fort to surpass the productive capabilities of some of the most advanced industrial nations by marshaling raw peasant labor to fabricate pig iron and steel in primitive "backyard furnaces." Capital poor, Mao expected simple labor power to achieve the results normally purchased by capital-intensive, sophisticated machine production. Neither Sunist nor Stalinist, the result was a disaster of biblical proportions. With millions of peasants tending primitive furnaces, agriculture was neglected. That, together with adverse weather conditions, produced a shortfall in agricultural production that condemned millions of Chinese to starvation.

As though dissatisfied with the catastrophe he had created, Mao drove China from the "Great Leap Forward" to the "Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution" that saw "class struggle" exacerbated until further millions were swept into turmoil that cost an untold number of innocent lives. By 1966, Mao had convinced himself that the major part of the leadership of the CCP had defected to "antisocialism" and threatened to change the "color" of the revolution.19 Mao was convinced that those who resisted his economic programs were "bourgeois capitalist roaders" who had in​sinuated themselves into every level of party organization. They advo​cated an alternative to the Maoism that had revealed itself after 1949. The "capitalist roaders" were everywhere and Mao conceived them threaten​ing to undo his saving revolution, restore capitalism, and capitulate to imperialism.

By the time the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution had run its course, China's economy had been significantly impaired, much of the leadership of the CCP had been sacrificed, and the People's Republic of China found itself threatened from the West and the North by the Soviet Union, and from the East and Southeast by the United States.20 By what​

ever measure one chose to employ, "Communist China" under Mao Ze​dong had been a resounding failure. After abandoning Sun Yat-senism, it had been neither a consistent reactive nationalist developmental system nor a "proletarian dictatorship." It had been part Stalinist, part fascist,21 and, ultimately, almost entirely idiosyncratic.

The Soviet Interpretation of Maoism

For many reasons, after the death of Stalin in 1954, Mao's China began to loom large as a potential enemy of the Soviet Union. By the time of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution in 1966, Beijing had identified the Soviet Union as one of its principal enemies, a form of "social imperial​ism" that, like the imperialism of the industrialized democracies, sought to "contain," and exercise "hegemony" over, China.

Mao Zedong had discovered that "bourgeois elements" in the Soviet Union had betrayed Marxism-Leninism and had introduced "revision​ism": a system of ideological betrayal that sought to establish enterprise profit as a measure of efficiency, wages as an incentive to increase labor productivity, and the market as a means for establishing something of a rational price structure that would govern costs and the distribution of goods. Mao saw the post-Stalinist reforms in the Soviet Union as an at​tempt to "reestablish capitalism."22

Mao's call for a "cultural revolution" in China was calculated to isolate and destroy similar "bourgeois elements" in the People's Republic who sought to accomplish the same ends. By 1966, Mao's conflict with some of the major leaders of the CCP had exploded into charges that Ihey were pursuing a "capitalist road" and sought to betray the revolution through Soviet-style "revisionism," Mao's commitment to the struggle resulted in years of internecine violence that left hundreds of thousands dead.

The first response by Soviet commentators was to argue that Mao's self-destructive policies were simply the result of paranoid delusion, the diseased consequence of Mao's ignorance and his petty bourgeois con​ceit. The Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, during which the Soviet Union was excoriated as a "revisionist" and "social imperialist" power, was understood to be the result of politically induced mass hysteria- the consequence of a great wave of stupidity and destructiveness conjured up by the leaders of China in the course of a protracted and violent in-traparty struggle for power.23 By the end of the 1960s, however, that seemed hardly sufficient to explain what was transpiring.

Soviet theoreticians began to speak of Maoism as an anti-Marxist, mil​itaristic, and chauvinistic "petty bourgeois nationalism," animated by voluntarism and an appeal to violence.24 To Soviet analysts, Maoism was a personalist dictatorship, supported by a form of antisocialist ideologi​cal "infantilism" and an action-oriented "primitivism," born of the arm'​

intellectualism of Mao's petty-bourgeois background.25 Soviet analysts went on to argue that in his effort to delude the masses, Mao had created a "cult of personality" with few parallels in the history of modern politi​cal systems. He had given himself over to autocratic rule, elitism, and voluntarism, and to the conviction that will and "heroic" violence could resolve problems of whatever magnitude.

Whatever Soviet Marxist-Leninists objected to in Maoist policies was immediately identified as "petty bourgeois." Thus, if Maoists were "Great-Han hegemonists" and "racists," it was because the Chinese pop​ulation consisted of "petty artisans, traders, and nonproletarian ele​ments." The hegemonism, nationalism, chauvinism, and racism of Mao​ism "was ultimately due to the fact that most of the members of the Communist Party of China were of peasant origin."26 Attributing every​thing to the fact that the leadership and membership of the CCP was of peasant provenance was a quaint product of "Marxist theory." Flow such an assertion might be confirmed independently of the speculative theses of "Marxist theory" was never explained.

Nonetheless, by the beginning of the 1970s it had become evident in the judgment of Soviet scholars that Maoism had degenerated into a form of political perversity that had cost China millions of lives and had resulted in impairments that significantly reduced its rate of real growth. Maoism was no longer considered a form of Marxist-Leninist revolution. Its anti-Marxist, militaristic, and chauvinistic "petty bourgeois national​ism" animated by an "idealistic" voluntarism and an appeal to violence characterized it, in the judgment of Soviet analysts, as a variant of Euro​pean fascism.

Soviet commentators began to speak of Maoism as sharing the "hare​brained assumptions of Mussolini."27 It was identified with an "aggressive Han chauvinism,"28 intent upon provoking a third world war from which China would emerge as world hegemon.29 Even more damning, perhaps, was the Soviet judgment that the "class struggle" imposed upon China by Mao was nothing other than a subterfuge employed to destroy any and all political opposition. The "socialist" command economy was designed more to impose Mao's will on a supine population than to develop China's productive activity.50 Maoism, for Soviet academicians of the 1970s and early 1980s, was nothing other than a caricature of European fascism.

The Chinese Communist Critique of Maoism

Whatever others thought of Mao and Maoism was largely a matter of in​difference to Chinese intellectuals, who had to face the devastation wrought by Mao's policies.

In China, the catastrophe produced by the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution provoked a response on the part of the most convinced

Marxist-Leninists. Even before the death of Mao, the discussion sur​rounding the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution was abundant. That literature, originating among "leftists" and those who were subsequently to be identified as advocates for democracy, containing an argument that, for our purposes, is instructive.

A select number of intellectuals began to oppose the entire rationale for the series of tragedies that Mao's call for "Cultural Revolution" brought in its train. Thus, in 1973, three years before Mao's death, three young men—Li Zhengtian, Chen Yiyang, and Wang Xizhe—affixed a poster to a wall in downtown Guangzhou. It was entitled "On Socialist Democracy and the Legal System" and was a long and reasonably sophisticated analysis of issues that had been raised during the protracted years of the Cultural Revolution. Written by nonparty Marxists, the "big character poster" sent shock waves through the local party leadership.

The authors of "On Socialist Democracy" embarked upon their analy​ses employing some of the same arguments provided by Maoists critical of the "revisionist" Soviet Union. If socialist systems could produce "bourgeois elements" prepared to take the "capitalist road" even after the abolition of private property and the establishment of socialism, there could be no security for any socialist system. If "capitalist readers" could surface in socialist systems at any time, the danger that threatened Chi​nese socialism was not the simple consequence of the- malfeasance, mis​feasance, and personal character flaws of renegade individual "Party members in authority taking the capitalist road." The threat, they argued, arose out of the system itself. In their judgment, the "antisocialist" be​trayals of Liu Shaoqi and Lin Biao represented not personal character flaws but the symptoms of a systemic disorder.31

The fact that the Chinese Communist party regularly produced "demons," "monsters," and "freaks" suggested that the threat of revi​sionism could not be simply attributed to the shortcomings of morally in​digent individuals. The failure of individuals was a function of the sys​tem itself.

The authors of "On Socialist Democracy" argued that the attacks against "capitalist roaders" was misplaced. It was, in their judgment, a mistake to attack individuals like Liu Shaoqi, Deng Xiaoping, Lin Biao, or Chen Boda. It was not the failure of individuals that threatened social​ism. Rather, it was the system that seemed to produce such men with reg​ularity. The authors of "On Socialist Democracy" were drawing out the implications of the Maoist "class analysis" developed during the long years of the Cultural Revolution.32

The argument was that the party's "capitalist roaders" represented an entrenched and privileged stratum that had collected around the institu​tions of what was called the "dictatorship of the proletariat." With the

abolition of private property, the authors of "On Socialist Democracy" ar​gued, all property becomes, presumptively, the property of all. However much that property belonged to all, it would have to be managed by some. However much the economic system was the property of all, plan​ning for that system could only be conducted by some. The putative property of all would have to be administered by some. Those who man​age, plan, and administer the property of all exercise real, and potentially absolute, control over those who neither manage, plan, nor administer. They become the members of a "newborn bourgeoisie." They profit from their particular relationship to the means of production. Without legal ownership, this "emergent new class" displays all the properties of a dominant class in capitalist society.33 Thus the authors of "On Socialist Democracy" applied the Maoist analysis of Soviet "revisionism" and "so​cial imperialism" to the People's Republic of China.

In a perfectly clear sense, the nonparty Marxists of China maintained that the first stage of socialist society bears many features of the society it has overthrown.34 Although the revolution overthrew a bourgeois dicta​torship, a new class of bureaucrats and party cadre substituted them​selves for the traditional owners of the means of production and created a "proletarian dictatorship"—a new class dictatorship.

In the new class system, lesser administrators and party cadre profit less than those who occupy positions at the apex, but all profit from the exploitation that would seem to be intrinsic to political and economic arrangements of the first stage of socialism. Given the inevitable in​equities of the system, those who profit seek to defend and perpetuate their privileges. Unless there are institutionalized safeguards against the excesses of this privileged stratum, the authors argued, revolutionary so​cialism becomes simply a dictatorship of state monopoly capitalism. The nonparty Marxists argued that where there were no institutional checks on arbitrary rule in the system, the system would inevitably devolve into a variant of fascism. They maintained that the history of other socialist regimes taught nothing less. They insisted that even Mao, in his criticism of the Soviet Union, had recognized the merit of their argument but could not (or would not) change the prevailing system of entrenched privilege.

The critics argued that "socialism" in China had revealed itself to be in​capable of self-correction. Without established mechanisms to ensure re​sponsiveness to constituencies, no change in the allocation of power and welfare benefits could be expected in the system. Given the system's in​trinsic properties, change could only come if the party itself sponta​neously chose reform. It was evident, however, that the "new bourgo-isie" in the party had little incentive to attempt that.

If there was little prospect that the Communist party in and of itself would undertake fundamental reform, it was equally clear that the party

had created an environment in which change could not be expected to originate from without. Any persons or group of persons outside the party who advocated reform were immediately suspect. Whatever initia​tives for political or economic change there might have been were sum​marily suppressed by the party and its agents. Given such circumstances, the nonparty Marxists anticipated that "for the next several hundred years, generation after generation of the new bourgeoisie will inevitably emerge regardless of the will of the people."35 They argued that without massive political reform that would institutionalize substantial civil and political rights to all persons, allowing effective popular control of the Communist party, socialist China was destined to suffer permanent dic​tatorial rule.

The authors argued that removing individual party members in au​thority who were "capitalist-roaders" would be pointless if nothing was done to change the system that spawned them. The problem was that the system had effectively insulated itself from challenge. The general popu​lation had few resources and little opportunity to articulate interests and express special needs. They were mass mobilized into rituals of loyalty and obedience with the "religious chanting" of excerpts from the thought of Mao Zedong. All of public life became the object of "empty politics," "ritual performances. . .. smeared with an intensely religious coloring and aura,""6 calculated to produce conformist behavior and abject obedi​ence in the masses.

The fact that no one could produce a clear and convincing list of traits that would unequivocally identify "capitalist roaders," "counterrevolu​tionaries," "revisionists," or "monsters" left everyone with an abiding sense of free-floating anxiety. Anyone could be charged with being a "freak" or a "ghost" for failing to comport themselves in some indeter​minate fashion or other. The population lived in perpetual fear of party sanction.

The authors of "On Socialist Democracy" were particularly emphatic about the issue. They argued that no one seemed capable of identifying the worst offenders in the socialist system. Those who held the highest ranks in the party, even those most revered for their service to socialism, were all found, at one time or another, to be wanting. Some were purged or punished, only later to be restored when the "decisions were re​versed." In all of this, the general population was compelled to wait until instructed by the party on how to obey. Without explicit instructions, the "revolutionaries" of today might well be the "counterrevolutionaries" of tomorrow. The socialism of today, the fascism of tomorrow. The conse​quence was all but universal political confusion and institutionalized anxiety. There was no sure guide to political propriety. The people were inertly dependent on "instructions" that emanated from whoever hap​

pened to possess the power to issue them. Since those who occupied po​sitions of privilege in the system had no reason to want to change it—and those who sought change had neither the organization nor the resources to undertake it—the system was rigid and unalterable.

In the judgment of the authors of "On Socialist Democracy," the sys​tem they described was best typified as a "despotic socialist-fascism" that exploited the "feudalistic" disposition of the Chinese people to sim​ply obey those in authority.3'" The overt political properties of "socialist-fascism" included the notion that only a "genius" could lead the party and direct the entire historical process from the overthrow of capitalism to the advent of communism. According to the prevailing political con​victions in Communist China, a world-historical genius was decisive to the entire historical process in which the Chinese people found them​selves. That genius possessed the will and charismatic authority to in​spire the masses to fulfill their tasks.

Among those tasks was the redemption of territories lost to China through unequal treaties and aggression. What was sought was the restoration of China's place in the world. In the judgment of the authors of "On Socialist Democracy," the genius of Chinese socialism inspired a foreign policy of "big-nation chauvinism."38

What Li, Chen, and Wang had produced was yet another variant of the Marxist interpretation of fascism. Familiar in many ways, the new vari​ant included several elements that are instructive. There was a recogni​tion that a "socialist-fascist" or "social-fascist" dictatorship was the prod​uct of revolution in an environment of delayed or retarded economic development. In those circumstances, as both Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels had argued,3'' an elite could impose itself on a population and, by choreographing a work and sacrifice ethic, could extract from the masses low-cost labor and from a managerial and bureaucratic stratum, enter​prise and planning services at correspondingly low wages.40

What the authors of "On Socialist Democracy" had outlined was a nondemocratic, elite-dominant strategy for the accelerated growth and development of delayed or retarded economies. Within that system, they recognized the functional role of ritual and charismatic leadership. What they did not recognize was that the system they described was a perverse and incoherent variant of reactive and developmental nation​alism.

As democratic socialists, they deplored the Maoist system. They recog​nized its potential for human rights violation, and they acknowledged that those within the system could not mount any meaningful opposi​tion. As the nonparty Marxists made the case, in such a system there would be no way to mitigate the oppression. The absence of institutional protections against abuse by the "privileged stratum" and the "genius"

who ruled the system in its entirety rendered the population defenseless against a dictatorship that was assured indeterminate tenure.

Ultimately, at least in part as a consequence of their analysis, the au​thors of "On Socialist Democracy" were to abandon "Marxism-Leninism Mao Zedong Thought" to become advocates of "bourgeois" political democracy. They left a legacy of some notions of generic fascism that are interesting—notions that grew out of the Marxism they knew.

At about the same time that Li Zhengtian, Wang Xizhe, and Chen Yiyang were posting their analysis of "socialist democracy," a young worker of peasant origin, Chen Erjin, was completing his own assess​ment of socialism in China." About three months before the death of Mao Zedong in 1976, Chen completed his task. Two years later, in early 1978, he submitted his manuscript, "China: Crossroads Socialism," to the appropriate government agencies for possible publication. He was im​mediately arrested by the authorities for advocating political subversion.

Like the authors of "On Socialist Democracy," Chen was a Marxist-Leninist and a Maoist of conviction. He, like them, had been a member of the Red Guard conjured up by Mao Zedong and the leadership of the Chi​nese Communist party during the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution. He was convinced that his analysis was Marxist in both spirit and letter.

Chen began his account by identifying the economic base of the "predatory new system of exploitation" that threatened to overwhelm socialist China. Since socialism is predicated on the abolition of private property, the state system that follows Marxist-Leninist revolution is one that monopolizes all property into its own hands.

Those who administer state property become a "new class." That newly emergent class—"the bureaucrat-monopoly privileged class"— ar​rogates to itself "the twin powers of political leadership and economic control." Like the authors of "On Socialist Democracy," Chen argued that the new privileged elite of the first stage of socialism tends to construct a "bureaucratic-military machine" that resonates with the sound of "the gongs and drums of narrow-minded patriotism and nationalism." The masses are distracted by war and preparation for war. Confused by "de​ceitful propaganda," seduced by the promise of material rewards, labor is domesticated to the system. What emerges out of the socialist revolu​tion is a "fascist dictatorship."42

Chen argued, with perhaps more coherence than those who preceded him, that the "root cause" of the emergence of fascism in a socialist state is to be located in the contradiction that rests at the very foundation of the new mode of production. That a small minority concentrates all coer​cive power in its hands, while controlling the highly organized means ot social production, results in the creation of a hierarchical system poten​tially more despotic than the state monopoly capitalism of which it is an analog.

The concentration of political power in the hands of the "new class" al​lows totalitarian "monopoly to be exerted ewer all spheres" of society.43 The major overt features of the system are (1) nonelective appointments to positions of power at the discretion and pleasure of the party and its leader; (2) the hierarchical arrangement of authority; (3) the complete separation of state organs from any responsibility to the general popula​tion; and (4) the "sanctification of the party."44

Chen argued that the prevailing circumstances ultimately require peo​ple "to prostrate themselves in adulation before the Party. ... First of all, it is the Party leader who is canonized and idolized, and then eventually every level and each individual member of the Party organization." No opposition could prevail against such a "charismatic" system. "Proletar​ian dictatorship" is transformed into "social-fascist dictatorship by the bureaucrat-monopoly privileged class."15

That Chen Frjin and the other dissidents in post-Maoist China spoke in generic terms and insisted that they were all perfervid Maoists did not mollify the political authorities in general or the censors in particular. All of the major dissidents were compelled to endure organized public criti​cism, political abuse, and eventual imprisonment. By the end of 1980, when the People's Republic had entered into its long period of economic reform, many of the dissidents no longer spoke the Aesopian language they had earlier employed to conceal their true intent. By that time, Wang Xizhe had written his "Mao Zedong and the Cultural Revolution" in which he attributed all the enormities of the Cultural Revolution to Mao himself.

Once again, it was the state monopoly of the means of production and the attendant bureaucratic control over property, wages, profits, and the allocations of benefits that allowed the Party to exercise almost seamless political control over people.46 By the end of 1980 there no longer was talk of the the "revisionist system," the "system of Lin Biao," or that of the Gang of Four, or of Flu Shaoqi. Mao Zedong was identified with the "socialist-fascist system" that had grown out of the dictatorship of the proletariat. It was Mao who had captained the passage from the one to the other. Mao had created the system that shared features with the one crafted by Benito Mussolini, who, Wang Xizhe reminded us, had himself been a leader of the Italian Socialist party before he became the Duce of Fascism.47

Maoism, Anti-Maoism, and "Social-Fascism"

In fact, Wang Xizhe suggested that Maoism shared species traits with Stalinism, Italian Fascism, and Hitler's National Socialism.48 What Wang alluded to were the familiar properties shared by all these systems. "Marxist" systems were distinguished from those traditionally called

"fascist" by their insistence on the abolition of private property and its monopolization by the state,49 together with the insistence on the signifi​cance and perpetuity of class warfare. "Stalinism," Wang argued, was an appropriate designation for "Marxist" socialist-fascism, while "fascism" covered all similar non-Marxist systems. By 1980, the "revisionists" of post-Maoist China had begun to identify all these systems as species variants of the same genus. According to Wang Xizhe, Maoism was a per​verse form of Stalinism. Where Stalinism had been content to bureaucra-tize the system, Maoism sought direct and immediate control of the masses through interminable "campaigns" and "struggles." Mao was even prepared to attack his own party in order to impose his will directly on everyone. Out of the ruins of the Chinese Communist party, largely destroyed in the long struggle of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolu​tion, Mao created what Wang chose to call "a Mao Zedong Fascist party."311 As will be suggested, China had some distance to travel before it would experience the emergence of a "Chinese fascism."

The Soviet and Anti-Maoist Interpretation of Fascism

However quaint some of the arguments, beneath the fury of polemics lie select elements that are intrinsically interesting and particularly relevant to the present genera! discussion. Both the Soviet and the anti-Maoist Chinese authors we have here considered have all maintained that there could be no possibility of creating a humane and democratic Marxist so​cialism in conditions' of economic retardation and technological back​wardness and used that conviction to explain the advent of "fascism" in Maoist China.M

In their own time, Fascist theoreticians had consistently made very much the same argument. Mussolini himself reminded the first Bolshe​viks that every socialist from Karl Marx forward had insisted that the goals of the salvific "proletarian" revolution were predicated on the availability of a mature industrial base. "Socialists have always main​tained," Mussolini informed his audience, "that socialism was attainable-only under determinate, objective conditions... . The advent of socialism presupposes a capitalism that has achieved the final stage of its develop​ment." Only a fully developed industrial base, he went on, could provide both the material well-being necessary for a classless socialism, as well as the "class conscious" and competent proletarian majority upon whom re​sponsibility would fall in the new postrevolutionary arrangement.52

In effect, Fascist theoreticians consistently argued that a primitive eco​nomic system could not generate the necessary preconditions for the ad​vent of a Marxian socialism.r'3 Revolutions in societies suffering retarded

economic development and retrograde industrialization could not host socialist revolutions. Fascists argued that revolutions in such environ​ments might pretend to socialist outcomes, but in reality they could pro​duce only their caricature.

The major Fascist theoreticians contended that revolutions that mani​fested themselves in backward economic circumstances would necessar​ily be largely "petite bourgeois" in character, nationalist in inspiration, developmental in intention, mass mobilizing of necessity, and authoritar​ian in disposition. Fascist theoreticians anticipated the development of an entire class of reactive nationalist and developmental dictatorships in the twentieth century, with distinctions between class members turning on some one or another structural feature, the absence or persistence of pri​vate property, a commodities market, or some differences in their respec​tive eschatologies. The class to which they alluded included systems as different as that of National Socialist Germany, Kuomintang Ghina, and the Soviet Union of josef Stalin.s 1 Fascist "theory" was to prove far more credible than anything produced by Marxists, Marxist-Leninists, or Maoists in the twentieth century.

Fascist theoreticians maintained that in the Soviet Union, the "Marx​ist" and "socialist" revolution had devolved into a system dominated by a Vozhd—an inerrant leader to be ruled by a hegemonic single party composed largely of petty bourgeois functionaries whose labors were in​formed by a formal ideology and whose enterprise was calculated to cre​ate a modern industrial system out of what had been an essentially agrar​ian economy.'" For Fascists, Stalin had adopted and adapted the political principles of Fascism in order to pursue an enterprise totally unantici​pated by the founders of Marxism.

For their part, Soviet theoreticians seemingly recognized the merits of just those Fascist arguments. As we have seen, when they addressed themselves to Maoist China, they identified the system as the product of China's overwhelming industrial backwardness and the predominance of petty bourgeois elements among both the leadership and the member​ship of the Communist party. Maoist China was "fascist" because there could be no socialism in so austere an economic environment.

Since at the time of Mao's accession to power China was economically primitive, the necessity of accelerated economic growth and industrial modernization was self-evident if there was to be any prospect of the revolution surviving in the manifestly threatening circumstances of the time. More than that, the "masses" of China were politically primitive and required disciplined marshaling to developmental purposes. There were no "class-conscious proletarians" in the China of the 1940s. Mao be​came the charismatic "never-setting red sun" who "inscribed the most precious words" on the "blank" peasant population of China/* Given the

circumstances, only a relatively protracted period of single-party dicta​torship could secure and sustain the new revolutionary system in the un​certainties of economic backwardness.

The system Mao produced was neither Marxist nor socialist. It shared some of the major species traits of Mussolini's Fascism57—just as Soviet and Chinese non-Maoist Marxists had argued. It was a reactive national​ist, developmental dictatorship conducted under single-party auspices. It was an elitist system that had demonstrated its readiness to employ anti-intellectualism, emotive suasion, and massive violence in the service of its "cause"—under the direction of an indispensable "chairman." Maoist China was a variant of the reactive and developmental nationalism of our time—a variant that was singularly savage and incompetent.

However Maoist China is identified at Mao's death in September 1976, it was left suffering "economic collapse and police state terror."* What​ever name is attached to the system he fabricated, Mao had failed to cre​ate a viable and self-sustaining economy for revolutionary China. Those Chinese Marxist-Leninist theorists who were not Maoists attempted to make some sense of the devastation that had overwhelmed China be​tween 1949 and 1976. In the course of their efforts, they advanced a "the​ory" of socialist-fascism composed of a loosely jointed collection of propositions that identified the bureaucratic strata of socialist communi​ties as functional surrogates for the various subclasses of the bourgeoisie in capitalist society. Those bourgeois elements were considered the oper​ational equivalents of the "big capitalists" and "finance capitalists" who were understood to dominate historic "fascist" systems.

During the final years of his tenure, some Chinese Marxists had un​dertaken a searching criticism of socialist rule as it had manifested itself under Mao Zedong. In the course of that criticism, many things had be​come evident. The "socialism" that manifested itself in primitive eco​nomic conditions was clearly different from any socialism anticipated by the founders of classical Marxism.

In all of this, it became very evident that the categories that afforded apparent substance to the original Marxist analysis of socioeconomic and political systems were, at best, ill-defined. For Maoists, "classes" could be understood to refer to many different real or fancied aggregates—all ill-defined. Classes could function in systems in which no private property-existed. Classes were defined either in terms of exploitation, through co​ercive state control in the absence of private property, or subjectively, in terms of personal ideological commitments. All the complex lucubrations of Karl Marx and Friedrich F.ngels had collapsed into tactical simplisms.

Beyond that, by the first quarter of the century, many Marxists con​cluded that any effort at accelerated industrial development and eco​nomic growth in a primitive environment required authoritarian rule. A less-developed community that sought to survive and prevail in the

modern world required a broad and deep industrial base. To transform the essentially labor-intensive agrarian systems of the past into the revo​lutionary, developmental enterprises of the present required an indeter​minate period of minority control.59

That period was variously identified. For some, in circumstances in which private property is abolished and the productive and distributive system is governed by command, that period was called the "dictator​ship of the most advanced vanguard of the proletariat." It was a "prole​tarian" party dictatorship where there were few, if any, proletarians. For others, in a system that tolerated private properly and an economy gov​erned largely by market signals, the period was identified with generic fascism. Whether "proletarian" or "fascist," the systems were variants of the reactive and developmental dictatorships that typify the twentieth century.

What Marxist theory, in one or another of its forms, managed to pro​duce during the years between the Sino-Soviet dispute and the death of Mao Zedong in 1976 was a reformulation of its inherited notions about fascism. Fascism was no longer understood simply as the pathological product of the final crisis of industrial capitalism. Fascism, for Soviet commentators, during the years of the Sino-Soviet dispute, was one form of developmental dictatorship and could arise whenever an exiguous mi​nority controlled and administered the property of a community. In such a system, class, in and of itself, was no longer a significant social, politi​cal, or economic determinant. In fact, class was a derivative product of a monopoly of political control. It was politics, not class, that determined the major features of the system   whether "socialist" or "fascist."60

Such a system characteristically manifests itself in retrograde economic circumstances—in communities suffering retarded industrial develop​ment. The "socialism" of such a system is not the reflection of an eco​nomic base but the product of political decision by a hegemonic single party and its "charismatic" leader.

All of these assessments were taking place at the close of the Maoist era and at the commencement of the transition to the rule of Deng Xiaoping. Chinese Marxists themselves were attempting to understand their own revolution. Out of all the confusion, a number of very critical questions would emerge. They would have some significance during the entire pe​riod of reform entrained by Deng Xiaoping's accession to power as "Paramount Leader" of China.

The Chinese Communist Party Critique of Mao Zedong Thought

By the time of Mao Zedong's death in 1976, the political leadership in the People's Republic of China had decided that he had been responsible for

the "most severe setback and the heaviest losses suffered by the Party, the state and the people since the founding of the People's Republic."61 Be​tween the time of Mao's death in 1976 and the Third Plenary Session of the Eleventh Central Committee of the CCP in December 1978, the Com​munist leadership of the People's Republic had decided that the nation had been brought to the brink of catastrophe because of the prevalence of "left errors" among the leadership of regime.62 In June 1981, all of that found expression in a "Resolution on Certain Questions in the History of our Party Since the Founding of the People's Republic of China," adopted by the Sixth Plenary Session of the Eleventh Central Committee of the CCP. In the resolution, the Communist leadership of China sub​jected Mao and Maoism to sustained and penetrating criticism.

In the resolution, China's revolution was characterized as a national ef​fort to "overthrow, once and for all, the reactionary rule of imperialism and feudalism." For the new leaders of Communist China, the enemies of the nation were not "class enemies" but imperialist oppression and economic and cultural backwardness. The resolution contained little talk of universal proletarian revolution, and there was no talk of the unified "socialist camp." Rather, there was talk about China and its place in the modern world.

That victory in 1949 was won "under the guidance of Marxism-Leninism," and the "great system of Mao Zedong Thought" was affirmed. Affirmed as well was the recognition that Mao, however meritorious his qualities as a revolutionary, had made egregious errors after 1949.

Very conspicuous in the text is the post-Maoist leadership's commit​ment to an inclusive conception of the "revolutionary people" of "social​ist China." In several places, the resolution identifies the "people" of China as all "working people" and "all patriots who support socialism" as well as those "patriots who stand for the unification of the mother​land."63 In effect, the authors of the Resolution of 1981 crafted an inclu​sive vision of the Chinese "people" in which "all patriots," without real or fancied class distinctions, were united in resistance to, and resolution of, "imperialism and feudalism"—insulating China from foreign impos​tures and offsetting those social and economic impediments that ob​structed its rapid economic growth and industrialization.

For the authors of the resolution, one of the gravest errors made by the party under the guidance of Mao was "enlarging the scope of class strug​gle," together with the excessive haste "in pressing on with agricultural cooperation and the transformation of private handicraft and commercial establishments." The changes identified at the time of their enactment as "socialization" "were tc*> fast."64

In the short space of time between 1949 and 1956, all private establish​ments on the Chinese mainland had been socialized, and the Eighth Na​

tional Congress of the CCP had declared that the socialist system had been established in the People's Republic. As a consequence of the aboli​tion of private property, the authors of the resolution argued, there was no longer a foundation for any "contradiction" between classes in "so​cialist" China. There were no conceivable grounds for "class struggle" in a "socialist" China. The "real contradiction," in China after 1956, they in​sisted, was that which represented the distance between the "demand of the people for rapid economic . .. development" and the backward state of the nation's productive system. The basic task of the party after 1956, in the judgment of the authors of the Resolution of 1981, was not "class struggle" but the development of revolutionary China's "productive forces."65 Failing to understand that, Mao Zedong had led China into po​litical turmoil and economic misadventure for more than two decades.

The principal failure of the party after 1956 was the increase in "the scope" of class struggle and the consequent increase in the number of its victims—which included an untold number of "patriotic people" all with "unfortunate consequences." All those failures were laid at the door of Mao Zedong. He was "chiefly responsible" for them all. Under his di​rection, a clutch of "entirely wrong" policies had been enacted.

Mao had "widened and absolutized the class struggle" in an effort to solve what he thought to be a variety of social, political, and economic problems. Mao's errors, the resolution continued, were the consequence of his failure to understand Marxism and China's reality. Mao was con​vinced that his policies were Marxist, we were told, but they were not. The resolution went on to maintain that Mao's policies "conformed nei​ther to Marxism-Leninism nor to Chinese reality." In fact, many of the things Mao "denounced as revisionist or capitalist during the 'cultural revolution' were actually Marxist and socialist principles."66

The "Marxist and socialist principles" to which the authors of the reso​lution alluded were those that found expression in the policies of Liu Shaoqi, Deng Xiaoping, and the other "capitalist roaders" disgraced dur​ing Mao's Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution. The general sense of the resolution was that Mao had failed to understand that. Instead, he gave expression to "left errors" upon which "counterrevolutionary cliques" capitalized. The compounded errors that resulted led to "domestic turmoil and brought catiistrophe to the Party, the state and the whole people."

While leading the nation into those leftist errors that would bring the People's Republic to the very brink of disaster, Mao "repeatedly urged the whole Party to study the works of Marx, Engels and Lenin conscien​tiously and imagined that his theory and practice were Marxist." That, for the leaders of the post-Maoist CCP, was the central "tragedy" of Mao's rule from the early 1950s until his death a quarter of a century later.67

By 1981, the Chinese Communist party announced that, under Mao Zedong, it had not been fully prepared to undertake the rapid industrial development of continental China. The party, under the leadership of Mao, had misunderstood or "dogmatically interpreted . . . the writings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin." Those writings did not provide "ready-made answers" to the many, many problems faced by the revolutionary CCP in assuming responsibility for the redemption of a backward nation. The inexperience of the party had allowed Mao Zedong to lead it and the nation into "gross error" and "leftist" deviation that was to exact incal​culable cost from China and the people of China.

December 1978 marked a crucial change in the revolutionary policies of the CCP. "It firmly discarded the slogan 'Take class struggle as the key link,'" which was "unsuitable in a socialist society, and made the strategic decision to shift the focus of work to socialist modernization." The Resolution of 1981 formalized a fundamental change in the goals of the revolution. Class struggle, income equality, and "international pro​letarian revolution" disappeared into a nationalist program of rapid economic and industrial development. Communist China committed it​self to Deng Xiaoping's "theory of the unique importance of productive forces," which saw the "central task" of the revolution to be "economic construction," not class warfare or international proletarian revolu​tion.''"

The program of accelerated growth and industrialization Deng pro​posed would be distinguished from Maoism by the fact that the national economy would be governed, in part, by the "supplementary, regulatory role of the market"—something traditional Marxists had always identi​fied as a betrayal of Marxism. Indifferent to such criticism, the resolution insisted that the task was to "create those specific forms of the relations of production that correspond to the needs of the growing productive forces and facilitate their continued advance."''9

Traditional Marxists had always argued that the "relations of produc​tion" had to "conform" to the "material forces of production" that char​acterized the productive system. Marx had consistently argued that in the course of production human beings entered into relations of produc​tion that necessarily corresponded to a definite stage of development of their material productive forces.7" One could not simply fabricate rela​tions of production to satisfy one's political, social, or economic choos​ing. Marx and Engels had made very clear that socialist relations of pro​duction, the distribution of benefits, and the unlimited satisfaction of needs would be an exclusive function of an advanced industrial produc​tive system. They regularly denied that "advanced relations of produc​tion" could be imposed on a primitive economic base.71

The readiness of the authors of the resolution to understand that ele​mentary notion of classical Marxist theory had important implications. As long as China's economy remained "primitive" and in the "first stage of socialism," it was evident that the prevailing "relations of production" would have to be revised to conform to the requirements of the economic base.

The immediate consequence was to legitimize Deng Xiaoping's eco​nomic "reforms." Mao's experiment with agricultural communes was abandoned and "responsibility rights," with all their qualified property rights, were extended to peasant families. Peasants were permitted to farm their own land and sell any surplus that exceeded the requirements of sale to the state in a "free" and "competitive" market. Elements of pri​vate property rights reappeared in a system in which they had been ban​ished since 1956. In some sectors of the economy competitive markets for the sale of commodities, in general, reappeared.72

The general economic reforms that quickly followed were as revolu​tionary as those specifically undertaken in the agrarian sector. The Peo​ple's Republic rapidly opened itself to the industrialized democracies in order to elicit transfers of capital and technology.73

What the authors of the Resolution of 1981 implicitly recognized, and some may have recognized since the founding of the People's Republic, was that economically backward China was not ready for socialism, how​ever socialism was understood. Socialist relations of production could not simply be imposed on a retrograde productive base. Like Sun Yat-sen be​fore them, the leadership of the CCP acknowledged that classical Marx​ism really had little relevance to their enterprise. The "socialism with Chi​nese characteristics" that emerged after the death of Mao was to share features with Sun's Three Principles and with the reactive nationalist and developmental ideologies of others found almost everywhere in the less-developed and revolutionary communities of the twentieth century.
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Post-Maoist China, 
Sun Yat-sen, and Fascism
B

efore Deng Xiaoping acceded to paramountcy in Communist China, Madame Mao—Jiang Qing—identified him as a "fascist dwarf," a "counterrevolutionary" who would "change everything" should he come to a position of authority,1 Jiang Qing was convinced that Deng, and those around him, were "revisionists" who, like those who had transformed the Soviet Union, would "change the color of the socialist revolution," to introduce fascism into revolutionary China. She was not alone in that judgment.

Non-Chinese Maoists observed the advent of Deng to power in post-Maoist China with similar misgivings. In the United States, Charles Bet-telheim saw Deng's projected policies as an explicit repudiation not only of Maoism but of Marxism in general. He warned that the direction in which Deng sought to guide China could only result in the "restoration of capitalism" and transform the Chinese Communist party into a "coun​terrevolutionary fascist party."2

In Canada, Michel Chossudovsky warned that the policies of Deng Xi​aoping were not only anti-Maoist and "bourgeois" in essence but threat​ened a "restoration of capitalism" as well as a fallback to the policies of the reactionary Kuomintang.3 Among Maoists, the proposed post-Maoist reforms carried with them the threat of a restored capitalism as well as the potential for a "Chinese fascism." A review of Deng's reforms will ex​plain why they appeared so ominous to domestic and foreign Maoists.

Marxism and the Reforms of Deng Xiaoping

Given the extent of post-Maoist reforms, identifying in just what sense Deng's China remains "Marxist" has become a very significant taxo-nomic issue, it sets the stage for a corollary consideration of whether "fascism," as a historic and analytic concept, has any relevance for at-

tempts to understand what is transpiring in the China of Deng Xiaoping and Jiang Zemin, But first, we will consider a brief catalog of the changes introduced by Deng since 1978.

Deng Xiaoping's reforms transformed Communist China so exten​sively that the emerging system now shares programmatic features with some of the major non-Marxist developmental programs advanced in a variety of less-developed nations at the very turn of the century. If noth​ing else, that fact prompts a synoptic rehearsal of the history of radical thought in the twentieth century—and how "the thought of Deng Xiaop​ing" enters into that history.

Before Deng Xiaoping could undertake the changes that would trans​form Communist China, an intense political struggle between factions within the Communist party had to resolve itself.4 Bv the beginning of the 1980s, the struggle had concluded. Briefly dominated by Hua Guofeng—Mao's chosen heir—political control of the People's Republic passed into the hands of Deng Xiaoping. Identified by Maoist enthusi​asts as an incorrigible "capitalist roader'"' throughout the long years of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, by 1981 Deng was suffi​ciently secure as "paramount leader" of Communist China to commis​sion his followers to embark upon a studied and critical review of the history of the Communist party and of Chairman Mao Zedong's role1 in that history.

Everything suggests that such a review was intended to settle ac​counts, once and for all, with the late chairman." It seems clear that the official "Resolution on Certain Questions in the History of our Party"'' of 1981 was calculated to establish Deng Xiaoping's legitimacy as China's leader. Long considered a renegade by Maoists,1* after his succession, it was felt that the issue of Deng's revolutionary credibility could only bo settled by a public assessment of the role of Mao Zedong in the Chinese revolution.

All that has been recognized by Sinologists. What has not been so read​ily perceived are the complex issues joined by the party's critical review of Mao's place in China's long revolution. One of the more insistent, if implicit, questions raised by the resolution was that which dealt with the relationship of Leninism, Stalinism, Maoism, or any of its variants, to the original doctrine of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels.

Between the time of Friedrich Kngels's death in 1895 and Mao's suc​cession to power in China in 1949, what might count as Marxist ortho​doxy had become exceedingly uncertain. In the course of the twentieth century, classical Marxism was transfigured by a tide of self-serving and conflicting interpretations by Stalinists and Maoists. Only in the trans​mogrified form that emerged after decades of "creative dialectic devel​opment" did enthusiasts find it possible to employ Marxism as a putative

guide for revolution in the least Marxist of places and bv the least Marx​ist of people.

Given its curious history in the twentieth century, by the time the Com​munist Party acceded to power in China in 1949, it was uncertain what Marxism was expected to accomplish through successful revolution. As long as Mao ruled China, that issue could hardly be addressed. Whatever Mao did was, by definition, Marxist. In the final analysis, Mao Zedong had made himself the final arbiter of what Marxism was.

AH that changed with his passing. Whatever the intended purpose of the Resolution of 1981, the most fundamental issue it raised turned on the question of what Marxism was supposed to accomplish by making revolution in an economically backward environment.4 As has been sug​gested, the resolution, by insisting as it did that Mao Zedong had made grievous mistakes since his very assumption of power, implied either that he had not understood the nature and responsibilities of Marxist rev​olution or that he could not or would not fulfill them.

As indicated earlier, according to the resolution, Mao had obstructed the rapid economic growth and industrial development of China by un​critically emphasizing class conflict and ideological struggle.1" The tur​moil generated by "mass struggles," the violence against intellectuals, the suppression of expertise, and the insistence on absolute conformity to the "party line," impaired the entire productive process. Mao Zedong, the resolution revealed, had been too much of a "leftist." His errors in​fected not only "economic work" but "the spheres of politics, ideology and culture"11—all to the detriment of the developmental goals of the revolution. The express judgment was that Mao had not only misunder​stood Marxism but also failed the revolution.

Even while Mao was still alive, Deng Xiaoping had insisted that "the productive forces .. . and the economic base" were the critical foundation of "Chinese socialism."'-1 Unlike Mao, Deng emphasized that accelerat​ing economic development—promoting the output growth and techno​logical sophistication of the "forces of production"—was the core re​sponsibility of revolutionaries.

Deng insisted, without qualification, on the primacy of economic de​velopment. Prior to the death of Mao, that insistence suggested to Maoists a "revisionist" neglect of the "class struggle." Maoists insisted that the express emphasis on economic growth and development, through the variety of material incentives urged by Deng, would result in the growth of class differences, the eclipse of socialism, and the possibil​ity of fulsome "capitalist restoration."

Before the passing of Mao, Maoists argued that the preoccupation with growth and technological development implied an Infatuation with for​eign industrial systems and generated an abiding admiration for "all

things foreign" among the people of China,13 Until Mao's death, Deng's "theory of the productive forces" was identified as a "venomous weed"—a treasonous abandonment of Marxism.14

In substance, what Deng had done in formulating his "theory of the productive forces" was to raise the central question of what the Marxist revolution in China was expected to accomplish. If Mao had failed the revolution,13 it was important to know why.

The question reopened the long and tortured dispute that turned on the issue of what the "socialist" revolution was all about. The Resolution of 1981 elliptically addressed the question of what Marxism—tradition​ally understood—had to do with the Chinese revolution. This question had been addressed by some of the foremost Chinese revolutionaries at the turn of the twentieth century but was largely neglected thereafter.

During the long years when "Marxist theory" served as a tool of Stal​inists and Maoists, it was never quite clear what "Marxists" making rev​olution in politically and economically backward environments imag​ined their responsibilities to be. The Dengist Resolution of 1981, intentionally or unintentionally, reopened that question for Chinese in​tellectuals.

Was Marxist revolution charged with the responsibility of lifting the burden of oppression from the shoulders of the working class, the libera​tion of humankind from all the inequities of modern capitalism, the es​tablishment of universal harmony, the complete abolition of war, and the creation of a social order in which all individuals might fully realize their fullest potential without the constraints of material want? Was the Marx​ist revolution expected to bring with it the abundance that would release human beings from the obligation of work—to participate only because labor provided creative release?

It is very doubtful that the long Chinese revolution—commencing in the middle of the nineteenth century before the advent of organized Marxism—was inspired by any of that. In China, calls for systemic re​form and revolutionary initiatives commenced with the incursions of Western imperialism into politically and economically primitive Asia.1" Neither the first Chinese revolutionaries nor Karl Marx himself believed that Marxism, in and of itself, would have any influence on the unfolding Chinese circumstances. The Chinese revolution that Marx had antici​pated in the 1850s was to be "bourgeois" in inspiration, a necessary con​sequence of China's economic backwardness.17

Everyone seemed convinced of the circumstances. As has been sug​gested, at the turn of the century, Chinese reformers and revolutionaries were not pursuing Marxist Utopias but attempting to formulate policies that would ensure the survival and revitalization of their nation.1" In the quarter century that followed, those efforts matured into several candi​

date revolutionary creeds that each claimed to more effectively address the challenges that faced China.

Whatever the creed, what seems to have ultimately become obvious to everyone was the recognition that economic growth and industrial mod​ernization were the responsibility of reform and revolution in China. Al​most every politically and intellectually active person during the last days of the Qing dynasty recognized the necessity of modernizing and industrializing the nation. What separated them was how all that might be accomplished.

Deng Xiaoping, however much of a Marxist he may have conceived himself, was born into that tradition and was imbued with those convic​tions. This led biographers to assert that whatever ancillary goals Deng pursued during his long career, none was more emphatic or persistent than strengthening the Chinese nation-state. Deng had always been a na​tionalist committed to the restoration of China's wealth, power, and pres​tige. Whatever his Marxism, his quest was not unlike that of previous Chinese reformers and revolutionaries, ranging from those of the late Qing to Sun Yat-sen.1'*

kike all of them, Deng sought "the creation of a modern industrial base [for his oppressed nation). . , . Driven by a demand for reclaimed na​tional independence, dignity, and freedom of manoeuvre in foreign rela​tions [he sought) a strong national defence and maintenance of territorial integrity ... and [he committed himself to] the attainment of great power status [for China]."-0 Whatever else he was, Deng Xiaoping had always been a reactive developmental nationalist. Out of that emerged Deng's "theory of the primacy of the productive forces."

Given that recognition, the essence of the criticism contained in the Communist party's Resolution of 1981 immediately reveals itself. In that document, the role played by Mao Zedong in the course of the Chinese "socialist revolution" was very carefully considered. The measure of suc​cess or failure of his revolutionary efforts was calculated against criteria that, if not anti-Marxist, were essentially non-Marxist.

In the resolution, as we have seen, the "salvation of China" necessarily required the "overthrow" of both "imperialism and feudalism." That, ac​cording to the text of the resolution, entailed the recognition that "indus​trialization" constituted "an indispensable prerequisite" for China's na​tional "independence and prosperity."21 Feudalism and imperialism could be defeated only by fully industrializing China. Only a modernized and in​dustrialized China could put together, sustain, and foster capabilities nec​essary to overcome domestic social anachronisms and resist external eco​nomic and military threat. There was precious little Marxism in any of that.

In the Resolution of 1981, the apologists for Deng Xiaoping argued that Mao Zedong had failed to understand the "unique importance of pro​

ductive forces" in strengthening a retrograde China threatened by the economic and military pretenses of world imperialism.22 Instead of com​mitting all of China's resources to accelerated economic growth and in​dustrial development, Mao had dissipated the nation's energies in "class struggle."23

In the eyes of his detractors, Mao had failed to fully recognize the im​peratives that drove the Chinese revolution. If he did recognize them, he served them badly. According to the assessment made in the resolution, instead of pursuing the goal of extensive and intensive economic growth and development, Mao obstructed their pace and extent by involving the nation in frenzied class conflict and factional strife.24 Class struggle wasted the time and resources of the Chinese people and succeeded in alienating those most essential to national development.25

In fact, Mao had failed to adequately invest in agriculture, sustain the extensive and intensive growth of heavy industry, or initiate and foster small and intermediate industries. He failed to plan and finance the col​lateral articulation of the nation's infrastructure. He failed to allow the market to generate a rational price structure for the system or influence resource allocation. The result was the escalation of capital costs and the accumulation of multiple failures throughout the system. He closed China to the inflow of foreign capital and technology. He had, in almost every way, impaired the growth and technological maturation of the na​tion's economy.

Mao Zedong never seemed to fully understand the implications of making revolution in a backward economic environment. Once se​curely in power, he imposed a ramshackle command economy on the fragility of what was basically an agrarian productive base. Afflicted by an irrational pricing system and dominated by an ignorant and ill-informed cadre, the Chinese economy gradually spiraled down into system-wide dysfunction—with unsold inventory, wasted investment capital, gross intersectoral imbalances, and steadily declining factor productivity2"

Mao chose not to address the most fundamental problems that beset the primitive Chinese economy. Instead, he imagined that ideological confor​mity and class conflict would somehow bring about their resolution. With his passing, Mao left behind him a seriously handicapped productive sys​tem. In the judgment of many, Mao had failed, as a consequence, not only as a revolutionary but as a Marxist thinker as well.27 By the early 1980s, it had become evident that the revolutionaries who succeeded Mao believed that he had failed, in substantial part, to satisfy the most fundamental im​peratives of the Chinese revolution. In the judgment of Deng Xiaoping and those who collected around him, the Chinese revolution was basically about the modernization and industrialization of the national economy.28

There could no longer be any confusion. Whatever the long pretense might have been, the Chinese revolution was not about international rev​olution, personal fulfillment, political democracy, individual liberty, the abolition of poverty, income equality, or class struggle.24 For all the talk in all the political pamphlets, the revolution was not about international pro​letarian solidarity. It was about the rebirth of the Chinese people, the re​naissance of the Chinese nation, and the restoration of China's central place in the world through the rapid development of the nation's "pro​ductive forces." It was nationalistic and developmental in both inspiration and intention. Once that is understood, in what sense can the long Chinese revolution be considered Marxist?

At its origin, the Chinese revolution had been a reaction to the eco​nomic retardation and the competitive vulnerability of the nation. As a consequence, the revolution was about creating an industrial base that would offset those vulnerabilities. The obligation of the revolution was to modernize China. Only modernization could provide the material foun​dation for a modern society and an effective and deterrent military. In​dustrialization alone could equip the nation not only to survive but to prevail in a threatening international environment. The Chinese revolu​tion was about the defeat of imperialism and the restoration of China's sovereignty In essence, the Chinese revolution had always been about the "liberation of [the] nation"111—and that liberation required not "pro​letarian internationalism," "world socialist revolution," class warfare, the abolition of the market economy, or the suppression of private property, but rapid economic development.

Throughout the long years of the Chinese Communist revolution, Deng Xiaoping recognized all that. He consistently argued against the "leftism" and the "ultraleftism" of party enthusiasts.11 In the years before the Communist seizure of power on the mainland, Deng spoke of mobi​lizing "all strata of the population" and "all social forces."12 Deng urged that agrarian reforms proceed slowly and prudently to avoid alienating any substantial elements of the population. Deng urged that property that had been seized from landlords be returned. Similarly, he demanded that the practice of "settling very old accounts with landlords ... be ended" and that landlords be allowed to "make a living and enjoy a cer​tain economic status and that their legitimate right of property [be] safe​guarded." Communists were urged to resolutely reject the "destructive theory of agricultural socialism."-11 In substance, the party's policy, as Deng understood it, was to give "consideration to the interests of work​ers and peasants, on the one hand, and those of the landlords and capi​talists, on the other."34 He insisted that the "ultraleft mistakes" that sought to penalize everyone but the workers and peasants would render "the middle sections of society . . . displeased with us."35 That would

alienate them from the revolution itself—and in Deng's judgment, the revolution could not be successful without them.

All of this must be understood in the context of Deng's conviction that the revolution was all about the rapid modernization and industrializa​tion of retrograde China. The party's policy, as he understood it, was to win the support of the vast majority of the population, necessary for the accelerated growth and sophistication of the "material productive forces" without which there could be no "salvation for the nation."36

Deng Xiaoping understood perfectly well what all that meant. "These policies," he told the members of the Chinese Communist party, "are all designed to promote development of the economy. . . . This is the path that Dr. Sun Yat-sen pointed out to us."37 He urged all party members to always "act in conformity with [Sun Yat-sen's| Three People's Princi​ples."38

In this light, Deng Xiaoping's criticisms of Mao take on a special signif​icance. Deng had always remained true to the central convictions of Sun Yat-sen. After Mao's death, explicitly and without apology, Deng changed the order of priorities for revolutionary China. "Class struggle" was no longer considered the "key link" in the set of obligations that faced Chi​nese revolutionaries.34 For Deng, it had never been. The "four moderniza​tions" and the advocacy of economic incentives, professional rather than "red" management of enterprises, profit as a measure of efficiency, and opening China to the industrialized democracies, took its place.

Deng Xiaoping had always been a loyal Communist party member. He had diligently served the party throughout its long struggle to political power. In spite of, or because of, his loyalty, Deng continually advocated pragmatic and surprisingly moderate economic policies in those areas "liberated" by Communist forces before the final seizure of power in 1949.

Against "leftists,"40 Deng recommended that revolutionaries "support private industry and commerce beneficial to the national economy and the people's livelihood, encouraging private enterprises' enthusiasm for production."4' For Deng, that was the true "Marxist" responsibility.

Deng's conception of Marxist obligations included the establishment and furtherance of regulations "between the workers and their employ​ers to benefit both of them." Deng clearly imagined that such class col​laboration would "facilitate the development of the productive forces."42

It seems evident that for substantial periods of time during his long service to the revolution, Deng Xiaoping did not distinguish Marxism from developmental nationalism. At critical junctures, he expressed pro-ductivistic and class collaborationist convictions that shared unmistak​able affinities with the nationalist and developmental doctrines of Sun Yat-sen.43

In fact, Deng clearly recognized substantial compatibilities between Mao's "new democracy" of the 1940s and the anti-Marxist developmen​tal convictions of Sun.44 None of this was considered unusual by the Chi​nese Marxists of the period because of the peculiar history of the rela​tionship between the Communist party of China and the nationalism of Sun's followers.

At its very inception Chinese Marxism had unmistakable affinities with developmental nationalism in general and the nationalist doctrines of Sun in particular. For decades, the Chinese Communist party had ad​vertised itself as the true exponent of Sun's doctrines.45

Only after his accession to power did Mao Zedong abandon any pre​tense of being guided by Sun's revolutionary doctrines. It was in response to the changes flowing from that decision that the first resistance to "cap​italist roaders" mounted. The economic damage that resulted when Mao abandoned Sun's developmental strategies in the 1950s created a gulf be​tween him and some of the major leaders of the party. In the context of that growing tension Maoists saw Deng Xiaoping's "theory of the pro​ductive forces" as fundamentally anti-Maoist and counterrevolutionary.

Deng Xiaoping and the "Theory of the Productive Forces"

Whatever Deng's pragmatic accommodation to the increasing "leftism" of Maoism throughout the 1960s and early 1970s, in the judgment of con​temporary Sinologists, he nonetheless remained, throughout his career, a "staunch nationalist" who, like Sun Yat-sen, sought the regeneration of China through the "creation of a modern industrial base."4'1 In fact, Deng's clear and persistent commitment to the rapid development of China's productive forces ultimately created major strains between him​self and the chairman. Mao had become an "ultraleftist" social revolu​tionary while Deng had remained a developmental nationalist.

By the mid-1960s, Mao planned, launched, and directed what was to become known to the twentieth century as the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China. It was a political movement predicated on the con​viction that the real issue facing the Chinese people was the defense of the "socialist" and "proletarian" class character of the revolution. For Mao, "ferocious class struggle" rather than development of the produc​tive forces was the "key link" in the realization of socialism.47

In fact, the Cultural Revolution, with its anarchic class struggles, suc​ceeded only in severely damaging the Chinese economy. It impaired China's economic development, wasted its resources, and devastated its population. It neither produced a new "proletarian" consciousness among the masses of China nor generated the burst of creative energy

that was supposed to carry the nation to a new level of revolutionary ma​turity

Upon his advent to power, Deng Xiaoping was to reject all of that in its entirety. He was to reject its rationale, its economic strategies, and its po​litical postures. In doing that, Deng was to renounce almost the entire legacy of Mao. That legacy was identified and deplored as "leftist"—and "leftism" was charged with obstructing the economic growth and indus​trial development of the nation. Maoists had systematically opposed any-simple emphasis on the rapid development of the nation's productive forces.48 The cost was the failure of the People's Republic of China to match the performance of the rapidly developing Asian economies of Taiwan, South Korea, or Japan.

In opposition to the Maoists, Deng was to insist that the responsibility of China's revolutionaries was to foster and sustain the growth of the productive forces of the People's Republic, in accordance with what he called "objective and natural laws."49 In accordance with those "laws," Deng was to introduce a constellation of non-Maoist and fundamentally non-Marxist economic policies: the reintroduction of market modalities into what had been, for years, an essentially command economy; the restoration of qualified private property rights; the solicitation of joint venture investment from foreigners; and the creation of conditions that allowed an important sector of the domestic Chinese economy to be ex​port oriented. True to apparently long-held convictions,'1" Deng restored free markets for the exchange of a substantial proportion of producer and consumer goods and allowed the employment of property for personal profit. He opened the Chinese economy to capital and technology trans​fers from the advanced industrial economies.51

The response to Deng's initiatives was the rapid expansion and tech​nological improvement of the Chinese productive system. As a conse​quence, after 1980, the Chinese system was to become one of the fastest growing economies in the world.

Western commentators have found it curious that Deng Xiaoping— having securely established his historic eminence by liberating one of the largest economies in the world from the dysfunctional constraints im​posed upon it by the Maoist variant of Marxism—gives no particular ev​idence of theoretical sophistication.52 Deng has never said anything par​ticularly original about economics or economic policy and seems to display few insights into the functioning of the economy55

That judgment overlooks the fact that, as we have seen, Deng Xiaop​ing, early in his career as a revolutionary, found the developmental poli​cies of Sun Yat-sen persuasive. He not only instructed the revolutionaries of the 1930s and 1940s in the doctrines of the Sanmin zhuyi,54 but he also sought to implement its policies during the Communist party's long

struggle to political dominance. The economic strategies introduced upon his own accession to power after the death of Mao are all but in​distinguishable from those advocated by the non-Marxist and anti-Marx​ist followers of Sun Yat-sen.

Although Deng never overtly opposed Mao during the catastrophic years of the Great Leap Forward and the Cultural Revolution,55 by the middle of the 1970s it had become evident to everyone that China had not only failed to keep pace with the economic development of Asia's "little tigers," but the gap between it and the industrialized democracies had grown steadily larger. By the end of the 1970s, major economic re​form could no longer be resisted.

By the mid-1980s, the reformed economy that took shape under Deng's auspices began to look more and more like that recommended by Sun Yat-sen and the developmental nationalists of half a century before. Sun and developmental nationalists in general characteristically argued that the accelerated growth of the forces of production was the critical responsi​bility of revolutionaries. It was they who first articulated what was subse​quently to be called Deng Xiaoping's "theory of the productive forces."

All of this is part of the long and complicated story of revolutionary thought in the twentieth century. Within that story can be traced the transformation of Marxism in the face of challenges totally unanticipated by Marx and Engels—and bungled by Lenin. As suggested earlier, the emergence and dominance of developmental nationalism, and Fascism as a variant of that nationalism, is a critical part of the narrative.

At the turn of the century, revolutionaries in the less-developed pe​riphery of world capitalism decided that there was little in the orthodox Marxism of the nineteenth century that had anything of importance to say to their times. Nonetheless, at the core of classical Marxism was a theme that was to emerge and reemerge in the revolutionary literature of the next half century. Amid all of the irrelevancies identified by the revo​lutionaries who found themselves in retrograde economic environments, there was an issue, raised by Marx and Fngels, that seemed to have en​gaged the interest of almost everyone. In their most basic works, the founders of Marxism had argued that "the multitude of productive forces accessible to men determines the nature of society."* More than anything else, history for them proceeds as a function of the develop​ment of the material productive forces. Marx argued that "in the final analysis, the productive forces . . . are the basis of all . . . history."57

The argument was eminently clear. As early as the publication of his Poverty of Philosophy in 1847, Marx had written that "in acquiring new productive forces men change their mode of production; and in changing their mode of production, in changing the way of earning their living, they change all their social relations."58

Such a conviction confirms what revolutionary developmental nation​alists had already recognized. Before Marx and Engels had developed their notions of socialist revolution, Friedrich List made his case for the critical significance of each nation's Produktivkraefte (productive forces) in shaping its life circumstances in the modern world. In fact, he called his account "the theory of the productive forces."59 There was little that was specifically Marxist in the revolutionary emphasis on the productive forces of society.

Almost a century and a half before Deng Xiaoping introduced his re​forms into the irrational economic system left to him by Mao Zedong, List had argued that what was required to bring a retrograde economy into modernity was the inspiration of revolutionary nationalism, the reg​ulatory role (if commodity and capital markets, the incentives provided by the possession of private property, the implied personal profit to be gained from individual enterprise, the utility of indicative planning by the state, the encouragement of capital and technology transfers from de​veloped systems, the implementation of import substitution policies and protection for infant industries, the control of labor, with constraints on wages and consumption in order to allow for the rapid domestic accu​mulation of capital, and a policy of export sales of labor-intensive com​modities in order to acquire foreign reserves—all under the administra​tion of authoritarian rule. Only such a program offered the promise of the rapid development of the productive forces essential to the future of the community.''0

With Friedrich List, all major revolutionaries at the turn of the twenti​eth century were prepared to recognize the critical role played by the forces of production in the search for "national salvation." Those in dy​nastic and postdynastic China, many of them familiar with the theoreti​cal contentions of classical Marxism,61 rejected its eschatology but took up its emphasis on the determinate role of the productive forces in the history of the modern world.

Until the "dialectical" innovations introduced by V. 1. Lenin, almost every revolutionary in economically backward countries failed to see the relevance of Marxism as a guide to revolution.62 What the best among them recognized was the critical importance of the rapid and intensive development of the productive forces to their purposes. Revolutionaries in primitive economic environments did not anticipate the suppression of private property, the abolition of commodity and capital markets, or the incorporation of "proletarian internationalism" and domestic class warfare as part of their program. Whatever their ultimate political vision, it was economic growth and industrialization, the accelerated develop​ment of the productive forces, that occupied much of their attention.

By the end of the First World War, for example, Sun Yat-sen was talk​ing about China's inviting foreign capital and enlisting "foreign experts

and organizers"" to manage joint ventures. Any constraints imposed on the transfer of capital and technology from the more advanced industrial states would seriously impair China's modernizing potential. Sun ar​gued that given foreign capital, technology, and entrepreneurial skills, China's abundant resources and cheap labor would provide exports64 that could be sold to supply the foreign exchange to service its interna​tional debt.65

At the heart of Sun Yat-sen's developmental ideology66 was an anti-Marxist, nationalist, class-collaborationist, and productivistic "theory of the productive forces" that looks remarkably like that of Deng Xiaoping. That Marxists like M. N. Roy identified that developmental "theory" as "protofascist" is apparently a matter of little consequence to Deng Xiaop​ing and his lollowers.67 That the "paramount leader" of a "Communist" China should pursue a policy that might be, in whatever sense, "fascist," seems to be a matter of relatively little concern to the present rulers in Bei​jing. Nevertheless, it is a matter of some interest to the present discussion.

Sun Yat-sen and "Protofascism"

The identification of Sun's developmental nationalism with "protofas​cism" recalls, once again, the similarities shared by many reactive na​tionalisms in the twentieth century. As has been suggested, a number of commentators have recognized some doctrinal similarities between the turn-of-the-century revolutionaries of China and those of Nationalist and Fascist Italy. That they all were nationalists facing the arrogant imperial​ism of the advanced industrial powers goes some distance in explaining their real or perceived similarities. Beyond that, however, it will be ar​gued that there were shared themes that gave particular character to their commonality and that those themes have now reappeared in the "thought of Deng Xiaoping"68 and his "theory of the productive forces."

It will be further argued that those themes common to non-Marxist Chinese developmental nationalism and Italian Fascism have resurfaced in post-Maoist China. Some of them are explicit, and some are implicit, both in Deng Xiaoping's assessment of Mao Zedong's role in the Chinese revolution and his "pragmatic" program for the accelerated "develop​ment of the productive forces."

Central to Sun Yat-sen's "principle of the people's livelihood" was a recognition of the critical role played by the material productive forces in the history of nations. In his rejection of Marxism, Sun insisted that al​most all of the complex theoretical arguments advanced by its founders were entirely unrelated to the problems that Chinese revolutionaries had to address.

For Sun, class warfare, the abolition of private property, the suppres​sion of enterprise profits, the abolition of "wage slavery," the notion that

the rising organic composition of capital would necessarily bring an end to capitalism, the commitment to international proletarian revolution, and the insistence that working men had no fatherland were all of little, if any, interest to China's revolutionaries. What was of urgency was pro​duction. "Production," Sun insisted, "is, economically speaking, the prin​cipal agent in the modern world."69

The rest of Sunism followed from that central conviction. Further rep​etition of Sun's doctrines is hardly necessary to make the case. Sun's strategy for the rapid economic and industrial development of China in​cluded indicative planning by a "powerful" and tutelary state, insistence on harmony between classes so that all "patriots" could be mobilized to developmental purpose, rapid accumulation of capital for a capital-poor country, insistence on discipline in the pursuit of real growth and devel​opment, opening trade to the advanced industrial powers, soliciting for​eign technology and skill, and advocating export-led growth.

The Nationalists and Fascists of economically backward Italy antici​pated virtually the same strategy in tracking the same ends. By the sec​ond decade of the twentieth century, some of Italy's foremost Marxists acknowledged that Marxist doctrine was irrelevant to the revolutionaries of the peninsula. By the time of the March on Rome, which brought Fas​cism to power, the major theoreticians of the movement^ most former Marxist radicals70—had made rapid economic growth and industrial de​velopment the critical responsibility of the revolution.

Mussolini himself was to give that revolutionary prescription authori​tative expression. At the end of the Great War, he ventilated his own "the​ory of the productive forces." He charged Italians with the revolutionary obligation of overcoming the nation's economic backwardness. The revo​lution required that Italians "produce, produce with efficiency, with dili​gence, with patience, [and] with passion."

For Mussolini, organizing the first Fascists around the standards of de​velopmental nationalism, it would be "producers [who would] represent the new Italy, as opposed to the old Italy of balladiers and tour-guides."71 Prior to the war, he argued, Italy had been the "humble vassal" of foreign economic power. The people of Italy were defamed and despised as infe​rior, inept, and of little consequence.77 To win a place in the modern world, he went on, required that Italians begin to accept the exacting re​sponsibilities of modern "production." The conditions of the modern world compelled Italy to industrialize and modernize if it were to sur​vive and prosper. "The essential thing," Mussolini urged his followers, "is to 'produce.' That is the beginning. In a nation burdened by a passive economy, it is necessary to exalt producers, those who work, those who construct, those who systematically increase wealth and general well-being."73

ft would be necessary to mobilize "capitalists possessed of a sense of their historic function who are prepared to take risks" so that the "econ​omy [of Italy] achieves its maximum intensity and extension." To that purpose, it would be necessary to mobilize proletarians "who compre​hend the ineluctability of this ... process and appreciate the mediate and immediate benefits it can deliver." Mussolini had decided that "to inhibit the development of the productive forces of Italy [would be] to condemn Italy" to perpetual inferiority.74

When Mussolini advocated making Italy "a nation of producers" and entitled his paper II popolo d'Haiin, "A Daily of Combatants and Produc​ers," he communicated his commitment to the expansion and increasing technological sophistication of the forces of production of the penin​sula.75 Mussolini, the former leader of Italian Marxists, had made reac​tive nationalism and developmentalism the critical center of his revolu​tionary convictions.

The fact is that by 1915, the basic argument for reactive developmental nationalism had been formulated not only by Italy's Nationalists but by the most radical of Italy's heretical Marxists as well. They recognized not only that the productive base of the peninsula was painfully primitive and that "socialist" revolution was manifestly unrealistic7'' and could only devastate the nation,77 but also that economic retardation meant not only poverty for the people of recently reunited Italy but national inferi​ority, foreign cultural domination, and collective humiliation.75 These were the considerations that generated a reactive "proletarian national​ism" among revolutionary Marxists in Italy after the First World War."1'

During the first quarter of the twentieth century, preoccupation with accelerated economic development and industrialization informed revo​lutionaries in both Asia and southern Europe. "Fhe salvific revolutionary doctrine had commitment to the rapid development of the nation's "pro​ductive forces" at its core.

The intrinsic logic of such a doctrinal position has now become famil​iar. Revolution in late-developing countries was no longer a question of undertaking a proletarian class revolution or participating in a world​wide socialist fraternity. It was a matter, Mussolini insisted, of making "proletarian Italy" a great nation—"respected, free, and secure."5" To ac​complish that, heretical Marxists would have to make of Italians "a new race of producers . . . "81 committed to the rapid development of the material forces of production. Sun Yat-sen had said no less of China and the Chinese.

When, in 1993, Deng Xiaoping's "theory of the productive forces" was celebrated as the "newest fruit," produced by the union of Marxism with China's "concrete conditions" and elevated to the level of the creative thought of Karl Marx and V. I. Lenin,82 no one had the temerity to allude

to its similarities with the developmental nationalism of Sun Yat-sen or, for that matter, with the thought of Benito Mussolini. When Deng's "the​ory" was characterized as having "historic importance," pioneering "new territory within Marxism" so that it would be possible for China's revolution to build a modern and industrial "socialism with Chinese characteristics,"83 no one reminded anyone that a similar "theory" was to be found as early as the mid-nineteenth century in the developmental na​tionalism of Friedrich List.

In retrospect, none of this is surprising. The classical Marxism of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels was specifically designed for application in industrially mature economies, environments inhabited by politically so​phisticated proletarian majorities, and characterized by monopoly pro​duction, investment saturation, falling wages, and an overall declining rate of profit.84 List's National System of Political Economy, on the other hand, was written for those economically less developed nations that found themselves facing the arrogance of "imperialist" wealth and mili​tary power. Contrary to much of the folk wisdom of contemporary social science, it is the latter doctrine, rather than the former, that has really in​spired revolution in the twentieth century.

"Proletarian" nations, facing developmental tasks, would have to an​ticipate, and contend with, the resistance of foreign "plutocracies."85 In that challenging environment an adamantine resolve, an emphatic na​tional unity, would have to sustain the revolutionary effort at economic growth and development.8" It was that doctrine, implied by the "theory of productive forces," which Mussolini identified as the revolutionary so​cialism of poor nations87 and Sun Yat-sen spoke of as the "true solution" to the political, economic, and social inequities and conflicts of the mod​em world.

Deng Xiaoping, Sun Yat-sen, and Fascism

Buried in the contemporary discussions taking place in Dengist China are issues long neglected by Marxist theoreticians. The discussions that have followed the death of Mao have brought them, once again, to the surface.

Fascist doctrine clearly gave expression to one form of what today in Communist China is called the "theory of productive forces." Revolu​tionary China has long been familiar with its own variants. One variant was that of Sun Yat-sen's Three Principles of the People. With the passing of Mao Zedong, Deng Xiaoping clearly made that variant the heart of "socialism with Chinese characteristics."

When Madame Mao, in the polemics that immediately followed the death of the "Great Helmsman," anticipated the rise of "fascism" with

the advent of Deng Xiaoping,88 the issues were reasonably clear, Maoists had insisted that Deng had "never been a Marxist." fie was a "revision​ist," and Zhou Enlai had warned that "revisionism" would inevitably produce a "fascist party" and a "fascist dictatorship."89 Maoists identi​fied Deng's "theory of the productive forces" as the critical concept that would transform China and "change the color" of its revolution.''0 More intuitively than substantively, Maoists recognized the fundamental changes in revolutionary priorities implicit in Deng's "revisionist theory of the productive forces."

All of this overwhelmed Marxist theoreticians in Maoist China because they have, in general, failed to understand much of the economic and po​litical reality of China in the twentieth century. The failure of Maoism and its abandonment by the People's Republic immediately following Mao's death is stark testimony of that.

What is perhaps most interesting, for the purposes of the present dis​cussion, is that however much the developmental reforms of Deng Xi​aoping share features with those of Sun Yat-sen and Fascism, Deng's po​litical postures have more in common with those of Mussolini's Fascism than anything else. Unlike Sun, Fascists specifically and consistently op​posed liberal ideals and democratic institutions. In that clear sense, Fas​cists distinguished themselves from the followers of Sun Yat-sen.

However long the preliminary periods of military rule and political tutelage might have been that Sun anticipated for revolutionary China in the 1920s, China's non-Marxist revolutionaries always insisted that mili​tary rule and political tutelage would ultimately culminate in constitu​tional governance- in a system substantially like that of the Western in​dustrial democracies. For Sun and his followers, the authoritarianism of the system they would initially impose on revolutionary China was al​ways transitional.

For Fascists, their developmental programs required discipline, com​mitment, labor, and sacrifice from Italians. But more than that, Fascists refused to entertain the notion that their experiment would ultimately yield to some form of pluralistic and parliamentary democracy. What​ever they ultimately expected, Fascists resisted the re-creation of repre​sentative democracy as it is understood in the West. It is in that context that the "thought of Deng Xiaoping" is of interest.

It is clear that Deng has employed many of the central concepts of Sun's Saninin zlnn/i in his reforms, but it is just as clear that he has re​jected its ultimate democratic aspirations. While there is ample talk of "democratization" in post-Maoist China, it is clear that it is the same kind of "democratization" spoken of by Fascists and Leninists.91

Deng has insisted that "we cannot do without dictatorship. We must not only reaffirm the need for it, but exercise it when necessary."92 What​

ever shape the political reforms might take, the "party must lead," Deng has insisted, and the reforms "must not imitate the West, and no liberal​ization should be allowed.'"*3 Deng committed himself to absolute do​mestic political stability, and the unrelieved submission of the Chinese people to the political dominance of the Communist party of China and its policies.''1

For Deng—as it was for the first Fascists—the "soundness" of a politi​cal system is measured in terms of political stability, political unity, and unitary party rule. There is no real institutionalization of protection for individual political and civil rights—no defense of the freedom of associ​ation, expression, or choice."'1 There is a specific rejection of any system of political or governmental "checks and balances" or multiparty alterna​tives that would limit the discretion of the state or its agents. Cover-nance, for Deng, involves proceeding "under unified central leader​ship"—the leadership of the party.*

For Deng, it is the "development of the productive forces"97 that deter​mines the merits of any political system and, in his judgment, it is politi​cal stability, party dominance, and ideological conformity that create the environment in which growth and technological development take place. The entire system seems to require the "ritualized charisma" of a "para​mount leader" dominating a single-party state as its capstone.

To satisfy that requirement, Deng was suitably identified as a "giant," a "superman," and a "history-making great man," without whom China could only falter.'* By the time of his death, the "thought of Deng Xiaop​ing" had become the "scientific compass that guides the . .. victorious progress of China." Deng, as an inerrant epistemarch, "found a way to build socialism with Chinese characteristics which Mao Zedong had sought, but was unable to find."99

In post-Maoist China, a clear effort has been made to routinize and in​stitutionalize charismatic leadership, with the apparent intention of cre​ating a durable vanguard party state. Together with the inculcation of pa​triotism, self-sacrifice, and obedience, the regime on the Chinese mainland has taken on those criterial features that have always been em​ployed to identify fascist rule everywhere in the world.

Like Mussolini, Deng and his followers seem to imagine a disciplined developmental dictatorship being projected indefinitely into the future. Distinct from Sun Yat-sen, neither Fascists in their time nor followers of Deng Xiaoping in our own anticipated or anticipate a "bourgeois demo​cratic" future for their respective countries.11,0 In that sense, "Deng Xi​aoping thought" ultimately seems to share more overt political features with Italian Fascism than it does with Sun Yat-sen's Saiunin zhuyi.m

That Marxist theory seems to have missed all this appears to be the consequence of Marxism's failure to understand very much about revo​

lution in the twentieth century. Marxist theory—conceptually thin and embarrassingly ill-contrived—succeeded in convincing Marxists, and those academics influenced by Marxist theory, that Fascism was nothing more than "reaction," the "tool" of imperialism. Given the confusion, Sun Yat-sen became a "protofascist" and the Kuomintang of Nationalist China "fascist." By the end of the 1960s, both the Soviet Union and Mao​ism, to each other's Marxist theoreticians, had become fascist as well.

For a long time, scholarship in the West left many convinced that al​though the term "fascist" can legitimately be applied to almost any per​son, movement, or regime on the right,102 it must never be employed when dealing with anything on the left. Prejudgment and distinctions based on pretheoretical categorization have left many without any per​spective on the major political and economic developments of our century.

That developmental nationalism has assumed a variety of forms in our century hardly needs affirming. All the revolutionary developmental movements were, and are, different in different ways. All that notwith​standing, what is surprising is how closely they came, in many ways, to resemble each other in the course of time.

How many traits any developmental system must display to qualify as "fascist" is clearly a matter of judgment. For decades, the fact that Fas​cism acknowledged a citizen's juridical right to own equity and assets was enough to make it "bourgeois" and "right-wing." Now, we face the evident reality that post-Maoist China has allowed substantial citizen rights to private property, the accumulation of personal profit, class dis​tinctions, and "bourgeois property relations." The distinctions between "right-wing" and "left-wing" no longer appear compelling.

Still more important, Soviet theoreticians and Maoists, in their time, dismissed the ownership of property as a distinction of any significance. Both in the Soviet Union and in Mao's People's Republic, Marxist theo​reticians agreed that it is not the ownership of property that determines the character of a politicoeconomic system; it is a question of who con​trols it.

What is clear is that developmental systems change over time. Mus​solini's Fascism between 1922 and 1925, initially an emergency regime of a constitutional system, could easily qualify as a traditional authoritari​anism. After 1928, Fascism took on the major properties that now identify the class of "fascisms."

Although the system that Mao Zedong imposed on China shared many of the overt features of paradigmatic Fascism, there were still enough differences to make academics loath to consider it a member of the class. In the case of Maoist China, the dissolution of the original sys​tem led to the emergence of features it now shares with the reactive de​velopmental nationalisms of the turn of the century.

The charismatic and antidemocratic dispositions of Deng Xiaoping's China, combined with the entire syndrome of traits with which we are now familiar, render it an approximation of classic Fascism. We shall see that post-Maoist China manifests still more of the features of paradig​matic Fascism. It may well qualify for membership in that special sub​species of the class of reactive, developmental nationalisms.

Notes

l.See Ross Tcrrili, Madame Mao: The White-Rone Demon (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1992), pp. 323, 359, 381, 403.

2. Neil Burton and Charles Betteiheim, Cliiua Since Mao (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1978), pp. 42, 73, 112.

3. Michel Chossudovsky, Towards Capitalist Restoration? Chinese Social ism After Mao (New York: St. Martin's, 1986), chap. 11. The works of Bob Avakian make the same claims. See Bob Avakian, Phony Communism Is Dead . . . Long Line Real Com​munism! (Chicago: RCP, 1992); and Avakian, Tor a Harvest of Dragons (Chicago: RCP, 1983).

4. See the discussion in Ruan Ming, Deng Xiaoping: Chronicle of an Empire (Boul​der: Westview, 1994), pt. 1.

5. See the discussion in Chi Hsin, The Case of the Gang of Four—With the First Translation ofTeug Hsiao-ping's "Three Poisonous Weeds" (Hong Kong: Cosmos, 1977), chap. 5.

6.
Ruan, Deng Xiaoping, pp. 94f.

7. The full title of the resolution is Resolution on Certain Questions in the History of Our Parly Since the Founding of the People's Republic of China (adapted by the Sixth Plenary Session of the eleventh Central Committee of the Communist Party of China on June 27, 1981).

8. See the discussion in Chi Hsin, Teng Hsiao-ping—A Political Biogrupiiy (Hong Kong: Cosmos, 1978), pt. 2.

9. See the discussion in A. James Cregor, The Fascist Persuasion in Radical Politics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1971), chaps. 1-3.

10. See Resolution, pp. 30-34, 44f.

11. Ibid,, p. 30.

12. Deng Xiaoping, "On the General Program of Work for the Whole Party and the Whole Nation," in Chi Hsin, Gang of Four, p. 221.

13. For a substantial treatment of the issues joined by this question, see Michael Sullivan, "The Ideology of the Chinese Communist Party Since the Third Plenum," in Chinese Marxism in Flux 1978-84: Essays on Epistemology, Ideology and Political Economy, ed. Bill Brugger (Armonk, N.Y.: M. E. Sharpe, 1985), pp. 67-97.

14. There is a convenient collection of articles giving expression to Maoist ob​jections to Deng's "theory of the productive forces" in "Criticize Teng and Bent Back the Right Deviationist Wind," in And Mao Makes Five: Mao Tsetting's Last Great Battle, ed. Raymond Lotta (Chicago: Banner, 1978), pp. 257-397.

1 5. In 1993, Bo Yibo, in an interview, said that Deng had "found a way to build socialism with Chinese characteristics which Mao Zedong had sought but

was unable to find." As cited in Shijie ribao (World lournal), 9 November 1993, p. A2.

16. See the discussion in Hu Sheng, Imperialism and Chinese Politics (Beijing: Foreign Languages, 1955). The Chinese-language edition of Hu's book was first published in 1948. In the text, the publisher affirmed that the "struggle against imperialist aggression and for national independence" constituted the core of the Chinese revolution. The thrust of the revolution was to further "China's progress." The clear implication was that the revolution was committed to the na​tion's economic growth and industrial development (pp. 3-4),
17. See the collection of Marx's articles (and one article by Friedrich Engels) from the New York Daily Tribune, 1853-1860 collected in Dona Torr, ed., Marx on China (London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1968)—and the discussion in A. James Gre​gor, Marxism, China and Development (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction, 1995), chap. 2.
18. See the discussion in Richard Evans, Deng Xiaoping and the Making of Mod​ern China (London: Penguin, 1995), pp. 22-24.
19. See the discussion in Mary Backus Rankin, Early Chinese Revolutionaries: Radical Intellectuals in Shanghai and Chekiau, 1902-1911 (Cambridge: Harvard Uni​versity Press, 1971).
20. David Shambaugh, "Introduction: Assessing Deng Xiaoping's Legacy," in Deng Xiaoping: Portrait of a Chinese Statesman, eel. David Shambaugh (New York: Clarendon, 1995), pp. If.
21. Ibid., pp. 3, 19.

22. Ibid., p. 76.

23. Ibid., pp. 44f.
24. Ibid., pp. 30-34.

25. Ibid., pp. 30f.
26. The criticism of Mao by Mainland Chines*! economists is very extensive; it is conveniently summarized in Gregor, Marxism, chaps. 4-5.
27. In the Resolution, the "tragedy" of Mao Zedong is identified as his believing that his practice was "Marxist" when, in fact, it was not. See Resolution, pp. 41, 44—45. Mao, who was responsible tor the Cultural Revolution, was guided by "er​roneous theories." See ibid., pp. 41, 49. We are told that "the history of the 'cul​tural revolution' has proved that Comrade Mao Zedong's principal theses for ini​tiating this revolution conformed neither to Marxism-Leninism nor to Chinese reality" (ibid., p. 33).
28. In 1980, Deng insisted that "modernization" was "at the core" of all of China's revolutionary tasks. Deng, "The Present Situation and the Tasks Before Us," in Selected Works (Beijing: Foreign Languages, 1984), 2:65. In the mid-1970s, I argued that the Chinese revolution was essentially nationalist and developmen​tal in character and only Marxist as a consequence of circumstance. See Gregor, Fascist Persuasion, chap. 6.
29. In the Resolution, Mao was charged with having "an entirely erroneous ap​praisal of the prevailing class relations and political situation in the Party and state" (Resolution, p. 34).
30. Deng, "Mobilize New Recruits and Conduct Political Work Among Them," in Selected Works, 1:9, 11.
31. Deng, "The Party and the Anti-Japanese Democratic Government (1941)," in ibid., 1:17; Deng, "A General Account of the Struggle Against the linemy over the Past Five Years," in ibid., 1:42; Deng, "The Establishment of Base Areas and the Mass Movement (1943)," in ibid., 1:76. Immediately before the Communist seizure of power, Deng was particularly emphatic about suppressing "left er​rors." See Deng, "The Situation Following Our Triumphant Advance to the Cen​tral Plains and Our Future Policies and Strategy (1948)," in ibid., 1:107; "Carry Out the Party Central Committee's Directive on the Work of Land Reform and of Party Consolidation (1948)," in ibid., 1:111, 113-115, 116, 118, 123; "Some Sug​gestions Concerning Our Entry into New Areas in the Future (1948)," in ibid., 1:131.
32. Deng, "Carry Out," 1:119.

33. Ibid., pp. 119 123.

34. Deng, "Establishment of Base Areas," pp. 75-76,

35. Deng, "The Party and the Anti-Japanese Democratic Government," p. 17.
36. See the entire discussion in Deng, "The Situation," p. 105-109.
37. Deng, "Economic Development," p. 83.

38. Deng, "In Celebration of the Fiftieth Birthday of Comrade Liu Bocheng (1942),"in Selected Works, 1:37.

39. See LJh Franz, Deng Xiaoping (New York: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1988), pp. 235-247.

40. See Deng, "The Situation," "Carry Out," and "Some Suggestions," pp. 107, 111-114,131.

41. Deng, "Report Delivered at a Conference on the Press in Southwest China," in Selected Works, 1:149; see the discussion in "The Situation," pp. 105-109.
42. "Report Delivered at a Conference on the Press in Southwest China," in Se​lected Works, 1:149.

43. See "Economic Development," p. 83; this essay was written in July 1943.

44. See Deng, "Hie Situation," p. 106.

45. Mao's entire discussion in "On Coalition Government," in Selected Works (Beijing: Foreign Languages, 1965), 3:255-320, is replete with Sunist themes. Mao insisted that the Communist Party was "carrying forward" Sun Yat-sen's "revo​lutionary Three People's Principles" (p. 261). The Communist Party intended to put those principles "into practice" (p. 263). Mao insisted that the views of the Chinese Communist Party were "completely in accord" with those of Sun (p. 280). That Deng expressed similar sentiments is not surprising. What is notable is that Deng apparently remained convinced of the efficacy of Sun's ideas long after Mao abandoned them.

46. Shambaugh, "Introduction: Assessing Deng Xiaoping's Legacy," in Sham-baugh, Deng Xiaoping, p. I.

47. See Chao Hua, "Has Absolute Music No Class Character?" Renmin Ribao (People's Daily), 14 January 1974, translated in And Mao Makes Five, p. 141 f.; and "Never Forget the Class Struggle," in jiefangjnn Bao (Liberation Army Daily), 4 May 1966, translated in The Great Socialist Cultural Revolution in Cliina (Beijing: Foreign Languages, 1966), 1:25.

48."ibid., p, 76. 49. Ibid., p. 77.

50. Still in dispute is the question of whether Deng entertained any "long held" beliefs about economic theory. There are those who have held that he did not (see Shambaugh, "Deng Xiaoping: The Economist" in Shambaugh, Deng Xiaoping). Others have argued that in 1958-1961, his views on economic development un​derwent "fundamental change" (Evans, Deng Xiaoping and tlie Making of Modern China, p. 163), implying that he did have some views on economic development. What is clear is that by the time he assumed power, he held that "development is the only hard truth" (as cited in Shambaugh, Deng Xiaoping, p. 98). In general, whenever he dealt with economic matters, Deng tended to emphasize eclectic and antidoctrinaire approaches. Nonetheless, by the time he wrote "On the Gen​eral Program of Work for the Whole Party and Whole Nation" in 1975, most of the elements of his subsequent reforms are discernible. The Maoists of the time recognized as much. See the exchange in Feng Hsiao-ping and Hie "General Pro​gram" (San Francisco: Red Sun, 1977).

51. These are the features of Deng's reforms that are typically identified as most important by commentators on the Chinese mainland. See Yao Ping, ed., Xin sliiqi Deng Xiaoping zhanlue sixiang yanjiu (Studies in the strategic thought of Deng Xiaoping during the new era) (Xian: Shaanxi renmin chubanshe, 1989).

52. As a matter of fact the political leaders of Communist China have never demonstrated much theoretical sophistication. It would be hard to argue that Mao Zedong had anvthing like theoretical competence. See Maria Hsia Chang, "What Is Left of Mao Zedong Thought?" Issues and Studies 28, no. 1 (1992).

53. Barry Naughton, "Deng Xiaoping: The Economist," in Shambaugh, Deng Xiaoping, p. 83.

54. See Evans, Deng Xiaoping and the Making of Modern China, pp. 40—41.

55. It is generallv accepted that Deng was never principled in his political pragmatism. It would have been verv uncharacteristic of him to fail to follow Mao's directives. There is good evidence to indicate that he supported Mao's un​realistic and ultimately counterproductive Great Leap Forward. Deng admits to the responsibility of not opposing Mao's mistaken policies. Deng, "Replies to the American TV Correspondent Mike Wallace (1986)," in Selected Works, 3: 175.

56. Karl Marx and Fried rich Engels, The German Ideology (Moscow: Progress, 1964), p. 41.

57. Marx, letter to Annenkov, 28 December 1846, in Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Selected Works (Moscow: Foreign Languages, 1955), 2:442.

58. Karl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy (Moscow: Foreign Languages, n.d.), p. 122.

59. See Elartfrid Voss's introduction to Friedrich List, Kraefte und Maechte (Mu​nich: Wilhelm Langewiesche-Brandt, 1942), pp. 23, 44, 71-78.

60. See the discussion in A. James Gregor, Marxism, China and Development: Re​flect ions on Theory and Reality (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction, 1995), pp. 1.34-142.

61. It is sometimes suggested that the theoreticians around Sun were unfamil​iar with classical Marxism. That is, in substantial part, untrue. By 1919, some of the most substantial treatments of Marxism, as social and economic theory, are to be found in Jiatishe (Reconstruction), a journal published by Sun's followers. See Gregor, Marxism, China and Development, pp. 194, 204 n. 62.

62. See the discussion in A. James Gregor, A Survey of Marxism: Problems in Phi​losophy and the Theory of History (New York: Random House, 1965), chap. 6.

63. Sun, International Development, p. 135.

64. See the discussion in Gregor, Marxism, China and Development, chap. 7.

65. See the discussion in ibid., pp. 306, 309-310, 323.

66. See the account in A. James Gregor, Ideology and Development: Sun Yat-sen and the Economic History of Taiwan (Berkeley: Institute of East Asian Studies, 1981).

67. As has been argued, it was of little consequence to the leaders of the Chi​nese Communist Party that some Marxists identified Sun Yat-sen as a "protofas-cist." For years, well into the 1940s, the Communists of China insisted that their revolution was devoted to Sun's Three Principles of the People. It was within that kind of doctrinal accommodation that Mao Zedong, before the accession of Com​munism to power, spoke of a "coalition government" that would not only amel​iorate class tensions, and protect private property and private profits, but accel​erate industrial development as well. See Mao's discussion in "A Comment on the Sessions of the Kuomintang Central Executive Committee and the People's Political Council" and "Coalition Government," in Selected Works, 3:147, 261, 280-284; and "The Present Situation and Our Tasks," in ibid., 4:167-169.

Only with his full accession to power did Mao Zedong decide to abandon all of those convictions, reject the advice of his closest collaborators, and follow his own strategies. That was to cost China much in blood and treasure. By the time of his death, Mao had driven the economy of China to the brink of disaster. See the dis​cussion in Gregor, Marxism, Cliinn, and Development, chaps. 4-5; Peter Lichtenstein, China at the Brink: The Political Economy of Reform and Retrenchment in the Post-Mao Era (New York: Praeger, 1991), chap. 2; Henry K. 11. Woo, Effective Reform in China: An Agenda (New York: Praeger 1991), chap. 2; and George C. Wang, ed., Economic Reform in the PRC in Which China's Economists Make Known Wind Went Wrong, Why, and What Should Be Done About It (Boulder: Westview, 1982).

68. The "thought of Deng Xiaoping" is now identified as "China's precious treasure." Reported in World journal, 17 June 1992, p. A12.

69. Sun Yat-sen, The Triple Danism of Sun Yat-sen (1931; reprint, New York: AMS, 1974), p. 424. Reprint of the 1931 Yuchang edition.

70. See the discussion in A. James Gregor, Phoenix: fascism in our Time (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction, 1999), chap. 2.

71. Mussolini, "Orientamenti e problemi," in Opera omnia, 11:283.

72. Mussolini, "Seoperte," in Opera omnia, 11:288.

73. Mussolini, "Orientamenti e problemi," p. 283.

74. Ibid., pp. 283ff.

75. When he announced the change on the masthead of // popolo d'ltalia, Mus​solini said that to "defend producers signified the recognition that the bour​geoisie must complete its historic function." Mussolini, "Novita," in Opera omnia, 11:243. See A. |ames Gregor, Young Mussolini and the Intellectual Origins of Fascism (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979), p. 219.

76. See A. O. Olivetti's discussion in "L'altra campana," Pagine iibere, 15 No​vember 1911.

77. Filippo Corridoni, Sindacalismo c repubblica (Rome: SAREP, 1945), pp. 19, 23, 25-26. Originally published in 1915.

78. Ibid., p. 4. See the discussion in Paolo Orano, Lode ai mio tempo, 1895-1925 (Bologna: Apollo, 1926) in which he defends Latinita from the disdain expressed by northern Europeans.

79. See the discussion in Roberto Michels, L'imperialismo Itaiiano (Rome: Li-braria, 1914), p. viii. Michels, himself an early syndicalist, regularly referred to Italy's political, military, and economic subordination to the more advanced in​dustrial powers (see, for example, pp. xii, 3). Michels spoke eloquently of the in​dustrial retardation of the peninsula (pp. 56); he affirmed that "it is industry that allows people to live and prosper" in the modern world (p. 57). He spoke of the disdain with which Italians were treated (e.g., pp. 83-89).

80. Mussolini, "Ancora un discorso," in Opera omnia, 11:277.

81. Mussolini, "II mio collaudo sullo 'SVA'," in Opera omnia, 11:171.

82. See World journal, 23 August 1994, p. A10.

83. See the editorial comment in ibid, 22 August 1994, p. A2.

84. For a discussion of these issues, see Cregor, Fascist Persuasion, chaps. 1-3.

85. Mussolini, "Atto di nascita del fascismo," in Opera omnia, 12:323.

86. See, for example, Mussolini, "II fascismo e i problemi della political estera Italiana," in Opera omnia, 16:158-159; and "Discorso di Verona," in ibid., p. 335.

87. See Mussolini's discussion at the end of his life in Testaiuento politico di Mus​solini (Rome: Tosi, 1948).

88. Ross Terrill, Madame Mao: The While-Boned Demon (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1992), pp. 359, 381, 403.

89. See "Reversing Correct Verdicts Goes Against the Will of the People," Peking Review 11 (March 1976); and Zhou Enlai, Report to the Tenth National Con​gress of the Communist Parly of China (Beijing: Foreign Languages, 1973), both re​produced in Lotta, And Mao Makes Five, pp. 85, 263.

90. See Cheng Yueh, "A General Program for Capitalist Restoration," llougqi 4 (1976), cited in Lotta, And Mao Makes Five, pp. 281-286.

91. Fascists recognized their kinship with Stalinism in this regard. They pointed to the "radically antidemocratic" orientation of Josef Stalin as evidence of the transformation of Marxism-Leninism into a variant of Fascism. Felice Chi-lanti, "Stalin contro la democrazia," Gerarehia 19, no. 10 (1939): 692-693.

92. Deng Xiaoping, "Take a Clear-cut Stand Against Bourgeois Liberalization," in Selected Works (1982-1992) (Beijing: Foreign Languages, 1994), pp. 195f.

93. "On Reform of the Political Structure," in ibid., p. 179.

94. See Deng, "We Must Carry Out Socialist Construction in an Orderly Way Under the Leadership of the Party," in ibid., pp. 210-212.

95. Although all of these rights are stipulated in the Constitution of 1983, they are qualified by the "interests" and "protection" of the state. Deng's China has a long history of infraction of its own criminal procedure codes. See, for example, John E Copper, Franz Michael, and Yuan-li Wu, Human Rights in Post-Mao China (Boulder: Westview, 1985); and Ta-ling Lee and John E Copper, 77<c Bamboo Gulag: Human Rights in the People's Republic of China, 1991-1992 (Baltimore: University of Maryland School of Law, 1994).

96. Deng, "The Central Leadership Must Have Authority," in ibid., p. 272.

97. Deng, "How to Judge the Soundness of a Country's Political System," in ibid., p. 213.

98.
See Sheila Tefft, "From 'Little Red Book' to 'Thought of Deng'-China's New
Personality Cult," Christian Science Monitor, 22 October 1992, p. 1.

99.
See the editorial in World journal, 22 August 1994, p. A2.

100. See the discussion provided by Sun in Triple Danism, pt. 2.

101. In this context, Deng has been identified as an advocate of a "New Au​thoritarianism" that leaves no room for Western democracy. See Ruan, Deng Xi​aoping, chap. 12.

102. See the amusing collection in Claudio Quarantotto, Tutti fascist/! (Rome: II Borghese, 1976).

7
The New Nationalism of Post-Maoist China

T

here has never really been any serious doubt that nationalism, as a state-building sentiment, served as a major informing factor in the revolutionary ideology of the Chinese Communist party. Together with an emphasis on martial spirit and voluntarism, Mao Zedong himself made a "vigorous nationalism" an unmistakable element in all his revo​lutionary invocations.1 No less than Mao, Deng Xiaoping, throughout his life, was inspired by a reactive nationalism that typified the mentality of almost all Chinese revolutionaries after the antidynastic revolution of 1911-1912.

The urgent nationalism that inspired the sacrifice of countless Chinese in the years after Mao's accession to power was larded with obligatory, if opaque, Marxist notions, and it seems to have been only dimly perceived by many in the West. Mao, almost completely incapable of dealing with theoretical concepts with any sophistication, buried his evident national​ism in cognitively meaningless Marxist expressions.

Specialists have acknowledged that "from 1920 to 1926, during his ini​tial Marxist period, Mao was not familiar with Marxist theory." In his for​mative years, "from 1927 to 1935, Mao seemed even less interested in Marxist theory than before." Between 1935 and 1949, he was almost en​tirely preoccupied with revolutionary activity and, as a consequence, "not much interested in [Marxist] theory."2 In effect, Mao was never seri​ously interested in anything that might credibly be identified as "theory," Marxist or otherwise. As a consequence, we find in his prose and his dis​courses very little of theoretical interest, much less any account of na​tionalism, that is in any sense memorable.3

Because he had early chosen, for whatever reason, to identify himself as a "Marxist," Mao pretended to employ its "dialectic" in order to for​mulate, and justify, his policies. What he did, in fact, was press ill-defined and remarkably confused notions that he had borrowed from Soviet the-

oreticians and Western revolutionaries into service—to no one's cogni​tive advantage. He used them to give the color of theory to his entirely tactical revolutionary postures.4 "Mao," we are told, "awaited no theory: he made a revolution, knocking together a rationale as he proceeded, borrowing on the cultural flotsam of the Chinese and Western intelli​gentsia." As a consequence, "Marx was turned on his head."

Thus, for the Marxist notion of the "self-emancipation of the majority, [Maoism] substituted a romantic conception of socialism, incapable of re​alization except through its contradiction, a bureaucratic nationalist State."5 For all his putative Marxism, the nationalist state became the cap​stone of the Maoist system.

Mao's revolutionary goals clearly included the re-creation of the Chi​nese nation-state. Like the revolutionaries of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Mao sought China's redemption. He sought the res​urrection of the state that had fallen before the imperialists of the nine​teenth century. He sought to accomplish his goals inspired by a national​ism that was confused and confusing.

Without the benefit of theory, Mao Zedong made revolution. In the making, there was precious little Marxism. Gone was any serious notion of proletarian revolution. Gone was the expectation of anarcho-syndicalist rule and a consequent "withering away of the postrevolutionary state" that classical Marxism had identified with the "leap from necessity to free​dom." Gone was the sophistication of Marxist theory. What remained was irrepressible, if poorly expressed, nationalist sentiment.

Throughout the revolutionary years, there was scant Marxism to be found in the workings of Mao. In fact, there was little Marxism in the thought of the founders of Chinese Marxism. What Marxism existed was composed of a mixture of romanticism, voluntarism, idealism, and na​tionalism.'1 It was the sort of thing one would expect in an environment of reactive nationalism.

The founders and the leading members of the party being overwhelm​ingly drawn from the "respectable classes" rather than the peasants and illiterate workers of retrograde China, reactive nationalism found expres​sion in the revolutionary posturing of the party.

Throughout much of the time before 1949, for example, Mao took care to avoid "radicalism." He regularly counseled his followers that "this is not the time for a thorough agrarian revolution." It was his intention not to "accentuate the anticapitalist struggle" but to convince workers to "co​operate with the capitalists, so that maximum production [could] be at​tained."

Beyond the tactical preoccupations of making revolution, national eco​nomic growth and industrial sophistication seems to have been central to Mao's policies. To that purpose, as a case in point, he was prepared to

"welcome foreign investments, if such are beneficial to China's economy . . . [We] shall be able," he went on, "to absorb vast amounts of foreign investments."7 The real task, Mao insisted, was to secure the cooperation of workers and capitalists in order "to do everything possible to reduce costs [and] increase output."8 Mao was repeating the nationalistic and developmental programmatic injunctions of Sun Yat-sen.

All that was deflected by the struggle against the Japanese invader through the years from about 1935 until the end of the Second World War. The subsequent civil war, which occupied the Chinese Communist party until 1949, further delayed the singularly non-Marxist develop​mental program that had been both explicit and implicit in Maoism.

During all those years, from the early 1930s until 1949, however much the Chinese Communist party was involved in resistance to Japan and the Kuomintang, Mao continued to insist that the real "task of the Chi​nese working class is to struggle . . . for China's industrialization and the modernization of her agriculture." In the last analysis, the purpose was not to make proletarian revolution but to render the nation strong and in​dependent. That could be accomplished only through economic growth and industrialization. Given the character of its policies, what was emi​nently clear was that the program of the Chinese Communist party was primarily a struggle for nationalism and development—a "struggle for Dr. Sun's . . . Three People's Principles."9

Until the military success of his revolution in 1949, Mao's sustaining ideology had very little, if anything, to do with Marxism, however Marx​ism was understood. His belief system was essentially that of Sun Yat-sen—two of whose fundamental "principles" were reactive nationalism and rapid economic growth and industrialization. Clearly, for Mao, an inar​ticulate and inchoate nationalism remained the inspiration for revolu​tion. Whatever else it was, nationalism, for Mao, was "revolutionary." It was to be employed to "oppose imperialism," which was the enemy of China's future.10 Only insofar as capitalism was identified with imperial​ism was it the enemy of the Chinese revolution. During the years of rev​olutionary struggle, Mao had consistently argued that domestic capital​ism was not the enemy of the Chinese nation—unless Chinese capitalists chose to "collaborate" with the foreign enemy.

Moreover, since nationalism provided the inspiration for rapid eco​nomic growth and industrialization, capitalists who were "patriotic" served the nation well by assuring China its ultimate sovereignty and in​dependence. That was the legacy Deng Xiaoping sought to subsequently defend against the growing Maoist "leftism" of the 1960s and 1970s.

As we have seen, Deng's identification as a "capitalist roader" by Madame Mao and the Maoists of the Chinese Communist party during the catastrophic years of the Great Proletarian Revolution turned on his

defense of Mao's pre-1949 policies. The Resolution of 1981, in which Mao was identified with the "leftist errors" that had brought China to the brink of disintegration by the mid-1970s, sought to reaffirm Sun's nationalist Three Principles of the People as the ideology of revolutionary China.

Although that was the unmistakable reality, the political fact was that lo defend the continuity and legitimacy of rule by the Chinese Commu​nist party, Deng concealed what was essentially Sun's Three Principles of the People behind a pretense of "Marxism-Leninism Mao Zedong thought." In fact, there is very little in the ideology of post-Maoist China that might qualify as "Marxist-Leninist" and still less that could count, independently, as the thought of Mao Zedong.

By the mid-1980s, what passed as "Marxism" was Deng Xiaoping's un​qualified commitment to the "development of the productive forces" rather than "class struggle" or "proletarian internationalism."11 Deng mobilized all the support he could against the "leftism" of the Maoist pe​riod. He was particularly emphatic about the rejection of the class strug​gle as a "key feature" of "socialism." Deng held that internal strife threat​ened the political and social stability essential to rapid economic growth.

By the mid-1980s, Deng proceeded to stipulatively define "socialism . . . in terms," he admitted, that had "never [been] used by the founders of Marxism-Leninism." It was defined, in what Deng acknowledged were "heretical terms,"12 as the alleviation of China's poverty and the rectification of its economic backwardness. That tied the Communist party of China to a program of accelerated development of the material productive forces. Thai, Dong argued, required the massive influx of for​eign investment, the introduction of foreign managerial expertise and technology, and the opening of special economic zones and coastal cities to the flow of foreign, essentially capitalist, exchanges.13

Deng made it clear that during the process China would not only tol​erate differential income in terms of class and region but would welcome material incentives to ensure enterprise and commitment. Although it was clear to Deng that "socialism means common prosperity, not polar​ization of income,"" he was prepared to grant that the "heretical social​ism" he advocated would witness "some regions and some people" pros​pering before others,13 reconstituting sectional and class differences that the "socialist revolution" of Mao Zedung had presumably abolished.

It is abundantly clear that the post-Maoist "heretical socialist ideas" of Deng Xiaoping were largely derivative. They were to be found in the non-Marxist programmatic legacies left to revolutionary China by Sun Yat-sen.16

Sun's cardinal incentive, the restoration of China to its proper place in the world, was nationalistic. Neither "proletarianism" nor "world revo​lution" supplied the normative energy for Sun's revolution. Redemptive

nationalism provided that. It is evident that no less can be said of the new nationalism that supplies both the belief system and its legitimation for Deng Xiaoping's post-Maoist China.

The New Nationalism of Deng Xiaoping

What seems clear, in retrospect, is that "Chinese Communism," without the collateral support of Soviet socialism, the theoretical integrity of clas​sical Marxism, and its "dialectical development" at the hands of V. 1. Lenin and Josef Stalin, was left "ideologically bereft" with the death of Mao Zedong.17 Whatever his ideological confusion, Mao had sustained the system with his charismatic authority. With his passing, China's Communism enjoyed little coherence and still less legitimacy.

There is no doubt that Deng was aware of that circumstance. True to the developmental and reactive nationalism that had always been his in​spiration, Deng bad been instrumental in deflating "Maoism." The im​mediate consequence was Deng's recourse to a "visceral nationalism" as the grounds for justifying the Chinese Communist party's "holding on to power" in the absence of the "inerrant" thought of Mao Zedong.18

For Deng Xiaoping, only a socialism "that helps to constantly develop the productive forces"19 could be a socialism that was meaningful for ret​rograde China—and only the Communist party could assure the political stability that would provide the environment in which the productive forces could develop.2"

In September 1904, the Propaganda Department of the Chinese Com​munist party issued an instructional manual, "Fundamental Principles on Implementing a Patriotic Education,"21 intended to instill in the citi​zens of the People's Republic a commitment to a defense of the mother​land. It was followed by a volume, Selected Works for Instruction in Patri​otic Education, that contained the expression of nationalist sentiments by Mao Zedong, Deng Xiaoping, and Jiang Zemin. It was intended to "fill the ideological vacuum" that typified the belief system of China's 800 million peasants after the close of the Maoist epoch.22

More than a generation ago, David Apter anticipated that "weakness in solidarity and identity" in socialist systems, under some set of circum​stances, might very well "result in political leaders turning toward greater nationalism" in the effort to sustain legitimacy and ensure collec​tive cooperation.21 For Deng Xiaoping, the crisis that followed the death of Mao produced just such circumstances. He made ready recourse to the reactive and developmental nationalism that had always been at the cen​ter of his revolutionary belief system.

By the early 1990s, publications in the People's Republic were perfectly clear on the role nationalism was to play in the future of revolutionary

China. By that time, Premier Li Peng had issued national guidelines in order to enhance what was identified as the "patriotic education" of China's youth.24 The nation's youth was to be inculcated with sentiments that would identify the Communist party with Chinese nationalism25— and all citizens were enjoined to strengthen their patriotism.26

In November 1995, when the People's Daily announced the publication of the book intended to teach China's 800 million peasants to love their country, Jiang Zemin reminded his audience of the humiliation China had suffered at the hands of foreigners.27 In the course of a century after the First Opium War, Jiang continued, China had suffered a series of in​dignities that had humbled the nation that had not long before been the "center of the universe." Only a studied union of all citizens, infused with a "consciousness of national defense" (guofang yishi) and an abiding nationalism might assure the independence and integrity, as well as re​store the dignity and the historic place, of that nation—the ancestral homeland of all Chinese.28

In all of this, "class consciousness" and the international revolution of the proletariat plays no role whatsoever. The continuing revolution has to do with China's place in the modern world—its sovereignty, its secu​rity, and the respect it is accorded by the international community. It has to do with the redemption of the nation and the identification of its citi​zens with that redemption.

As well as being reactive, redemptive, and developmental, the nation​alism of post-Maoist China is identified with the political state. It is spo​ken of as "state nationalism" (guojia minzu zlniyi)29—a form of national​ism that is given expression by the state.30 It is ideocralic, animated by a conviction of its own ideological inerrancy.31 For Deng Xiaoping, post-Maoist China drew its necessary substance from its ideology and its "pa​triotism."32

What emerges from all of this is a standard form of reactive and devel​opmental nationalism familiar to the twentieth century. It is the national​ism that found expression in the thought of, among others, Sun Yat-sen and the Nationalists of Italy at the turn of the century—a nationalism that became the sustaining core of Fascism and echoes on in the ideolo​gies of less-developed countries throughout our time.

Patterns of Reactive and Developmental Nationalism

Reactive nationalism is apparently so intense a sentiment that it finds ex​pression, where it appears, in a recurrent pattern. Its advocates speak of nationalism as arising out of a "natural" and/or "primordial" generic "group consciousness" that is common to all sentient creatures.33 They

see primitive evidences of group-building behaviors, similar to national​ism, in the exclusive territoriality and endogamous breeding practices of all sorts of animals.34

In commencing his discussion on "nationalism," for example, Sun Yat-sen spoke of nationalism as a natural sentiment akin to the spontaneous reverence the Chinese show for family ties and ancestral lineage. In-group sentiment "naturally" draws persons to associations of restricted size, clans, extended families, and politically defined communities. Within such communities they are disposed to amity, mutual aid, and sacrifice in the service of their compatriots. They are enhanced by the success of their community, and they suffer in its failures.-33

Sun understood all of that to be "primary" and recognized that per​sons, over evolutionary time, identified with different communities of different size and character, among which the nation-state was only one—if, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the most important.

Thus it was important for Sun to explain the absence of "nationalist spirit" among the Chinese.36 If persons, by nature, are disposed to iden​tify with others on the basis of biological, linguistic, and religious affini​ties, together with "habits and customs,"37 then Sun had to explain the failure of his conationals to unite, labor, and sacrifice in the defense of the motherland38 when it was faced by the "political and economic oppres​sion" of foreign imperialism.3''

Sun argued that nationalism was a common expression of group affin​ity among the Chinese, just as it was for all peoples. Its loss or abatement, he argued, was a consequence of China's peculiar history. Sun main​tained that the Chinese would be expected to share, with all other peo​ples of the world, national feeling as a common sentiment.40 He ex​plained the absence of that common sentiment at the beginning of the twentieth century in several ways. In the first instance, Sun argued that China, one of the world's greatest empires, had crafted for itself a ratio​nale for imperial expansion that was to influence the national conscious​ness of the Chinese.

That rationale, provided by intellectuals in the service of China's suc​cessive dynasties, sought to vindicate each regime's right to rule, as well as its rationale for expansion. Each dynasty expected the intellectuals, as a political stratum, to provide for the legitimation of the regime and its foreign policies.

Once dynastic China proceeded to conquer the lands on its periphery, narrow nationalism no longer provided the rationale for the expanded system. Some form of "culturalism" was invoked in the effort to legiti​mate a system that sought to absorb and assimilate "barbarians." China's intelligentsia argued that it was "culture," rather than conquest, that the dynasties were bringing to the non-Chinese peoples of Northeast and

Southeast Asia. Chinese culture was considered universal, an objectively "true" (as distinct from a "barbarian") vision of the world.

"Culturalists" argued that it was neither race nor religion nor territory with which the Chinese were to identify, but Chinese culture—and that culture could be adopted by anyone of whatever provenance. Chinese culture, in effect, was understood to transcend nationality. As dynastic China expanded, it extended its culture; and it was Chinese culture, not the Chinese race or the territory of China, that was to be defended.

Sun argued that "culturalism" resulted in a form of cosmopolitanism that was intrinsically antinational. It weakened Chinese nationalism, and the instinct of survival of the Chinese people. It exposed China to the ag​gression of foreigners because the Chinese were not expected to resist— as long as their "culture" survived.

The conquest of the nation by northern invaders in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was one of the results of the enfeeblement of Chi​nese resistance to foreign aggression. With their victory, the Manchus did precisely what conquerors have always sought to do: They systemati​cally suppressed the common sentiment of nationhood among those they had defeated. Only among those Chinese who had somehow escaped their antinational indoctrination had the sentiment of nationalism sur​vived.

Sun maintained that among the secret societies, the outcasts and the poor of post-Ming China, nationalism had survived. As marginal per​sons, they had escaped the ministrations of their "superiors." They re​mained true to their national heritage. Those were the elements among whom Sun made his first appeals.

For Sun, cosmopolitanism and the antinationalism of alien conquerors had succeeded in weakening China even before the first imperialist in​cursions of the early nineteenth century.41 Nationalism, systematically opposed by the Manchu rulers of China and undermined by the cultur​alism of the intellectuals, had languished—and China was overrun by foreigners. "The result," Sun concluded, was "that every corner of China [had] become a colony of the Great Powers. ... We are slaves not only to one country, but to all the countries."4- The Chinese were a humiliated people.

Redemption, Sun insisted, could come only by rekindling the natural sentiment of nationalism among the Chinese people. As a consequence, nationalism became the first of Sun's three revolutionary principles. Like many reactive nationalisms, it would be a nationalism firmly rooted in biological continuity. For Sun, the Chinese were to identify themselves, from hoary antiquity to the modern age, with an unbroken bloodline. He was to consistently maintain that China was the historic product of "one sole race [that] developed into one single nation."43

Clearly, Sun was convinced that China, reduced to the station of "the poorest and the weakest nation of the world,"44 could redeem itself only by having its population inextricably identify itself with a biological community, a "natio-race," from which members could not escape and with which their destinies were forever associated.

In order to ensure infrangible commitment and a disposition to sacri​fice for the national community, reactive nationalists often attempt to identify members of the national community with permanent, in​escapable affinities. In the context of such an imperative, "blood" and race immediately recommend themselves. One can hardly escape one's ancestral inheritance. If one's "destiny" is unalterably associated with one's biological community, self-interest would drive one to labor and sacrifice in its service. Biological continuity serves as an instrument in forging a united nation.

Thus, the reactive nationalists of Italy at the turn of the twentieth cen​tury made essentially the same arguments found in Sun's Sanniin zhuyi. Italy was the purported victim of the advanced industrial powers. It was said to be an economic and cultural colony of those nations that had pre​ceded it on the course of economic growth and industrial sophistication.

Italians had been rendered passive, "cosmopolitan," by foreign con​quest and by the philosophical universalism of the Roman Empire and the religious universalism of the Catholic Church. Italians had been con​ditioned by the "culturalism" of universal belief systems that rendered nationality of little account. Those influences had reduced resistance to foreign oppression to negligible measure. Because of those induced infir​mities, Italy was to become the booty of German "barbarians," Arabs, and Bourbons alike and, ultimately, in modern times, to be exploited by the industrialized "demoplutoeracies" of northern Europe and North America.

The rationale, surprisingly similar to that of Sun, motivated Italian re​active nationalists to attempt to restore, among their conationals, the sense of commitment necessary for the salvation of the nation. By the turn of the twentieth century, Italy's reactive nationalists began to speak of the sentiment of nationalism as a "primordial" impulse, natural to group life. They began to refer to the biological continuity of the "Italian race."

The history of the "race" was reconstructed, beginning with the emer​gence of Rome, through the time of the caesars to the reunification of the Italic peninsula in the nineteenth century.45 All of that passed into Mus​solini's Fascism, and nationalism became intrinsically associated with some form of biological continuity. There was increasing reference to the biologically related "family" of 40 million Italians who constituted a modern "race" of "blood-related" conationals. As early as 1921, Mus​

solini spoke of the Italian people as a biologically related family, united in race and "blood,"46 dedicated to resistance against the impostures of foreign plutocracies.

What seems clear is that there is a relatively common disposition among reactive nationalists to attempt to elicit community commitment on the part of their conationals by tying that commitment to some per​manent and unalterable association. Affinities of "blood" and "race" seem to recommend themselves.

In such contexts, neither "blood" nor "race" carry the malefic connota​tions with which they are now regularly associated. For most reactive na​tionalists—certainly for Chinese and Italian reactive nationalists— "blood" and "race" were dynamic concepts, having very little to do, for example, with the invidious anthropological racism of National Socialist Germany.17

For reactive nationalists, "race" is often defined as a historic "breeding circle," in which reproductive populations are isolated for extended peri​ods, sustained by in-group attraction and out-group diffidence. Reactive nationalists tend to argue that such "breeding circles," over time, corre​spond, in significant measure, to historic nations. They conceive such po​litical entities as historic "natio-races"—peoples who share, to some de​gree or another, anthropological features. "Natio-races" are considered incipient anthropological races in one or another dynamic stage of for​ma ti on.4 K

It would seem that reactive nationalists seek to involve entire popula​tions in a permanent affiliation with the historic nation. The permanence of the affiliation tends to ensure the commitment of persons to the sur​vival of the nation, and its prevalence in the modern world. The identifi​cation of persons with a real or fancied biological community sustains the sacrificial commitment to the historic nation as it resists the impos​tures of foreigners.

The evidence of the twentieth century suggests that reactive national​ists, more often than one might expect, fall back on biology in the effort to ensure permanent commitment on the part of populations they seek to mobilize.44 Biology offers the permanence unavailable in subjective polit​ical beliefs.

Thus, when Chiang Kai-shek offered his China's Destiny in 1943 as the rationale for Chinese nationalism, he insisted on the conviction that "the Chinese nation" was of "one stock." As a reactive nationalist, and the po​litical heir of Sun Yat-sen, Chiang insisted that the Chinese "all belong to the same blood stream"5"—all inescapably members of the same commu​nity of destiny.

When Chen Boda, spokesman for Chinese Communism at that time, sought to critically assess the views of Chiang, he identified the notion that the Chinese were all of "the same blood" as a "fascist" conviction.51

Nationality, for traditional Marxism, was a function of "bourgeois" inter​ests, having little to do with biology. That the theoreticians of the Kuom-intang sought to associate the Chinese nation with the continuities of bi​ology and race was immediately identified with "fascism."52

The fact is that reactive nationalists, with Fascists as a subset of the class, often associate nationality with biological continuities. At their best, the theoreticians of reactive nationalism conceive the nation as a re​stricted breeding community out of which, over time, a new anthropo​logically distinct race emerges. Sun Yat-sen, for example, speaks of a new race that emerges from the assimilation of foreign elements.51 Fascist the​oreticians argued the same thesis.

For reactive nationalists, the nation is often a "race-cradle," protected and cultivated by the state.54 In the final analysis, nationalism, biology, and statism become all of a piece. They become an indissoluble union of material interest, sensibility, and commitment. Developmentalism be​comes one of its expressions. The development of the community's eco​nomic base becomes essential to the provision of the weapons systems necessary for national defense.

The informal logic of such systems is transparent. The features shared by Sun's Three Principles of the People and the exacerbated nationalism of Italian Fascism emerge from that very logic. If the post-Maoist nation​alism of Deng Xiaoping and Jiang Zemin belong to the same order of re​active nationalism that finds expression in the thought of Sun Yat-sen and Fascism, one would expect similar features to characterize it as well.

Biology and China's Post-Maoist Reactive Nationalism

With the transformation of Chinese Communism into an unqualified form of reactive nationalism, one has every reason to expect some variant of "biologism" to make its appearance in the rationale provided to legit​imate the system. In fact, whatever the judgment of some Western schol​ars,55 an unmistakable form of biological nationalism has made its ap​pearance in the post-Maoist People's Republic of China.55

By the early 1990s, the intellectuals of the People's Republic of China, receiving government sanction, had chosen to identify Chinese national​ity with the continuities of "blood" and "race" rather than culture.57 However much the official spokespersons of Beijing avoid reference to biology and race, it has become evident that the contemporary national​ism of Communist China has "strong racial overtones."55

Since the mid-1980s, for example, the cult of the Yellow Emperor, Huang Di, has been officially endorsed by the leadership of the Chinese Communist party.59 All Chinese, it is currently maintained, "are proud . . . descendants of the Yellow Emperor."60 Communist China is appar​

entry constructing its own biological "myth of descent" that can serve as the instrument of a modernizing, reactive nationalist state.61

In 1994, Hsieh Shih-chung reminded his readers that in the 1930s and 1940s Chiang Kai-shek had insisted that all Chinese—if they were to de​fend the nation against the imperialism of the advanced industrial coun​tries—must identify themselves with descent from the Yellow Emperor.62 Chiang invoked the sentiment of biological descent to foster and sustain the sense of community in the course of a particularly arduous political and developmental program.

In the mid-1980s, Deng Xiaoping urged the Chinese of Taiwan to ac​knowledge their descent from the Yellow Emperor and, as a conse​quence, seek the reunification of all Chinese in the Chinese nation. The principle is that "all ethnic Chinese are supposed to be biologically at​tached to the Chinese state through their descent from the Yellow Em​peror and the Chinese state, in turn, takes cognizance of the bond among ethnic Chinese created by that common descent."63 In effect, like Chiang Kai-shek, Deng Xiaoping would have the commonality of biological in​heritance serve political purpose.

The argument pretends that the bonds of common descent create a common adherence to the prevailing political regime. The biological con​tinuity of the Chinese is imagined to provide the rationale for "patriotic" commitment. When Sun Yat-sen and Chiang Kai-shek advanced their ar​guments,64 Marxists, domestic and foreign, did not hesitate to identify those arguments as "protofascist" or "fascist." No one has yet similarly chosen to identify the political character of the arguments of Deng.

Contemporary anthropologists in Communist China now assiduously search for a common biological origin for all Chinese. They argue, for in​stance, in favor of an approach to human evolution that rejects the notion that all modern humans originated in Africa. They maintain, instead, that the Chinese evolved within what are now the borders of modern China—on the Qinghai-Tibetan plateau, or in Guizhou province.65 The official anthropologists of the Beijing government maintain that the mod​ern Chinese are considered to have an autonomous origin—within the borders of their own nation.

According to Beijing, "Chinese civilization" appeared within the terri​torial confines of contemporary China with the first humans—and has persisted in that same geographical area with descendants of that same people to this day.66 All Chinese are thus considered united in culture, blood, descent, and common territory.

Today, Chinese anthropologists argue that the "Chinese nation" al​ready existed in pot en tin during the Pliocene and lower Pleistocene eras, more that a million years ago.67 That insight is instrumental in propagat​ing "concepts of the long history, splendid cultural traditions, continuity

and integration of the country"68 so essential to reactive and develop​mental nationalism.

In effect, archaeology in contemporary China serves as a tool for the en​hancement of nationalist sentiment. Research is conducted with an eye to "the relationships between archaeological resources and their sociopoliti​cal implication for China's current milieu."69 All that is not unique in the annals of the century's reactive nationalist regimes. We have illustrated el​ements of such a development in the doctrines of Sun Yat-sen. Similarly, archaeology, genetics, and evolutionary studies in Fascist Italy displayed some of the very same features. Under Fascist rule, the biological sciences were consumed with a preoccupation to support the reactive nationalism of the system. During the Fascist period some of the most responsible Ital​ian population geneticists and physical anthropologists sought to provide evidence of the biological continuity of the "Italian race"—the "morpho​logical" and genetic continuity of a timeless Italian nation.711

For most reactive nationalists, "race," however it was construed, was a function of nationalism.71 Anthropological race was considered the end product of long assimilation and protracted inbreeding. Varying degrees of phenotypic variability only served to indicate that a "new race" had not yet fully emerged. More important was the fact that shared history, shared culture, and shared reproductive interaction generated a sense of amity and mutual regard that sustained collective purpose and, in cir​cumstances of threat, generated a willingness to sacrifice that contributed to the survival of the community.

This search for a biological foundation for the nation, what Western commentators call a "myth of descent," seems to typify reactive and de​velopmental nationalism in the twentieth century—and it has come to characterize the reactive nationalism of post-Maoist China. The "left-wing" posturing of Mao Zedong, together with all the pretenses of "Marxism-Leninism," have all been swept away in the frank reactive na​tionalism and the biological anthropologisms of Deng Xiaoping and Jiang Zemin.

Post-Maoist China has clearly traversed the distance between "Marxism-Leninism" and the presumably "right-wing" developmental nationalism that have come to typify revolution in the twentieth century. The abandonment of "Marxism-Leninism Mao Zedong thought" has been all but absolute.

Classifying the New Nationalism of Post-Maoist China

By the end of the last decade of the twentieth century, political historians found themselves embroiled in great confusion. It had become impossi​

ble to categorize the system that had emerged out of the wreckage of what had been Maoist China. By that time, it was totally implausible to identify it as a "Marxist" regime. Other than its sometime vocabulary, there was nothing Marxist about it.

Its overt properties had become well-known. Post-Maoist China was an antiliberal, one-party, ideocratic state that arose in a relatively primi​tive economic environment. Ruled by self-selected leaders and cloaked in ritualized charisma, the system was fundamentally undemocratic. Its economy, composed of a reasonably discrete hierarchy of classes and in​fluenced on the margins by personal profit and the market exchange of goods, was dominated by an elitist and interventionist state. State influ​ence took on many forms, from the state control of national credit and fi​nance to indicative central planning of the entire economy.

The ebb and flow of information was almost entirely controlled by the state, and dissenters were subject to a variety of administrative sanc​tions, ranging from "reeducation" to penal servitude. The nation's secu​rity forces served at the political behest of the single party. The single party itself was an elite organization, with its members committed to faith in the system and obedience to its leaders. The entire psychology of the single party, and the revolution it fostered and sustained, was re​demptive, animated by a passion to redress the humiliations suffered by the nation for almost a century at the hands of the major industrialized nations.

To accomplish the nation's redemption, the revolutionary single party embarked on a program of accelerated economic growth and industrial​ization. Agrarian and industrial workers were mobilized to serve at rela​tively low wages in a state-managed program of capital accumulation that was to be employed in the systematic creation and expansion of an education, communications, and transportation infrastructure.

There were clearly residual traces of totalitarianism in the system, but the introduction of elements of a discretionary market and the qualified permission to own, and profit, from the ownership of property relaxed some of the rigidities that had earlier given the dictatorship its distinctive identity. Some political taxonomists choose to refer to the altered incar​nation of the post-Maoist system as an "administered society" or some​thing similar.

At such a level of abstraction, post-Maoist China might qualify as any one of a number of reactive and developmental nationalisms common to the twentieth century. The features it shares with the doctrines and the programmatic intentions of Sun Yat-sen's Kuomintang are obvious. More than that, however, are the differences that distinguish the doctrines and political goals of post-Maoist China from those of Sun Yat-sen or the Kuomintang.

The commitment on the part of the leadership of post-Maoist China to political dictatorship clearly distinguishes the regime of Jiang Zemin and his entourage from anything identified with Sun's Sanmin zhuyi. How​ever long martial rule and political tutelage lasted in republican China or on Taiwan—to deny the Chinese people representative democratic rule— Sun's unqualified commitment to ultimate democratic rule distinguished his ideology from that of the Chinese Communist party.

Representative democracy, as an aspiration, was forever a component of the political culture left to China by Sun Yat-sen. Even when political controls were most onerous, the doctrines left by Sun to the people of re​publican China and Taiwan held out the promise of democracy. Sun Yat-sen's political ideal was a representative democracy very much like that of the United States and some of the more advanced states of Europe. Sun spoke of a strong government of separated executive, judicial, and legislative powers, supported by collateral powers of impeachment and examination. He spoke of universal suffrage and popular referenda. He advocated legislation by popular initiative and the recall of those politi​cal leaders found to be objectionable.72

Sun acknowledged that the tasks to be faced by a less-developed na​tion in an environment of Darwinian struggle would be demanding— and, on those occasions, he spoke of the need for an "all-powerful" gov​ernment. It is clear, for example, that Sun favored an interventionist state that would control entire sectors of the developing national economy. Equally clear was the special role he anticipated for the revolutionary party. For Sun, the revolutionary party was charged with the responsibil​ity of building the revolutionary, developmental state. It was on those oc​casions that Sun spoke, with evident admiration, of the new Soviet gov​ernment of V. I. Lenin.73

All of this must be understood within the context of an anticipated re​active and developmental regime. As we have seen, Sun considered Lenin's gtwernment at the time of the New Economic Policy to be a de​velopmental regime, like his own, having literally nothing to do with Marxism, class struggle, proletarian revolution, or internationalism.74 As has been argued, Sun consistently held that Marxism was a system de​signed to resolve the problems of advanced industrial economies—not those of less-developed nations attempting to achieve a respected place in the universe of modern states.

Whatever Sun's conception of a reactive, developmental, and initially authoritarian regime, his ultimate commitment was to popular sover​eignty. In the last analysis, he maintained that "self-government is the foundation rock of a country."75 He insisted that whatever the political concessions to exigency, the government of a redeemed China must ulti​mately be democratic. In that sense, the regime Deng Xiaoping left to his

political heirs differs fundamentally from the essentially democratic regime that has established itself, in Sun's name, on Taiwan.75

Among the "Four Cardinal Principles" left by Deng Xiaoping as the most essential "pillars" of the mainland regime are "the democratic dic​tatorship" and the single-party dominance of the Communist party.77 Deng insisted that Communist China, however it reforms itself, must never allow the introduction of "bourgeois" political checks and balances to undermine "leadership by the party." He made very clear that "in re​forming our political structure, we must not imitate the West, and no lib​eralization should be allowed."78

In that clear sense, the political system left by Deng Xiaoping to China was very different from anything anticipated by Sun Yat-sen or the Kuomintang. The system that Deng left to post-Maoist China is unmis​takably more akin to paradigmatic Fascism than to anything advocated by Sun Yat-sen. However much post-Maoist China, the China of Sun Yat-sen, and Fascist Italy all resemble each other, their relationship to politi​cal democracy, as a goal or a reality, distinguishes that of Sun from the others.

The post-Maoist China of Deng Xiaoping more closely resembles para​digmatic Fascism than it does almost any other modern system, extant or received. What that implies is difficult to discern with complete confi​dence.

Post-Maoist China is clearly a member of a class of reactive and devel​opmental regimes with which the twentieth century has become familiar. Mussolini's Fascism was a member of a subset of that class. The China of Deng Xiaoping and Jiang Zemin appears to be nothing less. It is a variant of contemporary fascism.

Should the China of Deng Xiaoping survive into the twenty-first cen​tury—and there is no assurance that it will7" -the Western industrialized democracies will face a number of problems. First of all, Communist China can hardly be expected to respect "human rights" as they are un​derstood in liberal democratic environments. Deng Xiaoping was very forthright in his judgments concerning human rights in general. "Our concept of human rights," he told the world, "is, in essence, different from that of the Western world, because we see the question from a dif​ferent point of view."*' Fascists had insisted on precisely the same differ​ence more than fifty years before.

As long as the People's Republic of China continues to defend the "Four Cardinal Principles" of Deng Xiaoping, one can hardly expect the leadership in Beijing to allow nonparty dissidence to articulate opposi​tion to the Chinese Communist party. Under the prevailing political cir​cumstances, there will be little opportunity to aggregate nonparty senti​ment in voluntary associations.

Thus the United States and the industrialized democracies will con​tinue to be irritated. Nonetheless, business interests will foster continued "engagement" with a fascist China. The prospects of profit will tend to mitigate the sense of outrage produced among Americans and Euro​peans by the behaviors of the leadership in Beijing. Beyond that, how​ever, there are other concerns that engage the interests of the advanced industrial nations.

Since the beginning of the twentieth century, reactive nationalists have tested both the patience and the strategic concerns of the advanced in​dustrial nations. In their search for "living space" and restoration of "lost lands," revolutionary, reactive nationalist regimes have threatened what the industrialized democracies consider their vital interests. In an intelli​gible sense, the Second World War was a war of "redivision," a demand by "proletarian" nations for what they considered adequate "living space" and the restoration of "lost territories."81

If post-Maoist China has taken on the features of an exacerbated reac​tive nationalism, sharing some of the passion of fascism, one would ex​pect the issues of "lost lands" and "living space" to aggressively and per​sistently occupy its leaders. That clearly seems to be the case. The recent history of post-Maoist China is a story of China's search for the territorial restoration of a China that once was.
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8
Fascism, Post-Maoist China, 
and Irredentism

T

he argument that has been made in the preceding chapters attempts a classification of post Maoist China that includes it in the class of reac​tive and developmental nationalisms and identifies it as an instantial case of "fascism." One of the reasons for the identification, among the several rehearsed, turns on Beijing's singularly insistent irredentism.

fascist Italy's aggressive irredentism served to distinguish it from al​ternative reactive nationalisms. There is scant trace of such an aggres​siveness, for example, in the foreign policy recommendations of Sun Yat-sen. Although he was clearly aware of the territories China had "lost" to "oppressor" nations in the past, there is little, if any, suggestion of the use of force in seeking their restoration.1

Italian irredentism, at the very commencement of the twentieth cen​tury, had already assumed the aggressiveness that was to characterize Fascism. The architects of Italian reunification in the mid-nineteenth cen​tury spoke of the "lost lands" of the motherland2 but without the inten​sity that was to typify the organized Nationalists of the first years of the new century—and that of Fascism during the interwar period.

Marxism and Marxism-Leninism had almost no theoretical grasp of nationalism, much less irredentism. Having failed in that regard, Marx​ism and its variants never really understood either Fascist or Chinese ir​redentism and hence failed to understand a good deal of the interna​tional politics of our time.

Nationalist and Fascist Irredentism

Irredentism is generally identified with the political sentiment attached to the restoration of lost lands, portions of national territory presumably languishing under "alien rule." More often than not, the inhabitants of

those lands are considered members alienated from the motherland by the interposition of foreigners.

Irredentism was a constant among Italian nationalists from the time of the Risorgimento and, as a political sentiment, it persisted into the twen​tieth century. After public interest was fostered by a roster of publica​tions, a formal organization of nationalists was undertaken in 1910.3 The very first articles of organization of the Italian Nationalist Association (Associazione Nazionalista Italiana) announced that Italian nationalism was, and would remain, unequivocally irredentist.4

The threads that made up the fabric of organized Italian Nationalism can be traced back into the nineteenth century, at a time when irreden​tism already occupied the concerns of many. But the "new nationalism" of reactive response and developmental intent that began to find expres​sion about the time of the organization of the Associazione Nationalista was certainly more than irredentism. Within the new constellation of fac​tors, irredentism was to be singularly transformed.

The new nationalism probably first received fulsome expression in the work of Giuseppe Prezzolini and Giovanni Papini in 1903 and 1904.5 That new nationalism, to distinguish it from the "literary" and "aes​thetic" nationalism of the preceding century, not only sought the return of lost lands and alienated populations but also advocated the rapid eco​nomic and military development of the peninsula in order to secure those lands and that population—and defend the nation from the exac​tions of international "plutocracy." Economic growth and industrial de​velopment were understood to constitute the only means through which Italians might achieve dignity, security, independence, and place in the twentieth-century world of "Darwinian" international competition.

Some argued that Italy's defeat at Adowa, Ethiopia, in 1896, when 10,000 Italians and Askaris were humbled by the 100,000 riflemen of King Menelik, provoked the frenzied reactive nationalism that was to persist into the middle of the twentieth century.6 Others were to argue that mod​ern Italian nationalism appeared only in 1908 as a reaction to the annex​ation of Bosnia-Herzegovina by Austria-Hungary7—an event that ex​posed the entire eastern coast of the Italian peninsula, its cities and its major communications arteries, to the threat of offshore naval assault.

The Dalmatian coast, peopled in part by ethnic Italians but annexed by the Austrians, was characterized by protected waters, cluttered islets, and sheltered coves, rendering it ideal for naval staging areas, whereas the Italian coast on the Adriatic was featureless, lacking suitable naval anchorages between Venice and Brindisi, and afforded little natural de​fense from sea-based attacks. Control of the entire Adriatic littoral thus became not only an issue of irredentism but a vital strategic concern for the kingdom of Italy.

By 1910, the passion of the nationalist movement was further fueled by a deep sense of inferiority born of Italy's weaknesses with respect to the industrialized Great Powers. While Britain and France swept over Africa and Asia, Italy had not only failed in its efforts on the "Dark Continent" but found itself threatened at home by the ramshackle empire of the Hapsburgs.

The Great Powers, against which Italy measured itself, were feared and resented. They were feared because of their evident strength and re​sented because they had preempted space and resources throughout the Mediterranean and Africa.8 Defeat in Africa and the exposure to Austrian naval threats in the Adriatic confirmed the sense of vulnerability and in​feriority that impassioned the intellectuals who made up the leadership of Italian Nationalism. Once economic growth and industrial develop​ment became a programmatic concern for Italian Nationalism, the ad​vanced industrial powers were conceived to be more than partly respon​sible for Italy's circumstances.

Italy's inability to obtain secure access to resources necessary for ac​celerated economic growth and industrial maturation—which might mitigate its vulnerability and assuage its sense of inferiority—was at​tributed to the "egoism" of those powers that had early achieved indus​trial maturity. According to the thesis, the industrialized powers had not only arrogated to themselves much of the earth's resources but had used their market and financial advantages to penetrate the peninsula and thwart its independent growth and maturation. That analysis gen​erated a measure of resentment against the industrially advanced na​tions of the Continent and was to influence politics on the peninsula for decades.4

The Nationalist sense of outrage grew with the passage of time. Not only had Austria-Hungary seized military advantage on the Dalmatian coast, but the Austrian initiative was played out against the background of domination exercised by the Great Powers in the Mediterranean. Great Britain controlled access to, as well as egress from, the Mediterranean at Gibraltar and Suez. Within the waters of the Mediterranean, the French controlled Corsica and Tunis, bringing the French fleet both within im​mediate striking distance of the west coast of the Italian peninsula and positioning it, should there be conflict, to interdict Italy's strategic sea lines of communication.

By the end of the first decade of the new century, "Italy was just about the most thoroughly encircled nation on earth. No Great Power could ever allow itself to lose strategic defensibility in [such a] way—still less could a power wishing to establish itself as one of the Great."10 All of this animated Italian Nationalism with a fierce passion. Irredentist sentiment was intense. By then it was associated with Italy's strategic vulnerability

and the nation's disabling lack of raw materials. Each passion reinforced the other.

In their determined effort to "cancel the profound consequences of centuries of servitude,"11 Italian Nationalists sought what is today termed "comprehensive security," an assurance that the nation com​mands sufficient human and material resources to resist and prevail against any plausible combination of potential enemies. Motivated by a search for that security, Italian Nationalists spoke not only of a credible armed forces capability, together with the ability to deploy those forces when and where necessary, but of the "problem of raw materials"—the fact that the Italian peninsula was malprovisioned with resources neces​sary to foster and sustain the economic growth and industrial develop​ment necessary for a modern military.12 All of these imperatives implied "expansion"—commercial, intellectual, political, military, demographic, and territorial.13 If Italy was to redeem itself after centuries of humilia​tion and abuse, it would be compelled to move with assertiveness against its "plutocratic" oppressors to satisfy the comprehensive require​ments of its renewal.

These were the passions Italian Nationalism was to share with Fas​cism.14 They were the passions that were to influence Italian external pol​itics for almost half a century.

At least in part as a response to that abiding sentiment, monarchial Italy began to make some response to the evolving threat environment in which it was compelled to operate. The first effort made manifested itself in the Italo-Turkish War of 1911-1912. With the tacit approval of Great Britain, and provoked by the increasing expansion of a French presence in North Africa, the Italians undertook initiatives against the Ottoman Turks in order to secure for themselves some of the remainder of the North African littoral. The conflict of 1911-1912 was the first major effort to mitigate what were taken to be Italy's major strategic vulnerabilities. It proved to be little more than a preamble to Italy's second effort to redress what it saw as its geostrategic disadvantages.

In 1915, the kingdom of Italy chose to enter the First World War— against Germany and Austria-Hungary—as an ally of the Entente com​posed of Russia, France, and Great Britain. In the bargaining that was in​tended to secure Italy's entrance into the war, the ministers of Russia, France, and Great Britain—with the Treaty of London—were prepared to offer Italy, at the expense of Austria-Hungary, the province of Trentino, long considered ethnically Italian, together with the Tyrol as far as the Brenner Pass. Trieste, a port city on the Adriatic at least partly populated by ethnic Italians, and the Julian Alps as far as the port of Fiume were added as further incentives—to be supplemented by Istria and the Dal​matian coast as far south as the River Neretva, as well as the offshore is​lands as far south as Ragusa. Saseno and Valona in Albania were added

to the territorial concessions, together with the northern Epirus hinter​land. The clear impression was that Italy was being offered supremacy in the Adriatic and Ionian seas—as well as unspecified privileges in the Balkans and elsewhere.

In all of this, several things merit attention. In the first place, many of the Italian claims, and the Entente's response to those claims, could hardly be identified as involving irredentism —unless one made recourse to "his​toric" allusions to the Roman Empire, whose forces, in antiquity, occupied most of the Mediterranean littoral. Only if one were prepared to argue that all "the cultural elements of the [Dalmatian] population spreading in​land from the sea coast and indeed all traces of true civilization . . . were Latin—Roman, Venetian, Italian," might one argue that the claims on the Yugoslavian coast and Albania were essentially "irredentist."15

In the second place, Italy tendered no claims on Malta and Corsica, which had been Italian territories until the eighteenth century—and it was Malta and Corsica that provided the armed forces of Great Britain and France with significant potential strategic advantage vis-a-vis the Italian peninsula. Claims on Malta and Corsica would clearly be "irre​dentist" by any definition.

The problem was obvious. The Entente powers could grant Italy's claims at the expense of Austria-Hungary or the lesser nations of the re​gion, but neither Britain nor France was prepared to bargain away any of their territories in the Mediterranean to assure Rome's entry into the war. Italians could make no claims on Malta or Corsica nor raise any objec​tions to Britain's control of Gibraltar and Suez—for Britain and France were Italy's allies in a war that was to prove to be one of the most diffi​cult and devastating in history.

In that war, Italy sacrificed the lives of more than 650,000 of its finest young men. The Italian losses in men and materiel in their forty-one months of involvement in the First World War were as oppressive as British and French losses in fifty-one.16 With limited capital availability and still fewer assets, the war cost Italy a full 25 percent of its total finan​cial resources and almost 60 percent of its merchant fleet.

In the peace treaties that followed the war, the British empire was en​larged by 2.3 million square miles and 28 million subjects; French hold​ings grew by 2.7 million square miles and 19 million subjects. Italy's total territorial gain was about 24,000 square miles, and its population was augmented by about 1.6 million subjects. Britain extended its presence in the Mediterranean to include the Palestine Mandate, providing its armed forces still further strategic advantages in the East. The French assumed control over Syria and Lebanon, to enhance their own strategic position in the eastern Mediterranean.

In the course of the peace conference that was to conclude the First World War, British and French representatives proceeded to challenge the

binding validity of the Treaty of London and the commitments entered into with the agreements of St. Jean de Maurienne. Italy was to be denied many of the concessions for which it had bartered so many of its sons.

Almost immediately, Italy was compelled to renegotiate the agree​ments that had brought it into the war. Italy was to surrender many of it claims in the Aegean and on the Dalmatian littoral. In territorial and strategic terms, Italy's reward for its losses in the war against the Central Powers was disappointing.17 In some respects, the kingdom was less de​fensible after the Great War than it had been before.

That was how Italian Nationalism interpreted the results of the war. Italian Nationalism interpreted the victory in the Great War to have been "mutilated" by the greed of the advanced industrial powers. That was the "mutilated victory" of which Fascism was to speak.

Having officially organized themselves in 1919, the first Fascists gave expression to much of the frustration and despair felt by those who had fought in the war. Mussolini not only became the heir of Italian Nation​alism but in effect became its spokesman.18 On 28 December 1919, ten months after the founding of his movement, Mussolini insisted that the duty of Italy, as a "warrior nation," was to "liberate [itself] from the yoke of international plutocracy."1" Two days later, as though to leave no doubt as to the measure of his conviction, he reaffirmed his determina​tion to liberate Italy from "the oppression of Western 'plutocracy'"20 Only months after the organization of the Fascist movement, Mussolini identified the principal members of the "Western plutocratic coalition" that threatened Italy and rendered her servile and contemptible. France, England, and the United States, the "sated" nations, those who had in​dustrialized first, were united in that purpose.21

Fascists argued that it was the "grand coalition of interest"—a "coali​tion of plutocratic-capitalistic" states—that sought to perpetuate not only the inferiority of Italy but of "all the other proletarian nations."22 To effect their purpose, the advanced industrial nations sponsored international organizations, purportedly in defense of world peace, when in fact such organizations served the almost exclusive economic, political, and mili​tary interests of the "plutocracies." The inequality in the League of Na​tions, in terms of representation and responsibility, was prima facie evi​dence of that.21

In order to assure its place in the hierarchy of nations, Fascists insisted, England required that Italy, as a "proletarian nation," recognize and ac​knowledge its subordination.24 For its part, France was prepared to en​sure Italian subordination by entirely controlling the Mediterranean— thereby rendering Italian redemption from "centuries of servitude" impossible.25

About eight months before Fascism's accession to power, given that set of convictions, Mussolini was prepared to provide what counted as an

outline of his intended foreign policy. He spoke of an Italy confined to the Mediterranean by the hegemonic presence of Great Britain. It was Great Britain that dominated the "sea that was once Roman" by holding the keys to the Suez Canal at one end of the Mediterranean and to Gibraltar at the other. Only a significant decline in the British presence might pro​vide space and opportunity for Italian expansion and, in the final analy​sis, allow Italy to once again establish itself as a maritime nation, having unencumbered access to the Red Sea, the Indian Ocean, and the Atlantic Ocean. Italy would follow the example of Rome and the maritime re​publics of seafaring Italy and would create, once again, an imperial cen​ter of civilization on the Italic peninsula.26

Before he became head of state for Fascist Italy, Mussolini conceived of all this as an inspirational "myth," a "faith," supporting the possibility of a true rebirth of an "old new nation." He envisioned the rise of metro​politan centers on a Mediterranean that would be, once again, an "Italian lake."27 Italians, Mussolini insisted, would no longer "shine the shoes" of "Anglo-Saxon tyrants" or "Anglo-American plutocrats." Italians would have earned the dignity and status for which they had sacrificed, fought, and died. They would receive respect through diplomacy and law if pos​sible, but, should it be required, they would exact that respect through the use of arms.28

To complete the picture of a modern reactive and developmental na​tionalism, Mussolini emphasized that economic growth, and particularly industrial expansion, required predictable access to raw materials at costs that would foster and sustain extensive and intensive develop​ment.24 Any effort at political independence would necessarily imply sig​nificant economic independence, the ability to feed a population and arm a nation without dependence on the sufferance of others.30

Italian industrial development required ready and secure access to coal, iron, and oil, together with most of the essential minerals. Bereft of the most basic raw materials required for modern industrial growth, Italy would be compelled to seek solutions if it entertained any hope of achieving not only the political independence but the "grandeur," the "greatness," to which it aspired.31

Once empowered to govern the nation, in one of his first speeches given as head of state, Mussolini announced that Fascism would "direct [Italy] toward its glorious future." Resurgent Italy would become a power ready to assume global tasks. The first steps in that process would include "making the Mediterranean an Italian lake."32

Thus, before its advent in October 1922, Fascism had already outlined the foreign policy it would pursue for the next two decades. Its irreden​tism was only part of a larger geostrategic program of Italian develop​ment and aggrandizement. It was a program intended to transform a na​tion, its people, and the world around them.

Fascist Geopolitics

Only decades after the termination of the Second World War did com​mentators fully acknowledge the geopolitical sweep of Fascist foreign policy.33 Obscured as they were during the interwar years by traditional diplomatic niceties and pragmatic conversation, Fascist intentions, since then, have been interpreted and reinterpreted in any number of ways. Only recently has it become possible to trace the major features of that policy and appreciate it in its fullness.

Almost immediately upon assuming responsibility for the nation's for​eign policy, Mussolini reasserted his intention to guide Italy into a "new era of development."34 "Fascism," Mussolini proclaimed, "wishes to maximally develop its national production."35 Italy would no longer re​main industrially "retrograde."3'1

Fascists had consistently argued that without such development, Italy could neither be the equal of the other Great Powers nor enjoy true polit​ical independence.37 To adequately develop the peninsula, however, the nation required resources that the peninsula did not offer.38 To secure such resources at a time when Italy was capital poor and could deploy neither the power projection capabilities nor the requisite diplomatic weight to impose its will required a foreign policy that, throughout the interwar years, could only be "extremely circumspect."

The Fascists insisted that the new, emergent Italy, like the Rome of an​tiquity, once having chosen a goal, would persist, with whatever tactical prudence was required, until that goal was attained.3" Prudence would be essential, Mussolini reminded his followers, for foreign policy must operate in an environment in which options are constrained by the reali​ties dictated by concrete forces and events outside one's control.40

However prudent and circumspect over the years, Fascist Italy's poli​cies toward Yugoslavia, Albania, Greece, Ethiopia, and Spain, in retro​spect, become immediately comprehensible given the geostrategic con​text and Mussolini's chosen goals, and its posturing toward the "proletarian" Arab and Muslim world as their "protector" becomes equally transparent.41

With Great Britain and France dominating the Mediterranean with military power that exceeded anything available to Italy, Fascist policy pursued its goals as far and as rapidly as circumstances allowed. At the close of the Fascist period, Mussolini, no longer circumspect, admitted, in perfect candor, that Italy's struggle had been sustained by the decision that the nation could and would no longer remain "a prisoner in the Mediterranean."42 Throughout the interwar years, Fascist policy had sought control of Italy's internal seas and free access to the oceans.

The Corfu incident, coming less than a year after Mussolini's accession and making an overwhelming display of Fascist force, was designed to

demonstrate to Greece that Great Britain would not, or could not, re​spond to any and every demand for protection made anywhere and everywhere in the Mediterranean.43 The protectorate over, and the ulti​mate annexation of, Albania was part of Fascist Italy's program for con​trolling the Adriatic and Ionian seas—its internal seas. Fascism sought to gradually diminish England's uncontested control of the entire Mediter​ranean.

The invasion of Ethiopia was undertaken not only to acquire resources and to provide colonial territory for the settlement of the peninsula's ex​cess population but to establish an Italian presence outside the confines of the Mediterranean, beyond the Suez Canal, with access to the Indian Ocean.44 For its part, involvement in the civil war in Spain held out the promise that Fascist Italy would have a military ally facing the Atlantic and positioned immediately across the straits from Gibraltar—gateway to the open ocean.45

Although Mussolini was compelled, by every pragmatic considera​tion, to be circumspect in his public statements after assuming the re​sponsibilities of head of state, the documentary evidence records, for ex​ample, a continued interest in irredentist movements in Malta and in Corsica46—two of the major strategic positions held by Britain and France in the Mediterranean. Irredentism provided the public rational​ization for Fascist Italy's pursuit of its geostrategic purposes.

Although Fascist claims on Malta and Corsica, arguably Italian,47 were made in the language of Irredentism, it is clear that Fascist interests were emphatically geostrategic. Malta, occupied by Britain in 1798, provided London a naval staging area that protected its critical sea passages from Gibraltar to the Suez through the choke points of the central Mediter​ranean. Those sea lines of communication were essential to the mainte​nance and defense of the British empire in India, South and Southeast Asia, and the Far East.

At the same time, British naval facilities and combat elements in Malta, so close to metropolitan Italy, threatened Italian freedom of movement throughout the region and diminished the credibility of peninsular de​fense. Irredentist claims on Malta were clearly linked to strategic inter​ests.

Similarly, claims on Corsica, occupied by the French in 1769, satisfied the demands of irredentism but also served geostrategic purposes. The island is only eighty kilometers from the Italian coast, and both Italian Nationalists and Fascists conceived its occupation by France as part of a comprehensive plan by "plutocratic powers" to control developments on the peninsula as well as the flow of maritime traffic through the sur​rounding sea. Occupying both Corsica and Tunisia in North Africa, the French fleet could exercise potential control over all movements in the central Mediterranean and the Tyrrhenian Sea.

The rest of Fascist Italy's claims were often bruited in the language of irredentism and appealed to the ancient Roman presence in Africa as far to the southeast as Aux—modern Ethiopia—and the Balkans. But they were clearly geostrategic in intent.48 Many of the claims, recurrent in the literature of Italian Nationalism, have little immediate ethnic, linguistic, or historic justification. They were clearly geostrategic, serving the needs of an emergent nation convinced of its oppression by those more indus​trially advanced49 and desirous of establishing itself as an equal among them.

The conviction was that the "plutocratic nations, having arrogated to themselves the bulk of the world's raw materials . . . imposed on poor na​tions onerous conditions for the acquisition of all those components nec​essary for the life and well-being of a people."5" This monopoly over re​sources by the advanced industrial powers was seen as particularly disabling for those nations coming late to industrialization. The pace and extent of the process of industrialization "is undermined by the insuffi​ciency of raw materials . . . and the dependence on foreign sources of supply which predictably increases the costs of production and confines enterprise to a low rate of return." More than that, "a dependency on for​eign sources of raw materials, allows foreigners an inordinate measure of control over the life of the nation."51

Developing nations so circumstanced are driven to resolve their dis​abilities by obtaining immediate access to, or extending their control over, sources of raw materials and/or bargaining from a position of strength.52 By the interwar years, the argument had become familiar: Sated and privileged nations, possessors of the bulk of the world's re​sources, are disposed to resist any change in the relationship between themselves and their real or potential dependencies.

Often, the argument continued, the only recourse open to "proletarian nations" is war.53 Nations denied by nature or circumstance the very ne​cessities of a dignified modern existence find it necessary to carve for themselves a "living space" (spazio vitale) that would afford them the material prerequisites for economic growth and intensive industrial de​velopment—all necessary for continued cultural evolution and to assure a secure place in the international community.54

For Italy, its immediate "living space" was the Mediterranean—with Africa as its resource base. That "vital space" would satisfy the nation's urgent need for raw materials—and provide territory on which to settle its excess population. That space would be knitted together by secure in​ternal sea lines of communication throughout the Mediterranean.55

More than that, Fascists conceived their "Greater Italy" endowed with the same maritime potential that made ancient Rome and the city-states of the peninsula powers of international significance.56 Italy could not

perform the functions of a world power without, once again, becoming a major commercial and military maritime power.57 As a consequence, "the foreign policy of Mussolini always followed the classic geopolitical di​rective: seek an outlet to the ocean, to 'open' waters, by controlling the requisite strategic accesses."58 Only then would Italy become the "third Rome" of which the first Italian nationalists of the nineteenth century had spoken.

In the years immediately preceding the advent of the Second World War, Mussolini spoke with evident passion of the "sacrosanct right" of "poor people to refuse to suffer forever the [prevailing] inequalities in the distribution of the resources of the earth."59 Without confident access to the raw materials necessary for robust industrial extensive and intensive growth, less-developed nations are reduced to the dependents of the in​dustrially advanced "demoplutocracies."

For Fascist strategists, the resolution of all these problems, as well as the fulfillment of all their aspirations, would have to await a major change in the European balance of power. Italy, alone, contending with the major powers, could not change power relations on the European continent.

The requisite change in the European balance of power evidently came with the advent of Adolf Hitler's National Socialist Germany. An eco​nomic and military union of Italy, Germany, and Japan gave the appear​ance of possible success in the anticipated contest with the advanced in​dustrial democracies.

On the fateful day in June 194(1, when Italy declared war on Great Britain and France as an ally of National Socialist Germany, Mussolini made Fascist Italy's intentions, prefigured twenty years before, emi​nently clear. "Proletarian and Fascist Italy," he told the multitude in the Piazza Venezia, "seeks to breach the suffocating territorial and military barriers that confine the nation to the Mediterranean. A people composed of forty-five million souls cannot be free," Mussolini insisted, "if it does not have free access to the open ocean."

"This gigantic battle," he continued, "is a phase in the logical develop​ment of our revolution; it is a struggle of poor people ... against those determined to monopolize all the riches of the earth."60 It was a restate​ment of convictions long held and goals long sought.

"Italy's war," Italians were told in the Fascist literature of the time, "is a struggle for liberty and vital living space. ... [It is a war] for national political unity, for security within its borders, for freedom of life and movement in the Mediterranean, the Tyrrhenian and the Adriatic seas and access to the oceans. . . . for the direct possession or control of sources of necessary natural resources for the development of heavy in​dustries and for the peaceful and productive organization of a union of

Mediterranean peoples."61 Fascist Italy would serve as the "defender" of the "proletarian" nations of the Mediterranean against the impostures of the "plutocracies."62

Fascist Italy's objectives were those of an exacerbated reactive and de​velopmental nationalism. As such, its decisions were all too often gov​erned by vindictiveness and a ready hostility generated by a deep sense of humiliation and longsuffering.63

By whatever criteria such decisions are measured, Fascist Italy's deci​sion to enter the Second World War was just short of criminally reckless.64 Italy's wars in Ethiopia and Spain had consumed much of its military re​sources, had destroyed substantial numbers of its combat units, and had exhausted some of its most effective troops. By any standard, Fascist Italy required at least a decade to refurbish its armed forces before it could rea​sonably be expected to face armed conflict with opponents as formidable as the advanced industrial democracies or the Soviet Union.65 Nonethe​less, its armed forces were committed to conflict with an enemy that had not only immediate advantages in the combat zones but vast industrial potential and powerful allies. The decision to enter the conflict was driven, in part, by the very psychology of reactive nationalism. It was to cost Italy hundreds of thousands of lives and devastate the peninsula. Both the "empire" and Fascism were extinguished in that war. In its last days, Mussolini himself was to fall at the hands of anti-Fascist partisans.

Reactive nationalist movements, and the regimes they inform, display traits that make them dangerous to others and probably to themselves. For that reason, the identification of contemporary China as a reactive and developmental nationalism is important for our purposes. That post-Maoist China may qualify for entry into the subclass of reactive nation​alisms classified as "fascist" is troubling.

The Irredentism of Post-Maoist China

As China's long revolution took on more and more of the reactive na​tionalist and developmental traits of modern revolution, irredentism be​came a common theme that linked all of its revolutionaries. By the end of the first twenty-five years of the twentieth century, Sun Yat-sen gave what was to become standard expression to the almost universal lament concerning China's "lost territories."66

He listed as lost all the territories China had "leased" to the more ad​vanced industrial powers, among others, territories at the southern end of the Liaotung Peninsula and the "New Territories" adjacent to Hong Kong. He spoke of all the territories in the Russian Far East, lost through "unequal treaties" to the "imperialist" government of the czars. He also alluded to as lost all the lands of the tributary states—Korea, Siam, Bor​

neo, Java, Ceylon, Nepal, and Bhutan—that had shown their deference to China by paying it tribute before China's humiliation at the hands of the imperialists.

The exactions imposed on China by Europeans hardly requires re​hearsal here. It is all very familiar to the least-informed undergraduate. That Chinese intellectuals suffered a profound sense of personal and col​lective grievance is as easily understood as the reactive nationalist senti​ments that inspired the revolutionary politics of both Sun's Kuomintang and the Chinese Communist party.67

A constituent of that nationalism was an abiding commitment to the restoration of "lost lands," which has continued to this day and has most recently involved China, Japan, the United States, and Taiwan in tense exchanges. Beijing's claims to the tiny islands in the East China Sea, which the Chinese identify as "Diaoyutai" and the Japanese as "Sen-gaku," as well as Beijing's claims on Taiwan and associated territories, have generated a degree of tension that has alarmed observers.

In July 1996, Tokyo formally extended its national exclusive economic zone to include the Sengaku Islands, and the United States, in domestic law, has committed itself to the defense of Taiwan should force be em​ployed to resolve Beijing's claims.68 These circumstances create an atmo​sphere of potential conflict with post-Maoist China.

Although the authorities in Beijing have shown considerable prudence in dealing with the conflicting claims that sustain current tensions,69 it is equally clear that the leadership of the Chinese Communist party con​siders the restoration of such contested territories to the motherland to be a matters of grave significance. There is little doubt that the irredentism of post-Maoist China might well be a source of increasing political and strategic difficulties between the People's Republic of China (PRC) and the industrialized democracies in the twenty-first century.70 For the pur​poses of the present discussion, focusing on a specific area of disputed territorial claims is particularly instructive.

Post-Maoist China's Claims in the East and South China Seas

Ever since the founding of the People's Republic of China, the authorities in Beijing have insisted that the islands, cays, banks, sandbars, and la​goons in the East and South China Seas are part of sovereign Chinese ter​ritory, having been "discovered" during the Elan Dynasty in the reign of Emperor Wudi (140-186 B.C.). The precise extent of the "discovery" and the associated claims have never been formally tendered, so Beijing's claims are not specific.71 What Beijing has done, instead, is to impress on all the littoral, insular, and archipelagic nations of the region that con​

struction will not be permitted on any of the territories nor will explo​ration or exploitation of seabed resources be undertaken in the East or South China Seas without the active participation of China.

The Chinese People's Liberation Army Navy (PLAN)—the Chinese Communist navy—has engaged in armed conflict with Vietnam over Hanoi's attempt to extract oil from the contested regions in the Gulf of Tonkin and the South China Sea. In 1988, the Chinese armed forces seized islets in the Spratlys (Nansha), in the course of which three Viet​namese vessels were sunk and about eighty Vietnamese nationals killed. That was followed by further seizures of contested maritime territory in the Spratlys in 1992.

In that same year, Beijing consented to a nonbinding code of conduct concerning contested claims in the South China Sea, based on the Associ​ation of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) Manila Declaration, which repudiated unilateral action or the use of force in resolving maritime ter​ritorial disputes. At the same time, the National People's Congress, at the explicit urging of Premier Li Peng, passed the Territorial Waters Act de​claring that China's "sovereign territory" included all the territorial and maritime space of the East and South China Seas, as well as the airspace above them. Article 14 of the act specifically reserves the right to control traffic through and above China's "sovereign regions."72

Thus Beijing has sent conflicting signals to the international commu​nity, concerned as it is with the free flow of maritime traffic through some of the world's most heavily utilized sea lines of communication.73 The United States is fully aware of the implications of the Territorial Waters Act and has insisted that Beijing agree to fulfill all its obligations under international law concerning the rights of innocent passage of foreign vessels or aircraft through the South China Sea.71

The fact is that Beijing's behaviors are often at variance with its formal international declarations. For example, after its formal agreements with ASEAN concerning contested territorial claims, Beijing acted unilaterally in dealing with the Republic of the Philippines. In 1994, the Philippines contracted with a U.S. company, Alcorn, for a seismic survey in the wa​ters west of the Palawan, well within Manila's own 200-mile exclusive economic zone recognized by the U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS).73 Beijing responded, early in 1995, by marking islands in the region as Chinese sovereign territory and erecting structures on Mischief Reef, 130 miles west of Philippine national territory.7"

The United States became involved in the sequence of events when Philippine spokespersons made recourse to clauses in the U.S.-Philippine Mutual Defense Treaty that called for bilateral consultation in the event of attack upon the Filipino armed forces. It was on that occasion that the then U.S. secretary of state, Warren Christopher, reminded the Chinese foreign minister that the United States did have treaty obligations with

the Philippines and urged "in the strongest possible terms thai . .. [the territorial disputes in Ihe South China Sea] should not be settled by force."77 Military confrontation was avoided on that occasion seemingly by the intervention of the United States and the reaction of the ASEAN community. Nevertheless, Beijing has proceeded to act with proprietary deliberation to dredge the access to Mischief Reef in order to accommo​date larger Chinese vessels.78

At almost the same time, Jakarta discovered that the PRC has an out​standing claim on a section of the continental shelf off the Indonesian coast, within Indonesia's own 200-mile exclusive economic /one, in which natural gas reserves estimated at over 55 trillion cubic feet have been identified. Jakarta's attempt to resolve the disagreement bilaterally with Beijing has not been successful.79 Conflict has been avoided, but Bei​jing has insisted that exploitation of resources in the region can continue only if pursued jointly.80

In March 1996, the armed forces of post-Maoist China conducted joint air and naval exercises north and south of the Republic of China on Tai​wan, launching missiles whose impact areas were in close proximity to Taiwan's two largest ports. Washington considered it "prudent" and "precautionary" to deploy two carrier battle groups to the waters off Tai​wan, bringing overwhelming firepower into the tensions created by Bei​jing's provocative live fire exercises.81

In effect, while Beijing has generally proceeded with diplomatic "cir​cumspection" and prudent deliberation, it has not avoided provocative behavior. It has proceeded to behave as though the waters off its coast constitute part of its sovereign national perimeter, and it suffers viola​tions only because its armed forces are not yet capable of fully securing its defense.87-

For the United States, unobstructed passage through the East and South China Seas is of critical importance. The economies of its major se​curity partners in East Asia are abjectly dependent on the inflow of fuel oil, lubricants, and natural gas from the Middle East and Indonesia. Any obstruction to that flow would negatively impact the life circumstances and the defense capabilities of all the nations of Northeast Asia, primar​ily Japan and the Republic of Korea.83 Obstruction of free passage-through the region, for whatever reason, would be a matter of grave con​cern to the security and economic interests of the United States.

"Vital Living Space" and the Geostrategy of Post-Maoist China

In the context described above Beijing has declared the East and South China Seas part of its "vital living space" (shengcun kongjian)—necessary if the Chinese people are to survive and prosper in the twenty-first cen​

tury.84 That post-Maoist China is already a net importer of both food grains and oil prompts its concern for the protection of offshore oil re​serves and fish harvests in the East and South China Seas. With 22 per​cent of the world's population confined to about 7 percent of the world's land surface, feeding its growing population has always been a critical preoccupation of the government in Beijing.85

Given China's current rate of real industrial growth, the availability of energy reserves will become increasingly important in the next several decades. If Beijing insists on a real measure of "self-sufficiency" in order to maintain its political independence, it is evident that China must jeal​ously guard any real or fancied offshore resource reserves. Depending on how Beijing deals with its growing shortages, domestic political pres​sures may precipitate military action in the contested waters of East and Southeast Asia, with Beijing acting to secure not only the resources for China's continued accelerated economic growth and industrial develop​ment but also for its political independence.86

These are the kinds of concern that have given rise to, and sustain, the conviction throughout East Asia "that naval power is essential for self-reliance."87 China has given every evidence of being prepared to aggres​sively defend its claims in the East and South China Seas, and its neigh​bors have correspondingly devoted more and more attention to maritime defenses.

For the People's Republic of China, an active defense offshore is now a major part of Beijing's comprehensive national security strategy. In the perception of the leadership of Communist China, an "offshore active de​fense" of the mainland is dictated not only by immediate self-interest and prevailing military doctrine but by a long-term geopolitical strategy as well. Such considerations go some distance in explaining Chinese behav​ior in the East and South China Seas region. Only such concerns could explain the series of provocations that have troubled all the nations in those waters, which China chooses to call a "Chinese lake."

Whatever Beijing's declarative policies, however ardently the post-Maoist China involves itself in confidence-building measures, and how​ever frequently its spokespersons participate in regional conferences,88 there remains its commitment to an "offshore active defense"—the full implications of which remain obscure.89

As early as 1985, it became clear that the strategic and defense thinking of post-Maoist China had significantly changed. The conviction arose, for a variety of reasons that need not detain us, that armed conflict between the major military powers, involving early, large-scale engagements and nuclear exchange, was very unlikely.90 Rather, the political and military leaders of post-Maoist China anticipated that armed conflict for the fore​seeable future would involve conventional weapons, would be of short

duration, and would probably be a response to immediate territorial and/or maritime disputes.

Post-Maoist China's new strategic doctrine has changed the responsi​bilities of the PLAN from the support of land operations to the conduct of war at sea.91 Those responsible for naval planning now anticipate a different set of potential missions, some involving relatively brief con​flicts in local environments in which the major military powers would not have the lead time required to mount credible countermeasure re​sponses.92 Those missions were constituents of a general strategy (originally termed "People's War under Modern Conditions") designed to provide post-Maoist China "comprehensive national security" in a post-Cold War world conceived by Beijing as "a dangerous neo-Darwinian jungle."93

The PLAN, under the new dispensation, has prepared a war-fighting doctrine calculated to complement Beijing's notions of comprehensive national security. The PLAN is charged with the responsibility of provid​ing mainland China the strategic depth necessary to survive in the event, however improbable, that a major military power would attempt to con​tain or defeat the PRC.94 More important, for present purposes, is the fact that to meet its new responsibilities the leadership of the PLAN put to​gether a policy of "offshore active defense" that has major geostrategic implications.

Admiral Liu Huaqing, former commander of Chinese naval operations in the Spratly Islands and subsequently vice chairman of the Central Mil​itary Commission, was the architect of the PLAN'S blue-water ambitions and its new interpretation of "defensive" offshore operations. Those op​erations involve precisely those military activities in East Asia that are threatening regional security and international trading interests.

Liu's conception of an "offshore active defense" is part of a larger strategic concept that is certainly more than a concern with irredentist claims. It involves an in-depth maritime defense of the Chinese mainland in the unlikely event of any conflict involving a major military power. Such a defense would require effective military control over the chain of islands that Liu identifies as the "first island chain,"95 commencing with those in the Yellow and East China Seas in the north, through those in the South China Sea, to the territorial waters as far south as the Greater Sunda Islands.

Control over those maritime territories would deny any enemy secure access to base facilities, launch sites, and staging areas in proximity to the mainland. It would render any enemy operations within the boundaries of the first island chain extremely hazardous.

The preconditions for any effective control over the waters bordered by Liu's first island chain involve the resolution of post-Maoist China's

irredentist claims. To prepare to control the waters of the East and South China Seas in any contingency recommends to Beijing a deliberate effort to press its territorial and maritime claims. That entails dealing with the claims of the Republic of Korean, Japan, the Republic of China on Tai​wan, Indonesia, the Socialist Republic of Vietnam, Malaysia, Thailand, Brunei, Singapore, and the Republic of the Philippines. It is in this con​text that China's promulgation of its February 1992 domestic Territorial Waters Act takes on particular significance. Article 2 of that legislation identifies Taiwan, the Pescadores, the Diaoyu Islands (Sengaku Shoto), the Pratas, the ParaccT Islands, the Macclesfield Bank, and the Spratly Archipelago as components of the sovereign and inalienable territory of the PRC.

Not only do such affirmations lay the foundation for Chinese claims to preclusive economic exclusion zones in the region, but they include a suggestion that Beijing might restrict passage along the sea routes under unspecified conditions, as well as authorize the use of military force to prevent other claimants from occupying the contested maritime territo-ries.t,h

The ability to deploy the requisite combat capabilities would free China from the confines of the first island chain. With control of the wa​ters and some of the strategic islands of the first island chain, China would have free access to the open Pacific Ocean. Like the China of the dynastic past, post-Maoist China would once again become a maritime power of worldwide significance."7

In 1993, the government presses of post-Maoist China published Can China Win the Next War? in which analysts, most probably naval officers, discussed in considerable technical detail the planning strategies neces​sary to assure victory in the armed struggles attendant to seizing and maintaining control over the waters within the boundaries of the first is​land chain."8 The physical acquisition and defense of those territories would be the responsibility of the naval forces of the PLA.

Recently, Zhang Liangzhong, commander of the PLAN, affirmed that "to defend China truly and effectively from raids and attacks from the sea, we must strengthen the defense in depth at sea and possess naval forces that have the capability to intercept and wipe out the enemy.""'' That would require major air and surface capabilities enhancement. What seems evident is that the leadership of post-Maoist China is in​creasingly prepared to provide suitable budgets for just such enhance​ments.100

Faced with major procurement requirements, the Chinese navy has sought, in the immediate past, an increasing share of China's defense budget, which has escalated at double-digit rates since the late 1980s. Es​timates of the PRC's annual defense-related outlays range widely, from

as little as an official $7.48 billion to $140 billion, the most responsible es​timate being about $48.5 billion.101

The inability to estimate the military budget of the PRC turns not only on all the difficulties inherent in trying to fix the purchasing power par​ity of a nonconvertible currency with any precision, but on the fact that so much of China's military expenditures are buried in opacity. Analysts will probably never be able to provide a precise figure for Beijing's spending on national security.102 What seems reasonably clear is that post-Maoist China is spending proportionately more in expanding the capabilities of its naval forces than almost any other modern nation.

Post-Maoist China's geostrategic plans thus involve the construction of a major blue-water navy, including suitable aircraft carriers together with the support and attack machines that make such carriers effective defen​sive and offensive weapons. Such weapons platforms and delivery sys​tems would allow China to control the waters within the first island chain and commence its strategic and tactical planning for controlling the waters up to the "second island chain" in mid-Pacific—a "chain" that in​cludes the U.S. island Guam.103

Consequently, some fear not only a potential "threat to Western inter​est in the free movement of shipping" in the East and South China Seas region that could generate the "strong possibility" of "limited war" be​tween one or another ASEAN nations but a major conflict with the United States as well.104

Beijing's determined effort to establish its territorial and maritime claims in the South China Sea has implications for the international com​munity as well as the economies and the security of nations in the region. Certainly, in their effort to secure military control over the first and sec​ond island chains and secure access to the open oceans, the Chinese au​thorities would have to anticipate the resistance of nations in the region, and the threat of retaliation by the major international trading nations. Such considerations would serve as major disincentives.103

It is difficult, however, to have absolute confidence in the deterrent ef​ficacy of such disincentives. Before the Tiananmen massacre in 1989, most analysts were convinced that the authorities in Beijing would not consider employing violence against their own unarmed civilian popula​tion in their effort to suppress political dissent because it would alienate foreign investors and bring down trading sanctions that would threaten China's ambitious programs of economic modernization. The leaders of the Chinese Communist party were well aware that the predictable inter​national response would threaten continued economic modernization, reduce the nation's access to foreign markets, and outrage those prepared to provide the investment capital China so desperately needed. But none of that dissuaded the leadership in Beijing from its purpose. Before the

eyes of the world, the leaders in Beijing massacred innocents in Tianan​men Square.

It is not certain that fear of foreign reaction would do much to deter Beijing if it were determined to exercise "benign" and "legitimate" con​trol over 15 percent of all the world's ship traffic passing through the East and South China Seas in the pursuit of its irredentist intentions and the security of controlling the waters to the far reaches of the second island chain. It is evident that whatever Beijing chooses to do in the waters be​tween the Chinese littoral and the first or second island chain will de​pend more on its military capabilities than almost anything else. The measure of the capabilities required would depend on China's identifica​tion of its potential opponent in the region.

The United States has expressed its determination to assure freedom of navigation in the South China Sea.ll)h The question is whether Beijing, under one or another set of circumstances, might decide that some polit​ical or security imperatives override any of the risks implicit in aggres​sive action in the region. Then the test could well be military and would be measured in capabilities.

It is clear that the People's Republic of China will remain an assertive and increasingly arms-capable actor in East Asia, particularly in the South China Sea. That, together with the general conviction that post-Maoist China is "a growing regional military power—and a major non-status quo power—with extensive irredentist claims,"107 suggests that there is a real possibility of armed confrontation in the East and South China Seas.

Those who dismiss such possibilities as unlikely tend to base their judgments on the fact that major conflict in East Asia would not serve China's "rational" interests. What may seem "rational" to "sated" West​ern powers may not appear "rational" to a reactive nationalist regime. Only within a given context can behaviors be considered "reasonable." The authorities in Beijing measure the rationality of their activities within the framework of an emerging "patriotism" that defines the survival of China in terms of a strong state, an equally strong military, and an em​phatic nationalism.108 The Chinese Communist party's Program for Edu​cation in Patriotism, animated by the conviction that nationalism will serve as the "spiritual foundation for a strong and prosperous country and a rising nation," shares some of the features of the aggressive na​tionalism with which the twentieth century is all too familiar.

The Chinese people are taught that the industrial democracies are "decadent" and are the source of "spiritual pollution," as well as the ac​tive agents of an arrogant "imperialism" against which only "patriotism" offers defense.109 There is regular reiteration of the humiliations that China has suffered for a century and a half at the hands of those same "imperialists"—the United States foremost among them.

China's new nationalism, with its attendant irredcntisrn and its geostrategic plans, is a serious matter. In a recent poll, about 90 percent of Chinese youth identify the United States as an "imperialist" power at​tempting to "dominate" China.110 The mainland Chinese authors of the best-selling China Can Say No-Political and Emotional Choices in the Post Cold War Era did not conceal their admiration of Vladimir Zhirinovsky,111 the radical Russian nationalist who has called upon his countrymen to embark on an adventure in irredentism that would bring them to the shores of Alaska in the quixotic effort to restore "lost" lands.

More recently, mainland Chinese authors have published a collection of enormously popular essays entitled The Demotiization of China, in which the United States is charged with a determined policy of vilifica​tion—the ultimate purpose of which is the total subjugation of China. The United States is typified as inherently racist, anti-Chinese, inhumane, and aggressively militaristic, as well as a threat to the survival of China.

How much China's new nationalism influences its present behavior is difficult to determine with any confidence. Even less is it possible to pre​dict its influence in the immediate future. Although exacerbated nation​alism has provoked military adventure and violence everywhere in the world after the Second World War, it is impossible to anticipate how much it will shape events in East and Southeast Asia.

The experience of the twentieth century, however, cannot leave us san​guine. Reactive nationalism has everywhere inspired political communi​ties to embark on harrowing misadventures in unequal combat if suffi​ciently inspired by irredentist Incentives. This is not limited to Fascism's commitment to conflict in the Second World War without the military in​ventory or the resources necessary to make that involvement "rational." The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the Argentine invasion of the Falklands were similarly "irrational" in the judgment of commentators in the "im​perialist" nations.

Yet the abeyant irredentist claims of post-Maoist China far exceed those we have considered here. In various places and different times, Chinese authors have spoken of the Russian Far East and Sakhalin Island as "lost territories." They have spoken of the western half of the Sea of Japan and the Korean peninsula as somehow "lost" territories. There has been talk of the Ryukyus, and Vietnam, Taos, Thailand, Cambodia, Burma, Malaysia, and all the tributary states as having been "lost." "Lost" also have been Andaman Island, Nepal, Bhutan, Kirghizstan, the eastern half of Kazakhstan, as well as the Russia Altay and Sayan moun​tains and Mongolia.112

In an imaginable future, the rise of dissidence at home, the accumula​tion of unmanageable social problems, economic dislocations, and politi​cal factionalism might recommend nationalist and irredentist adventures to China's leaders. Even when China pretended to be animated by "pro​

letarian internationalism," it came perilously close to war with the over​whelming military power of the former Soviet Union over territorial dis​putes in the Russian Far East.113 Under Deng Xiaoping, China was simi​larly prepared to embark on an apparently unequal "punitive war" with Vietnam for much the same reasons.

The leaders of post-Maoist China, like the leaders of Fascist Italy, see their nation as the paladin of those poor, less-developed nations that suf​fer at the hands of the "imperialist" powers. In one of the more recent publications of China's controlled press, the authors stated with doctri​naire certainty: "We can predict with full confidence and pride that the twenty-first century will be the time of the Third World. The Third World will play an important role on the world stage in the coming century. As the Third World's largest developing nation," they continued, that time would be "China's day of ascendance."114 China, long humbled by the advanced industrial powrers, would assume its rightful place as a "prole​tarian central kingdom" in a world in which the greed, selfishness, and hegemonic aspirations of rich nations no longer have a place.
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Conclusions

C

hina has not yet concluded its long revolution. Its revolution is part of a continuing process that has seen the influence of the advanced industrial democracies radiate outward from northwestern Europe and North America into eastern and southern Europe to Africa and Latin America—and the Middle and Far East. Along the periphery and through time that penetration provoked a reactive response in the form of a series of revolutionary nationalist movements.

The reactive nationalist regimes that emerged as a response to the real or fancied impostures of foreign penetration gave shape and substance to the history of the twentieth century. Less-developed regions of the globe, long somnolent in the backwaters of history, were prodded into activity by the overbearing presence of foreigners armed with the most advanced technology. Peoples long content to live passively in relative isolation were shaken into a frenzy of activity to resist being culturally, politically, and militarily subordinated by powerful outsiders.

Great Britain's rise to virtual global hegemony in the nineteenth cen​tury, succeeded by the United States in the twentieth, served to galvanize peoples on their perimeters. In central, eastern, and southern Europe re​active nationalist movements made their appearance. In East Asia, devel​opmental nationalist impulses coalesced around revolutionary intellec​tuals.

Throughout the less-developed regions of the world, these impulses gave rise to regimes that assumed a variety of forms. There were "restorative" authoritarianisms and "young Turk" modernizers. Some accomplished their purposes to a substantial degree. Some sputtered out and lapsed back into an accommodative lethargy. All had their difficul​ties with the "demop 1 utocr a ties" that had hegemonic influence over in​ternational developments.

Much, although certainly not all, of the violence that has come to dis​tinguish our century turned on the efforts of reactive nationalists to se​cure for their communities what they considered a proper place in the

sun. The resistance of the advanced industrial powers fueled the reaction that motivated the revolutionaries, almost always committed to the restoration of what was considered the dignity, independence, and secu​rity of their respective peoples. A commitment to an Imposing military, with all its uniforms and aggressive posturing, became traits common to virtually all "redemptive," "palingenetic" nationalisms.

It goes without saying that the history of these movements, and the regimes they spawned, was and is different in many ways. Some were clearly uncertain about their ultimate purpose. Some infused their calls for sacrifice and dedication with talk of "proletarian" revolutions, the withering away of the state, and the consecration to class warfare. Some spoke of race wars and others of a revolutionary devotion to the restora​tion of treasured religious and cultural norms. AH saw in the advanced industrial democracies their mortal enemies.

Although these responses are characteristically forthcoming in less-developed economic and industrial environments, there have been in​stances in which relatively advanced nations have succumbed to the siren call of securing that place in the sun denied them by circumstance. At the beginning of the twentieth century, Wilhelmine Germany was on the cusp of becoming one of the "powers." War and the reparations im​posed on a defeated nation reduced a proud Germany to abject inferior​ity. The hundreds of thousands of young men who had poured their lives into the armed struggle of the First World War returned home to a hu​miliated and desolate Germany. Like denizens of less-developed nations, the Germans of the interwar years found themselves denied station and status in a world dominated by the advanced industrial democracies. The subsequent drive to achieve Germany's "proper" place in the inter​national community caused Germany, and the nations around it, un​speakable devastation.

National Socialist Germany featured all the overt traits of reactive and developmental nationalism. Its seeming nationalism was aggressive and revanchist, its economic system specifically geared for conflict with the "plutocracies." While not "less-developed," its circumstances simulated those of peripheral peoples.

National Socialist Germany was not to be the last of these anomalies. After the First World War Russia was initially confused by a Marxism that was neither functional nor credible, and it quickly assumed the po​litical posture of a nationalist developmental dictatorship that was nei​ther humane nor internationalist and antimilitarist. Because of the uncer​tainty and confusion that accompanied the Bolshevik revolution, the new dictatorship was created under the pretended auspices of an internation​alist and postdevelopmental Marxism. In the course of time, the jerry-built system disintegrated under the pressure of circumstances.1 Out of

the ruins of a "Marxism-Leninism" dialectically transformed into an un​certain developmental dictatorship, a "nuclear-powered Third World community" emerged that abandoned all pretense and took on the now familiar attributes of the paradigmatic Fascism of Mussolini.2 The conse​quence has been the emergence of an antidemocratic, nationalistic, de​velopmental, irredentist, militaristic, and redemptive political movement that identifies itself as "communist" but features all the properties of re​active nationalism.

It seems reasonably clear that the protracted humiliations suffered by political communities because of military defeat or catastrophic eco​nomic collapse—particularly in an environment of acute challenge—may be sufficient to precipitate the sequence of events that matures into the re​sponses herein identified as fascist. Under some set of just such ill-defined circumstances, a reactive and developmental regime may trans​form itself into an identifiable variety of fascism.

In the case of contemporary China, its progressive transformation commenced with the incursions of the industrialized Western powers into the empire at the beginning of the nineteenth century. The response was initially reactive and ultimately developmental. By the end of the twentieth century, the process has given rise to an unmistakable form of fascism.

The political leadership of China continues to smart under what it per​ceives as the real and fancied, past and present humiliations endured at the hands of the advanced nations. That leadership remains convinced that only a politically unified, heavily armed nation can resist the depre​dations of the established "demoplutocracies" and their allies. Only so provisioned can an ill-used and exploited people restore their integrity and collective pride. Given such a view of the world, no sacrifice can be too great, no risk too hazardous, In the effort to restore the motherland and its people to that proper place denied it by the dominant powers.

Given China's unhappy history, all of this could only have been antic​ipated. Its long revolution had nothing to do with the advent of a "class​less society" or the resolution of the problem of poverty. China's revolu​tion was the consequence of its search for equity and place in the modern world. China has been only one of the reactive, developmental nation​alisms that have been, and continue to be, observed in a variety of con​figurations in almost every environment in which communities suffer what they consider a subordinate station in the international community. In some places, because of a singular history and demographic and re​source limitations, the reactive nationalism that manifests itself displays features peculiar to itself. Whatever the differences, however, at the core of the political and revolutionary response, a reaction to foreign "imperi​alism" and "hegemonic plutocracies" supplies the energy.

Marxism and Reactive Nationalism

None of the tortured history of the twentieth century is explicable in terms of classical Marxism. Neither classical Marxism nor any of its variants has helped us understand national resentment and the irrepressible desire of peoples on the margins of industrial capitalism to restore their respective nations to the status they once enjoyed in a real or fancied history.

During the first quarter of the twentieth century, some of the best Fas​cist theoreticians, denying the relevance of orthodox Marxism to revolu​tion in our time, anticipated that modern revolutions would be charac​terized by conflict—not between classes but between those nations, "poor and proletarian," that found themselves "humiliated and discred​ited" by foreign "plutocracies."3 They argued that the wars of the twenti​eth century would be conducted by poor nations against those nations that have arrogated to themselves all the world's material benefits. The wars of the twentieth century would be "class wars involving nations" and would take on the form of a revolutionary effort at "national palin​genesis" in an environment dominated by advanced industrial powers.1 Fascist theoreticians came to believe that the struggle of "proletarian" na​tions against the hegemonic "plutocracies" would shape revolutions in our time, help to explain their essential character, and account for their major properties.

In this kind of conceptual framework the revolutionary history of China makes increasing sense. The revolutionary ideology of Sun Yat-sen was reactive and developmental. It sought the restoration of China's an​cient glories. After a century and a half, the Chinese mainland remains caught up in political, social, and economic tensions of an arresting mag​nitude—still seeking its redemptive place in the sun.3 Pursuing that pur​pose, the authorities in Beijing have placed their nation in an intersection of accelerated domestic economic development, unbalanced interna​tional trade, unresolved irredentist claims, and contested security con​cerns, ensuring that the twenty-first century will continue to be a time of difficulty for China. The leadership in Beijing, the "third generation" after the advent of Maoism, will continue to pursue the "equity" that would restore to the Chinese their collective and individual dignity The post-Maoist, nationalist leadership in Beijing continues to consider the advanced industrial powers, particularly the United States, the nation's mortal enemy—a conviction that assures tensions in the future.6

Neither the central concepts of classical Marxism nor the "creative" developments of Leninism, Stalinism, or Maoism accounts for any of this. Some of the early efforts of Marxists and Marxist-Leninists to grap​ple with revolution in less-developed environments had a transient rel​evance, but it quickly dissipated. For a brief period, Stalin acknowl​

edged that Marxism had no place in "bourgeois nationalist" China and recognized that "anti-imperialism" mobilized all classes in the struggle for national rebirth. But that thought quickly dissolved in a welter of en-joinments to "class analysis," "class struggle," and "proletarian inter​nationalism."

The conceptual preoccupations of Marxism made it all but totally im​possible to understand what was transpiring in the China of the Kuom-intang and the Chinese Communist party. Ruminations about "class struggle" and the working out of the "contradictions of capitalism" did very little to assist in tracing China's long, reactive, and redemptive rev​olution through its various stages and phases. Marxism has been even less helpful in trying to account for China's history after Mao Zedong's accession to power in 1949.

China's tragic years between 1956 and 1976 are inexplicable in stan​dard Marxist or Marxist-Leninist terms. Most Western commentators have abandoned the notion of making Marxist sense of any phase of China's long revolution. In the effort to explain the appearance of na​tionalism, charismatic leaders, single-party dominance, mass mobiliza​tion, and the imposition of an ethic of sacrifice and obedience, contem​porary analysts have completely abandoned Marxism and have fallen back to an eclectic fare of political, historic, social, and economic factors in the effort to account for the complex sequences of events involving revolution on the mainland of China.

Rarely does anyone now search through the works of Marx, bngels, Lenin, Stalin, or Mao to account for the political features of China's mod​ern revolutionary history. One is counseled to abandon Marxist theory and rummage through the notions made available by non-Marxist West​ern scholarship. A number of alternative explanations suggest them​selves. Not the least interesting is that offered by Fascist theoreticians.

Fascist Theory

Prior to the Second World War, Fascist theorists offered a schematic ac​count of reactive and developmental nationalisms in an effort to explain many of the features that have now become familiar in the movements and regimes identified as members of the class. The best of the Fascist theoreticians argued that reactive nationalist and developmental regimes—because of the singular sense of vulnerability that afflicts their active populations—offer the occasion for the rise of many of the proper​ties identified with generic fascism. As a case in point, Fascist theoreti​cians argued that the emotively charged environments of mass-mobilizing dictatorships7 explained something significant about the rise of "charismatic" leaders.8

Because such regimes arise in circumstances of threat and protracted humiliation, they are typified by a degree of emotional susceptibility that tends to promote an investment of faith in a leader who is inerrant and gifted. The leadership and his entourage appeal to the sense of inade​quacy and alienation common to members of their status-deprived com​munities. The leadership proceeds to cloak itself in the aura of infallibil​ity. Such leadership tends to be personalistic in essence, idiosyncratic in expression, and capable of exercising singular influence on each system, rendering each, in one or more senses, unique.

Today, few deny that Josef Stalin left his indelible mark on the Soviet Union, just as Adolf Hitler made National Socialist Germany something of an extension of himself. Thus the volatility of reactive, developmental, and nationalist China amplified, and gave public expression to, all the confusion and hostility that made up the personal psychology of Mao Zedong.

In the past, scholars have identified some of the properties that charac​terize the environment of redemptive, reactive, and developmental dicta​torships. They have spoken of communities "alienated" by dislocation, by rapid population growth, by the disintegration of institutions, and by the effects of modern war.1' These are the circumstances associated with reactive, developmental nationalisms. They an; the conditions that breed compliant masses, ferocious revolutionaries, and the commitment to struggle so familiar to the revolutions and revolutionaries of the twenti​eth century. They are the conditions that host the appearance of charis​matic leaders.

Marxism, or Marxism-Leninism, did not prepare us for any such analysis. Marx's "ineluctabilities" of history did not allow for the impact of personalities. "Charismatic leadership" had no place in standard Marxist and Marxist-Leninist theory. Nonetheless, the issue of charis​matic leadership ultimately forced itself upon Marxists and Marxist-Leninists. In each Marxist system, charismatic leadership made its ap​pearance as "a cult of personality." No "Marxist" explanation has ever been forthcoming to account for its appearance. After the passing of Stalin, however much charisma was ritualized in the office of party lead​ership, the "cult of personality" simply became something to be de​plored10—an inexplicable, if recurrent, feature of the history of Marxist-Leninist states.

Similar "cults" have appeared in Communist China, the North Korea of Kim II Sung, Castro's Cuba, and Marxist-Leninist Albania. More than that, they have appeared in National Socialist Germany and Fascist Italy. Whereas the major theoreticians of Fascism have attempted an explana​tion, it has not been a serious concern of Marxists.

However confused the Marxist treatment of "charismatic leadership/' ritualized charisma remained essential to the Soviet system and seems to remain equally essential to the current post-Maoist Chinese Communist system. Given the logic of political control, neither seemed (nor seems) capable of effectively operating without the presence of a "paramount leader" who becomes, however qualified, the ultimate repository of power in the system.

Epistemocracies seem to legitimate their single-party rule through the availability of inerrant leaders, who serve as capstones of unitary party systems. They provide guidance and direction for arrangements that allow neither dissident opinion nor political factions.

None of this makes any sense in terms of general Marxist, and Marxist-Leninist, theory. It makes sense in the context of some notion of emo​tively charged and demanding revolutionary single-party reactive and developmental nationalism.

Reactive and developmental nationalisms, in general, conceive them​selves as dependent on the episodic and frequently stylized mobilization of "masses" in the service of identifying individuals and groups of indi​viduals with the nation's rebirth and vindication. The leaders of reactive and developmental regimes imagine that national redemption and re​naissance require the invocation of masses—identified with a "political genius" who intuits and embodies their sentiments and their aspirations.

Although the notion of a charismatic leader was only half-articulated in the work of Sun Yat-sen and Kuomintang theoreticians, they at least pretended to some theoretical grasp of the phenomenon. The theoreti​cians of the Blue Shirt Society in republican China argued that a humili​ated China could only be redeemed through the identification of all citi​zens with the revolutionary party and its "strong" leadership. The party and its charismatic leadership could fuse all segments, strata, classes, and regions of the nation into one cohesive unity committed to one unalter​able purpose—the nation's salvation." Charisma was the emotional charge attendant upon the identification of masses with its leaders. The leader was the emotional mooring for an insurgent people seeking self-realization in a harrowing environment of threat, dislocation, and intense international competition.

Recently, Francis Eukuyama spoke of "Hegel's non-materialist account of History, based on the [human] 'struggle for recognition.'" He went on to speak of the disposition to be "recognized" as intrinsic to human be​ings as group animals. He spoke of the desire on the part of those group animals to be acknowledged as beings with "worth and dignity."12

The notion that entire peoples who have suffered real or fancied hu​miliation at the hands of others might identify with a redemptive revolu​

tionary leadership that promises glory and "recognition" suggests an ex​planation of charismatic political systems,13 In such circumstances, it is conceivable that the leader may become the "living and active incarna​tion" of the people as nation, and the nation as state.14

Within such a system, the talk is of communities mobilizing the virtues of loyalty, hard work, perseverance, and patriotism in order to wrest from others the recognition of their worthiness. Individuals, identifying with a larger "community of destiny," seek self-fulfillment in the fulfillment of that community. The account follows that of Fascist theoreticians.

Like many Western social scientists, Fascist theoreticians chose to speak in such fashion, employing similar conceptual materials. As has been suggested, Fascist theoreticians early argued that the twentieth cen​tury would be host to conflicts between the less-developed, "poor" na​tions seeking recognition in a world of intense competition and those that were "plutocratic." In such contests, the mass psychology of "prole​tarian" nations would shape not only the properties of the revolution and the regime revolution products but the character of the revolutionaries themselves.

'There is the pretense of explanation and the rudiments of a taxonomy in all of that— the first elements of theory construction. Fascist theoreti​cians were among the first to offer such notions as explanation—and among the first to make a serious effort at political taxonomy. However incomplete as explanation and taxonomy, the effort recommends itself.

Elements of a Taxonomy

Taxonomies often grow correlative to imagined explanations, but the ac​tual purpose of a taxonomy is descriptive and pretheoretical- a conve​nient means of classifying knowledge to serve didactic, mnemonic, and heuristic purposes. In itself, a taxonomy is a classification of materials that result from extended observation and familiarization with forms of life; it becomes a synoptic characterization of a large and otherwise un​manageable amount of empirical data. Taxonomic efforts attempt to pro​vide a summary account of observations within a given universe of dis​course.

Thus political scientists speak of "pluralistic" systems. Although no single extant system may satisfy all the entrance criteria into the general category, the category captures, at an unspecified level of abstraction, at least some of the essentials of what is considered a generalizable phe​nomenon. Class properties are distributed over a collection of phenom​ena, summarizing them and providing a mnemonic convenience, a guide to exposition, as well as suggestions for possible research.

Everyone grants that political "pluralism" in contemporary Italy is dif​ferent from the "pluralism" of the United States, and yet the term cap​tures something of the essentials of both. But in regard to the empirical differences, each "pluralism" is unique. Similarly, there are essentials of "fascism" that distinguish the class from its alternatives. Within the class, all "fascisms" are different to one or another degree. It is clear that not all members of the class must be identical any more than all human beings must be identical to satisfy the entrance criteria for membership in the species.

Eascist theoreticians were prepared to attempt to reduce the complex political world of their time to a preliminary taxonomy by identifying classes of revolutionary movements and revolutionary regimes. The sug​gested taxonomies varied, but the best of the efforts produced interesting results.

Acknowledging the complexity of any proposed classificatory sys​tem,15 Fascist theoreticians nonetheless undertook some interesting pre​liminary attempts."1 For the purposes of the present discussion, it is rea​sonably certain that for Fascists, "fascism" as a class was a subspecific variant of the genus "reactive and developmental nationalism."17

In 1933, Mussolini acknowledged to visitors from East Asia that Fas​cism shared their political aspirations and many of their resentments. The Asian nations, like Fascist Italy, were "proletarian," suffering ex​ploitation at the hands of the industrially advanced powers. Mussolini told his visitors that the "plutocracies" insisted on dealing with the Asian nations, as they had with Italy, as though they were nothing other than market outlets for surplus goods and territorial preserves for raw materi​als.

"We Fascists," Mussolini reflected, "recognize ourselves in the com​plaints of Asians, in their resentments and their reactions. The differences are in the particulars; the essentials are the same."18 In effect, Mussolini was prepared to argue that the reactive and developmental nationalism of revolutionary China and redemptive japan shared generic taxonomic features with Fascist Italy.

For Fascist theoreticians, "reactive and developmental nationalism" constituted a family or a genus of political systems featured in the modern world. Constituent candidate members of the general class ranged over all the reactive and developmental nationalisms from the German revo​lution of 1848w through the political systems of Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, José Marti, and Sun Yat-sen to the revolutionary movements, Marxist and non-Marxist alike, that typify the twentieth century.20 Among the historic collection of democratic and nondemocratic reactive and developmental movements and regimes, Italian Nationalists and Fascists were a special

subset, sharing clear affinities with the contemporaneous antidemocratic Russian and National Socialist revolutionaries.

Fascist theoreticians recognized that among the entire roster of con​temporary reactive and developmental nationalisms only some qualified as "fascist." "Fascism," for Fascist theoreticians, was a form of reactive and developmental nationalism that found unique and defining expres​sion in the commitment to "totalitarian" control of an emerging revolu​tionary society.21

Totalitarianism, for those theoreticians, constituted the effort to create an exemplary unity of all citizens, all aggregates, and all interests within the compass of the revolutionary party and the state that it constructs.22 The agency of that unity is the "unitary party," a political party animated by a mass-mobilizing ideology that undertakes revolution and over time transforms the juridical rationale and structure of the preexisting state, attempting to absorb within itself all individuals and aggregates of indi​viduals until "everything is within the state, nothing is opposed to the state, and nothing is outside the state."23

Fascist theoreticians recognized that although there were totalitarian tendencies among political parties that emerged in reactive and develop​mental nationalist environments,24 they refused to classify them as "fas​cist" unless they possessed certain requisite defining properties. To be identified as "totalitarian," for example, required institutional expression rather than ideological velleities.

Thus, for Fascists, the grand council of Fascism became the political in​stitution in which the Partito nazionale fascista "fused" with the state. The grand council was the creature of the leader as head of the party and became the tool of the leader as the head of state.25 Below the grand council an entire infrastructure of institutions gave body to their political control. The revolutionary party had become the Fascist state.

Through a complex of state institutions—economic, social, communi​cations, medical, and pedagogical—the party assiduously sought to in​fluence the life of every citizen.26 However complicated, overlapping, and conflicted the relations between all the institutions, the system was transparently more than that of an "authoritarian dictatorship."27 The in​tention of authoritarian states is not to transform their subjects.28

However authoritarian systems are conceived, they are emphatically different from Fascist totalitarianism. Nor can a system be denied identi​fication as totalitarian simply because its enterprise is unsuccessful. The identification turns on the clear intentions of its practitioners and the in​stitutions constructed to achieve their essentially Utopian ends, not on their success.

Because Fascism identified itself as totalitarian, potentially every as​pect of Italian life fell under the purview of the party. The economy was

directly and indirectly controlled by agencies of the interventionist state. The Fascist state was charged with daily involvement in all aspects of the nation's activities. It discharged "a predominant function in the life of the nation—not only to intervene in the nation's economy, for example, when there were dislocations in the normal course of things . . ., but in the daily life of every activity."29 By the mid-1930s, the Fascist economy was the most regulated in all of Europe—save that of the Soviet Union.

Fascist theoreticians insisted that a "fascism" must be totalitarian in in​tention and practice, for they considered the descriptive concept "totali​tarian" an intrinsic part of the definition of Fascism.30 Since the concept implied, for Fascists, the involvement of "masses" in the revolution, the reconstruction of the state, and the remaking of human beings, "mass mobilization" became one of Fascism's defining attributes.

Any reactive and developmental nationalism that failed to mobilize masses—a factor "decisive" to fascist identification31—would not be "fas​cist." Masses provided the populist and plebiscitary base of the system. Although elements of formal election might subsist at some level some​where in a revolutionary system,32 they would be supplementary at best. For Fascist theoreticians, a fascist leader must necessarily "emerge from the people and from a great popular party. . . . from the most profound and immediate popular sources."33 A fascist leader is never elected in the sense that political leaders are elected in pluralist political environments. Fascist leaders are "acclaimed." As an immediate, logical consequence of that, fascist movements and fascist regimes are intrinsically antiliberal and antidemocratic. Fascist movements are populist, dealing with masses rather than voters.

In other cases, Fascist theoreticians refused to identify a revolutionary movement or regime, however antiliberal and populist, as fascist because neither the movement nor the subsequent regime was defended by its own political army. The truly revolutionary party, determined to trans​form the state and society, Fascist theoreticians maintained, "appears as a true and virtual state in formation ... by manifesting all the properties of a state, particularly by deploying its own armed forces."34

During the insurrectionary phase, the political army defeats the oppo​nents of the revolution. After the revolutionary seizure of power, the rev​olutionary armed forces, under the direct orders of the leader,35 become agencies of public control and political education. With the establishment of the new political system, the members of the party army and/or the armed forces are expected to serve as models for the general citizenry.36 They become part of the vast machinery of public education that creates totalitarian consensus.37

As a consensus, plebiscitary regime, fascist systems organize education to serve the purposes of the revolution. Information and public instruc​

tion are ultimately controlled by the leader, who seeks to realize "a polit​ical, economic, social reconstruction. ... in the service of national resur​rection."

On the initiative of the leader, "the party mobilizes all the vital moral and ideal forces of the nation in order to create in the population a new soul and spirit."38 A fascist system attempts to create "new human be​ings" for the "new society."

"In order to fully understand Fascism," it was said, "it is necessary to recognize it as the most ambitious educative effort in the history of the world since the propagation of Christianity."39 The employment of edu​cation as an instrument of the regime reveals the epistemarchic character of the system.

Fascist systems are ideocratic. Their legitimacy is a function of the credibility of their ideological persuasiveness. Education serves to con​vey the "truths" of the system and assure the popular consensus, real or factitious, on which the entire political structure ultimately rests.40

Because political education is intended to instill in the masses a con​viction in the legitimating normative and empirical "truths" of the sys​tem, the "pedagogical state," because of its apologetic role, necessarily takes on an "ecclesiastical" character.41 All of the trappings of religion be​come evident—the liturgies, rituals, symbols, sacred history, saints and martyrs, transcendent glories, authoritative decalogue, and seemingly superhuman qualities of the charismatic leader.42

What emerges from the Fascists' assessment of their system is a primi​tive taxonomy. It provides a list of criterial attributes that attempt to dis​tinguish "fascist" from nonfascist systems as subspecific variants of "re​active and developmental nationalism." fiowever incomplete and uncertain their taxonomies, the best of the Fascist theoreticians nonethe​less recognized the classificatory similarities between Fascism, Stalinism, and Hitler's National Socialism.43 They were the "totalitarian" regimes recognized by Western scholars before, and more emphatically after, the Second World War.

In terms of their defining attributes, qualitatively identified, all such systems shared unmistakable properties. They were all animated by for​mal doctrines of national renovation, and their revolutionaries aggre​gated in exclusivistic and unitary parties, led by charismatic or pseudocharismatic leaders. They all committed themselves to the pre​dominance of an interventionist state, in the service of creating a new-order and new human beings to people it. They were all characterized by features of "masculine protest"—the prevalence of uniforms and the ac​coutrements of battle.

These revolutions and the state system they created wrere members of a class of systems of which paradigmatic Fascism was a member. The dis​

tinctions among them, turning on doctrinal differences and the particular history of each, justify ascribing different names to each, but that should not disguise some of their fundamental similarities.

Because the concepts of a primitive descriptive taxonomy are all char​acterized in qualitative, rather than quantitative, terms, there will always be doubt about the inclusion and exclusion of particular cases in the genus "reactive and developmental nationalism" as well as the species "totalitarianism" and the subspecies "fascism." These categories are all synoptic renderings of complex descriptions, subject to review and re​finement with subsequent empirical assessment.

Fascism was neither Stalinism nor Hitler's National Socialism. Each to​talitarianism had distinguishing characteristics. Stalinism insisted on its fictive "Marxism" with its ineffectual "proletarian internationalism" and its homicidal class warfare. Hitler's biological racism, for its part, ren​dered National Socialism distinctive. Marxism, or Marxism-Leninism, could tell us nothing about all of that. Fascist theoreticians, on the other hand, provided a preliminary and pretheoretical ordering of phenomena in the effort to obtain purchase on the universe of discourse.

Sergio Panunzio, among the best of the Fascist theoreticians, sought to distinguish modern reactive and developmental revolutionary move​ments and regimes on the basis of the criteria isolated by Fascist thinkers. Thus for Panunzio, Spanish Falangism displayed the major attributes of generic fascism during its insurrectionary phase. For all that, it remained uncertain whether its accommodation with the traditionalism of Fran​cisco Franco would leave Spain "fascist" or traditionalist.44

Concerning China's Kuomintang, Panunzio was more certain. Al​though Chiang Kai-shek's Kuomintang was revolutionary and sought to inform the state, its totalitarianism was compromised by its commitment to an ultimate constitutional, democratic, and pluralistic order.45 Sun Yat-sen never surrendered his conviction that a modern China would ulti​mately assume a democratic and pluralistic character—a conviction that distinguished the revolutionary ideology of the Kuomintang from generic fascism.46

Similarly, although Japanese nationalism was infused with reactive and developmental impulses and Japan was a military ally of Fascist Italy, Fascist theoreticians never considered imperial Japan a member of the class of generic "fascisms."47 Japan was clearly animated by a reactive and developmental nationalism, but it shared few, if any, of the mass-mobilizing and single-party features of paradigmatic Fascism.

For Fascist theoreticians, the class of generic fascisms was exiguous. Neither Stalin's Soviet Union nor Hitler's National Socialism fully quali​fied. In both cases, doctrinal differences excluded them from the class. Fascist theoreticians argued that while both shared the form of generic

fascism, both lacked its doctrinal substance. The Soviet Union was, in theory, opposed to the totalitarian state. Marxism sought the state's ulti​mate dissolution—its "withering away." More than that, the Soviet Union imposed a command economy on the developmental system put together by the Bolsheviks after the compulsory "socialization" of the economy following Stalin's accession to total control.-48

Fascism, as its ideologues conceived of it, accorded the state the right to indicative, but not mandatory, planning. For Fascists, in general, the market served regulatory purposes, providing the essentials of a rational price structure for the allocation of resources and the distribution of goods. Stalinism was not a fascism, no matter how many of the proper​ties of fascism it shared, because the Stalinist regime insisted on a com​mand, rather than a market, economy.

Stalinism was not a fascism, for Fascist theoreticians, because Stalinism insisted on the centrality of class warfare, the transience of the state, and the nonmarket character of the economy. It failed to officially acknowl​edge the primacy of the nation. Like Hitler's National Socialist insistence on the primacy of biological race, the Marxist preoccupation with class made it a quasi-fascism, at best. There were, in effect, throughout the in-terwar years, few real members of the class of "fascisms." Most candi​dates failed to fully qualify.

Only after the Second World War did surviving Fascist theoreticians offer some alternatives. In the early 1960s, Ugo Spirito, one of Fascism's most celebrated theoreticians, delivered himself of judgments concerning Communist China. He recognized China as a member of the class of sys​tems that were reactive and developmental, but more than that he iden​tified it as a system that demanded sacrifice and discipline from an entire nation in order to restore the grandeur of the historic community.

Spirito dismissed Marxism, in any of its variants, as relevant to what was transpiring in China. Whatever the pretenses of Maoism, it was clear to Spirito that Marxism had nothing to do with what was happening in revolutionary China.1" By that time, the Marxist-Leninists of the Soviet Union had identified Maoist China as a variant of European fascism and by the end of the 1970s, China's own dissidents saw, in Maoism, an emer​gent fascism.

By the end of the 1980s, Deng Xiaoping's reforms had transformed Maoism into a form of generic fascism sharing the criterial attributes of the original. By that time, the "dictatorship of the proletariat" had been transformed into the dictatorship of the most patriotic, and the command economy had given way to the fairly extensive market alternatives that sustained international trade and the transfer of foreign capital. Class warfare had been abandoned and the integral unity of all citizens in the support of national regeneration had become a political priority.

As a consequence, by the early 1980s, it seemed that "Communist" China might best be cognitively identified as "fascist." Not only had a host of traditional Marxist-Leninists so identified it, but it seems reason​ably clear that Fascist theoreticians would have little serious objection to the classification.

What seems eminently clear is that Marxist theory had, and has, pre​cious little to tell us about all that and still less to offer as an explanation for the revolutions and regimes that have peopled the twentieth century. Fascist theoreticians, for their part, provided a preliminary taxonomy and the outlines of a first attempt at explanation in the effort to under​stand the revolutions of our time. That effort remains suggestive and is perhaps more helpful than any alternative in trying to understand the history of China's long revolution and post-Maoist China's place in that history.

Post-Maoist China As Fascist

Little remains of the Marxism of Communist China. Contemporary China is a reactive and developmental regime that not only seeks parity with its "imperialist" and "plutocratic" counterparts but aspires to a place in the sun as the "central kingdom." It seeks not only its adequate "living space" but its role as hegemon in East Asia. Contemporary China gives every appearance of being the kind of antiliberal, collectivistic, party-dominant, elitist, militaristic, plebiscitary, reactive nationalist and developmental fascist system with which the twentieth century has be​come familiar.50

Even before the transformations that resulted from the revolutionary reformism of Deng Xiaoping, the Marxist-Leninists of the Soviet Union identified the emergence of a "great-power tradition" in China that threatened the security of all of East Asia and the future of the entire Pa​cific rim.51 Communist China has emerged as a contender for place and status in East Asia and, as such, reveals itself as a potential threat to the peace and security of our time.

There is little doubt that revolutionary China, under the aegis of Sun Yat-sen, Chiang Kai-shek, or Mao Zedong, satisfied the requirements for entry into the class of reactive and developmental nationalisms.52 More than that, it is now generally recognized that Marxism, as a revolutionary theory, played little, if any, role in the ideology that governed the emerg​ing system. Everyone now agrees that there was scant Marxism in the regime that ruled mainland China from 1949 through 1976.53

Maoism was identified by many as "totalitarian" because of Mao's Utopian attempt to transform the nation through mass-mobilization cam​paigns involving agencies of the party and the state.54 Whatever the

judgment, it is clear that Maoist China was a singular place. As we have seen, both foreign and domestic critics, over time, perceived unmistak​able elements of fascism in the complex components that made up the ideology and practice of the system.55

Maoist China was reactive nationalist and developmental in character and intention. It was totalitarian in aspiration, It conducted mass mobi​lization to achieve its purposes, and its leadership characterized them​selves as epistemarchs, possessed of inerrant knowledge of the world. Ideologically driven, the Communist party was an antiliberal and anti​democratic, hegemonic, and elitist organization that characteristically chose its unitary party leadership by acclamation.

The Communist party early created its own armed forces, and its lead​ership was always, and has remained, charismatic. In ideocratic systems, the leader is always endowed with practically supernatural powers. Where the charisma is routinized, those powers are not as immediately evident. Nonetheless, the leadership of the unitary party must always be possessed of the truth. That has been central to the convictions of the Bol​sheviks, the National Socialists, and the Fascists.

In Communist China between 1949 and 1976, every word uttered by the "chairman," the "never setting red sun," was transcendently true. He was the magic talisman that promised triumph in all endeavors. 1 lis words could overcome material deficiencies, illness, and death.5h Today, China's leadership celebrates the impeccable "theories" of Deng Xiaop​ing, flawlessly conveyed to the a billion citizens of China by Jiang Zemin (and whoever succeeds him).

In its own time, Maoism distinguished itself from paradigmatic Fas​cism by insisting on a command economy for China's expanding mate​rial base. Whatever its foreign or domestic critics might say, Maoism fos​tered a nonmarket economy or at least an economy that had suppressed almost all critical market exchanges. Fascists had always insisted on the role of the market, as well as the incentives provided by private property and profit, in the programmatic economy of their evolving system.57

Moreover, as we have seen, Maoism was inextricably committed to class struggle, a commitment fundamentally alien to paradigmatic Fas​cism. For Fascism, class struggle betrayed the nation, undermining its in​tegrity and exposing it to threats emanating from the more powerful "plutocratic" states.

With the passing of Maoism and the advent of the revolution that fol​lowed the incumbency of Deng Xiaoping, those distinctions changed dramatically. Post-Maoist China displays almost all of the defining traits of fascism as characterized by the best Fascist theoreticians in the inter-war years.

To classify a political system as fascist is to say that it shares generic de​scriptive properties with reactive and developmental nationalisms, with a to​talitarian species of that genus, and a discrete subspecies of that species. As such the naming involved in the classification is part of an essentially descriptive enterprise.58 That a political regime is characterized as "fas​cist" means that it displays properties that satisfy some list of entry crite​ria into the class.

The concern that is generated by such preliminary naming arises from the history of the entire class of such systems. In the past, such systems have been singularly hostile and aggressive. Convinced of the impecca​ble justice of their cause, they have been prepared to employ massive vi​olence against those they conceive as obstructing their search for some kind of cosmic justice. All too often their search for justice cuts across the critical interests of others—often the interests of very powerful oppo​nents. The Axis powers destroyed themselves in just such a confronta​tion. The Soviet Union exhausted itself in its attempt to compete with the industrialized democracies in an all-consuming arms race.

Given the circumstances in which they find themselves, and the indi​vidual and collective psychology that is a function of those circum​stances, such systems pretend to see occult conspiracies everywhere. They conceive arabesque plots being marshaled against them by interna​tional bankers, capitalists, imperialists, plutocrats, the bourgeoisie, Jews, Masons, and "racial inferiors." The plots are calculated to destroy their community, enslave its members, and undermine their Utopian goals. In response to the perceived threat, such systems have incarcerated and ex​pelled hundreds of thousands of their own citizens in their efforts to abort such plots and contain the contagion of "spiritual pollution" or im​pairments to "racial consciousness." In the most psychopathic instances, and to the same ends, such systems have murdered millions.

We also know, by virtue of recurrent observation, that reactive nation​alist systems, particularly when they are totalitarian in disposition, tend to be irrepressibly irredentist. Fascist systems as a subset will tend to con​ceive of irredentism as part of a larger program of securing both a "liv​ing" and a "civilizing" space in which a "great culture" can be restored and ancient glories rekindled.

It is in such a context that we consider post-Maoist China. Unlike the China of Jiang Zemin, the remnants of post-Nationalist China on Taiwan have transformed themselves into a fully democratic polity.59 Inspired throughout its history by the democratic, nontotalitarian, reactive and developmental nationalism of Sun Yat-sen, the Kuomintang has led the Republic of China on Taiwan through the transitions from military rule and political tutelage to constitutional democracy.

Very little of that has been observed on the mainland of China. What​ever tentative and marginal political moves the leadership in Beijing has undertaken in terms of "popular representation,"60 very little has changed in the one-party system that, for all intents and purposes, still dominates China. Major political reforms that would be required to move the system away from its party-dominant and antidemocratic form of governance do not seem to be in the predictable future.

Many Americans have invested considerable confidence in the fact that the People's Republic of China has remained open to Western trade, fi​nance, and technology transfers since the 1980s. That is expected to mol​lify Beijing's positions on a variety of sensitive subjects. Unhappily, we cannot know with any predictable assurance what influence China's spectacular "opening to the West" might have on the regime of Jiang Jemin and those who will follow him. Fascist Italy had been similarly open to the West, trading and borrowing extensively from the "plutocra​cies." In the mid-1930s, the system retreated to a self-imposed autarky in an effort to insulate itself from the "corrupt" influence of, and the politi​cal constraints imposed by, the industrialized democracies. At least in part as a result, Italy lapsed into that fateful alliance with National So​cialist Ce rmany and Japan that precipitated the Second World War.

At the turn of the twenty-first century, most observers appear confi​dent that post-Maoist China will persist in seeking foreign technology and capital investment—that China will continue to earn foreign ex​change by selling its labor-intensive commodities to the advanced indus​trial economies—and that it will remain open to the "imperialist pow​ers." It is argued that with foreign wares and foreign capital, foreign ideas—"bourgeois spiritual pollution"—will penetrate as well—to make of Communist China a "responsible member of the international com​munity."61

It is the hope of the industrialized powers that a policy of "deep en​gagement" with China will lead to its increasing political liberalization. Unfortunately, Western social science has very little empirical evidence that might give us confidence in that outcome. Social science has had very little success anticipating complex political developments in the twentieth century—and there is little to suggest that its practitioners will be any better in the foreseeable future.

Few, if any, Western scholars anticipated the catastrophic collapse of the Soviet Union and the "Marxist" governments of Eastern Europe and the Balkans. Few predicted the unraveling of Communist Yugoslavia and the concomitant emergence of homicidal ethnic nationalisms. Few fore​saw the appearance of a form of fascism arising out of the ruins of the So​viet Union.

At the turn of the century, there is little that inspires confidence in the predictions of peace, continued economic growth and development, and political stability in East Asia. Any serious dislocations in the expansion and increasing sophistication of the Chinese economy could throw the mainland regime into turmoil and precipitate an incalculable political re​sponse. Given all this, as long as the People's Republic of China remains central to the concerns of the region and the regime that controls it, con​tinues to feature all the properties of a revolutionary, antidemocratic, ir​redentist, and belligerent reactive developmental nationalism, there re​mains the continuous threat of domestic violence within China and the prospect of international conflict throughout East Asia.

At the turn of the century, there are those who, given at least these kinds of consideration, see China as an "emerging hegemon" in the west​ern Pacific that the United States is destined to confront.62 China is seen as an economic and military peer/competitor in the Hventy-first cen​tury—a competitor in a confrontation that might constitute a "clash of civilizations."

The People's Republic of China is a reactive and revanchist nationalist system, moved by profound sentiments of historic injustice. Like the sys​tems of inter war Europe, post-Maoist China searches for its proper place in the sun. Unlike the reactive nationalism of the period before the Sec​ond World War, Communist China has a population of over a billion peo​ple and a resource base of vast potential. It is crafting for itself a military possessed of nuclear capabilities, sea-denial potential, manpower re​sources, and range that could easily mean that the twenty-first century will be a time of unmitigated troubles. Should all that be the case, Fas​cism will have cast its shadow over our own and our children's time.
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