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Preface

The turn of the century is as convenient an occasion as any to take stock of our
time. It has been a time of trouble. Two world wars grew out of the “belle
epoque”—and by the end of the century, more human beings would be killed by
their own governments than would dic in those wars. In attempting to under-
stand something of that doleful reality, many have had recourse to the existence,
in our century, of “fascism.” “Fascism,” we are told, was “one of the most glaring
examples of political evil in modern history.”! Fascism, we have been told, was
uniquely inhumane. We have been told that “anyone with any concern for
human dignity can see the destructive effects of the fascist denigration of human
life.”? The implication of judgments of these kinds is that fascism, however that
term is understood, is largely responsible for much of the devastation of the
twentieth century. More than that, an effort has been made recently to 1denufy
“fascism” with “right-wing extremism,” and thereby credit the Right with vir-
tually all the infamies of our time.* Somehow or other, only the Right figures in
the catalog of horrors that make up contemporary history. Yet almost everyone
now acknowledges that the regimes of Stalin, Mao, and Pol Pot were stained
with the blood of millions of innocent victims—more than those of the extreme
right. We are left perplexed.

Even the most generous estimate would make the Left at least partially
responsible for the mayhem that distinguishes our century. The political Right
and the political Left seem to share something of a common malevolence. All
that notwithstanding, some Western scholars continue to treat the political uni-
verse as though it were divided between the evil Right and the benign Left.?

The thesis of the present work is that much of the literature of the twentieth
century devoted to the analysis of violent revolution has failed to appreciate the
central issues around which the insurrectionary violence of our time has turned.
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X PREFACE

The failure of that literature is manifest in its treatment of the revolutions that
followed the First World War—and which continue to the present—as being
either of the Right or of the Left. Fascism is of the Right and Marxist—Leninist
regimes are of the Left.

I will argue that the major systemic revolutions of our time have been of
neither the Right nor the Left. Our error has been to attempt to force each
revolutionary instance into a procrustean bed of preconceptions. To this day,
some in the West remain convinced that while the revolutions of the Right have
been unqualifiedly “pathological” and “homicidal,” those of the Left have been
compassionate and benevolent—and that only extraneous circumstances pro-
duced the horrors of the Great Purge, the Great Proletarian Revolution, and the
massacre of innocents by the Khmer Rouge.

There are others who, for at least two generations, have argued that the
political universe we have known since the Bolshevik and Fascist revolutions has
not been divided, primarily, by conflicts between the Right and Left, but be-
tween representative democracies and anti-democratic “ideocracies.” The con-
test has been between systems that base legitimacy on electoral resules and those
whose legitimacy and authority rest on appeal to an ideology considered iner-
rant, the guidance of a “charismatic leader,” and the armed suasion of a hege-
monic party. Among the latter movements and regimes there is no Right or Left.
There are only anti-democratic systems.

However convenient and informative the distinction between Right and Left
may be in local politics, it is largely irrelevant in dealing with the revolutionary
movements that have shaped the international environment during the last
hundred years. There have been many who have recognized as much.

This work is an effort to restate the case for the latter view. It attempts to
supplement the argument advanced a quarter of a century ago that there is more
“fascism” in the Left than most Western scholars have been prepared to recog-
nize.” Recent developments in post-Soviet Russia and post-Maoist China elo-
quently make the case.

[ attempt to trace the decay of Marxist theory among left-wing intellectuals.
Bereft of much of its mummery, Marxist theory reveals itself as a variant of generic
fascism, The contest of the twentieth century, which has cost so much in human
lives, was not between the Right and the Left. It was between representative de-
mocracies and their anti-democratic opponents. It has been an arduous struggle.

The anti-democratic temptation continues to have appeal to those who feel
themselves to be oppressed and humiliated. One of the implications of the dis-
cussion in what follows is that, at the end of the century, there really is very little
convincing evidence that the democracies have won the contest. That does not
bode well for the twenty-first century.
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On Theory and Revolution in Our Time

By the end of the twenticth century, it had become clear that academicians in the
West, for the most part, had failed to understand the naturc of the revolutions
that had overwhelmed their time.! Fascism, for example, frequently invoked as a
generic concept, but rarely persuasively characterized, was employed in attempts
to comprehend the major social and political dislocations that shaped a substan-
tial part of the century.?

Now, in the 1ggos, interpretation has become still more problematic as a new
gencration of scholars have sought to employ the concept fascism in an effort o
understand something about present and future politics. Unhappily, the term
fascism has been dilated to the point where its cognitive use has become more
than suspect.

In the most recent efforts, the term fascism has been pressed into service tw
identify anything that could in any way be described of as “right-wing extrem- .
ism”—from any resistance to permissive immigration policies, expressions of
religious exclusivity, instances of “hate speech,” to the “spewing forth” of “con-
servative” sentiments.” Recently the European Parliament commissioned two
major committees of inquiry charged with responsibility for investigating the
recruitment and electoral successes of “fascism” on the Continent. The reports
that ultimately appeared contained long, doleful recitations of terrorist atracks
on foreign workers, assaults on Jewish schoolchildren, incidents of arson at
refugee hostels, mindless violence at soccer matches, and advocacy in print of
genocidal homicide.* Defined as “anti-Jewish vielence and racist vandalism,”
“fascism” was found everywhere.®

Communism, in turn, was as frequently invoked as a concept in the discus-
sion of the century’s revolutions—and just as frequently addressed in a manner
that left one more confused than illuminated.® Terms like communist, Marxiszt—
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2 ON THEORY AND REVOLUTION IN OUR TIME

Leninist, or simply Marxist were used indiscriminately to identify existing politi-
cal systems as different as the Soviet Union of Josef Stalin, the China of Mao
Zedong, and the Cuba of Fidel Castro.

This kind of confusion was apparent at the very beginning of the “Marxist
revolutionary experiment” in 1917, John Reed, the American adventurer and
witness to the Bolshevik uprising, was among the first to suggest that Lenin’s
revolution was the harbinger of what would ultimately be a worldwide “left-
wing Marxist future.”

That a “Marxist” revolution would occur, in whatever circumstances, in a
primitive economic environment, characterized more by peasant life than by
proletarian consciousness, did not scem to puzzle very many Western thinkers.
Many were clearly disposed, as was John Reed, to see the Bolshevik revolution as
a signal of an imminent universal Marxist revolution. V. I, Lenin and his entou-
rage did advertise themselves as Marxists—defenders of the proletariat—and a
surprising number of Western scholars continued for seven decades to think of
the Soviet experiment as an effort w realize the Marxist dream of equality and
peace. There is no other way to explain the admiration with which Western in-
tellectuals like George Bernard Shaw, Sydney and Beatrice Webb, André Gide,
Ignazio Silone, Arthur Koestler, or Howard Fast studied the Soviet revolution.

What this contributed to was a systematic difference in the scholarly em-
ployment of the two concepts, fascism and communism. References to fascism
were almost always mercurial and fugitive and almost invariably carried moral
opprobrium in their train. For the half-century afier the end of the Second
World War, the term fascism, almost without exception, was used to designate
“pathological” political phenomena. Fascists and fascism were consistently spo-
ken of as “narcissistic and megalomaniac,” as well as “sadistic, necrophiliac” and
“psychopathological.™

“Marxist,

» o«

Marxist—Leninist,” or “communist” systems, on the other hand,
were rarely treated with such unqualified condemnation. Early in the history of
the Soviet Union, E. H. Carr could argue that V. I. Lenin and Josef Stalin really
sought to increase “the sum of well-being and human opportunity” through
achievements that “impressed the rest of the world.”®

Even when such systems were convincingly identified with purges, mass
murder, and pandemic political violence, they were rarely deemed “psycho-
pathological” or “sadistic.” As late as 1984, Norman Mailer could still lament the
treatment of the Soviet Union as an “evil force,” and others refused to acknowl-
edge that political terror might function in some intrinsic fashion in the commu-
nist systems of Josef Stalin, Mao Zedong, or Kim Il Sung. For a very long time,
there was an abiding sense, among many Western intellectuals, that the Soviet
Union was no more “cvil” than the United States.’
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Fascism was an unmitigated evil, but any such characterization of Soviet or
Chinese Marxism~Leninism—for a very long time—was understood to be a
product of “paranoia” brought on by the “anti-communist hysteria” of the cold
war. For years, between the two world wars, and subsequently throughout the
decades of the cold war, many intellectuals in the West seemed to judge Marxist—
Leninist regimes, not by facts that had become increasingly available, but in line
with wish and utopian fantasy.'”® For an inexplicably long time, the Bolshevik
revolution was seen by many Western intellectuals as the fulfillment of social-
ism’s historic destiny—and a promise of the world’s salvation.

The collapse of Marxism—Leninism forced everyone, everywhere, to attempt
a reassessment of the entire revolutionary experience of the twentieth century.
Undertaken in the wrong countries, by the wrong classes, under conditions that
Karl Marx and Friedrich FEngels insisted could neither foster nor sustain the
salvific socialism they anticipated, Marxist—Leninist movements, and the re-
gimes they fabricated, were rarely treated as what they were: historical anoma-
lies, animated by an intellectual pretension for which there was little warrant.!!
The consequence of all this has been to leave modern scholarship without a
coherent understanding of what the revolutionary history of the twentieth cen-
rury was all about. An omntbus “fascism” and a curiously misunderstood “com-
munism” make up much of the political history of our time.

However they understood or misunderstood these terms, most Western in-
tellecruals, throughout the century, decided that some very fundamental differ-
ences separated fascist and communist revolutions. Faseist revolutions were in-
extricably and irremediably of the Right and Marxist—Leninist revolutions of
the Left.

Well into the middle of the 19gos, Western academics continued to find
humanity and hope in the few remaining left-wing Marxist—Leninist systems
that survived the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. Left-wing regimes in
North Korea and in Castro’s Cuba still evoked positive sentiments from some.’?
At the same time, other Western academics were deploring the rise of right-wing
“neofascism” in lItaly, Germany, France, and the United Kingdom.?

Thus, with a certain measure of consistency, scholars in the twentieth cen-
tury have persisted in distinguishing right-wing revolutions from those on the
Left. It has never been altogether clear what the distinction really implied except
that, in general, right-wing revolutions necessarily involved unspeakable hor-
rors—while those on the Left, well-meaning if errant, manifested themselves in
attempts to lift the burdens of poverty and oppression from the shoulders of the
unfortunate.!*

However emphatic the sentiment that insisted on the distinctions between
revolutions of the Right and Left, it is uncertain whether now, at the end of the
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century, the differences between fascism and communism remain as clear and
comprehensible as they were once imagined to be. At the end of the century, it
has become almost impossible to determine what the notion righr-wing means to
essayists—except o say that, for many, its reference is “fascism.” We are told,
with confidence, that “the extreme right’s ideology is provided by fascism.”"

For somc, “right wing” and “fascism” both involve “nationalism, hierarchi-
cal structures, and the ‘leader principle.” ”'® For others, both mean “antiliberal-
ism, anticommunism, and anticonservatism.” For still others, both “right wing”
and “fascism” are given over to communitarianism, anti-individualism and anti-
rationalism, or they entertain a “belief in the authority of the state over the
individual; an emphasis on natural community; distrust for individual represen-
tation and parliamentary arrangements; limitations on personal and collective
freedoms; collective identification in a great national destiny, against class or
ethnic or religious divisions; and acceptance of the hierarchical principle for
social organizations.”'” Should that be the case, we are left with an abiding
puzzlement. We can take little cognitive comfort in the distinctions that such a
rehearsal of political traits pretends to deliver.

Once one drops below the high level of abstraction such characterizations
offer, one finds denotative right- and left-wing distinctions hard to maintain. We
are informed, for example, that “therc is overwhelming evidence that the old
communist regimes had always harboured sentiments of inherent nationalism
and even xenophobic prejudices barely hidden under the cloak of Marxist inter-
nationalism.”® By the mid-1ggos, moreover, no one denied the “hierarchical
structures” or the predominant role of “leaders” in all communist systems. There
is hardly any doubt that Marxist- Leninist systems were, and remain, “commu-
nitarian and anti-individualist.” Whether they were or are “anti-rationalist”
really turns on one’s definition of “rationalist.”

That Marxist—Leninist systems are or have been anti-liberal and ant-
parliamentarian has never really been controversial. That they have argued that
their respective nations have a “great national destiny” is hardly a matter of
dispute. In fact, for a long time, the distinction between the political Right and
Left has been recognized as singularly insubstantial.” In 1978, as a case in point,
Mikhail Agursky argued that whatever ideology legitimated the regime of Josef
Stalin, it was certainly not “left-wing.”

Agursky maintained that Soviet domestic and foreign policy was torn be-
tween its “radical right narure” and the “radical left legitimacy” of its ideological
pretensions.?’ By the end of the 1g20s and the beginning of the 1930s, Stalin had
created a regime thar had abandoned every principle that had presumably typ-
ified left-wing aspirations and had given himself over to notions of “socialism in
one country”—with all the attendant attributes: nationalism, the leadership prin-
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ciple, anti-liberalism, anti-individualism, communitarianism, hierarchical rule,
missionary zeal, the employment of violence to assure national purpose, and
anti-Semitism-—making the Soviet Union unmistakenly “a cousin to German
National Socialism.”?!

We are left with a budget of paradoxes. Given the seeming logic of the pro-
posed classification of right-wing polities—with nationalism, hierarchical politi-
cal structures, and charismatic leadership as defining properties—both fascism
and Marxism—Leninism would seem to be political products of right-wing ex-
tremism. Should that be the case, the revolutions undertaken by Benito Musso-
lini, Adolf Hitler, Joset Stalin, and Mao Zedong were all right-wing endeavors.

Thus, we are told, in fact and for example, that the Romanian Communist
regime of Nicolae Ceausescu, “mixing nationalism and Stalinism,” was a regime
not of the Left, but of the Right.?? It was “nationalistic,” as all Marxist—Leninist
systems appear to have been; it was hicrarchical, as all Marxist—Leninist systems
have been; and it was informed by the “leader principle,” as all Marxist-Leninist
systems have been. If Ceausegcu’s Communism had been right-wing, all commu-
nist systems would have to be right-wing.

Given these evolving notions, it would seem that communism, hike fascism—
however counterintuitive the idea might be—was a right-wing revolutionary
movement. As a consequence, we are now counselled that “perhaps we have
tended to misjudge the communist clites of yesterday and failed to notice their
latent nationalism all along.”?* And perhaps we never really appreciated the
hierarchical character of communist systems, or the role played in the various
regimes by the Vozhd or the Chairman, the Dear Leader or the Lider Massimo.

[t is unclear what all that might suggest. It is now generally accepted, for ex-
ample, that Josef Stalin was an anti-Semite, and that the Soviet Union, whatever
its internationalist pretenses, had always been inspired by a form of irredentist
and reactive nationalism.?* The fact is that, throughout the twentieth century,
both fascism and communism were committed to the creation of “a new revolu-
tionary order,” having nothing to do with “the old, rotten, decadent |antecedent]
regime.” Fascism, like communism, advocated the achievement of a “new revo-
lutionary order, a new society and, even, a new man.” For both fascism and
communism, that would necessitate “a general, collective, unitary effort by the
whole nation, {requiring that] all the nation’s energy . . . be mobilized and
channelled to the achievement of its new (and revived) greatness.” In both cases,
mobilization would be a function of “the leader’s charismatic appeal.”

Both fascism and Marxist—Leninist systems have demonstrated an abiding
distrust of electoral and parliamentary representation. Both entertained the con-
viction that individuals and groups of individuals must submit to the authority
of the hegemonic state—and it would be the hierarchical, nonrepresentative
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state, in pursuit of “a great national destiny,” that would overcome all class,
political, ethnic, and racial divisions.”

These political properties apply, with varying degrees of faithfulness, as
much to Stalin’s Soviet Union, Mao Zedong’s China, Kim Il Sung’s Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea, and Fidel Castro’s Socialist Cuba as they do to
Mussolini’s Italy. The fact remains that if “right-wing extremism” telescopes into
“fascism,” then it appears that Josef Stalin’s Soviet Union was not only fascist, it
was an instantial case of right-wing extremism,

In the years prior to the Second World War, Rudolf Hilferding, the interna-
tionally noted Marxist theorist, attempted to bring some clarity into a discussion
that had become increasingly opaque. On the issuc of left- and right-wing
economic strategics, for instance, he pointed out that “the controversy as to
whether the economic system of the Soviet Union is ‘capitalist’ or socialist’ seems
to me rather pointless. It is neither, [t represents a totalitarian state economy, te.,
a system to which the [fascist] economies of Germany and l[taly are drawing
closer and closer.”

The fact is that the Soviet Union of Josef Stalin was more like fascism than
intellectuals throughout the decades from the 1930s to the 1980s seemed pre-
pared to allow.”® Only with the collapse of the Soviet Union have an increasing
number of specialists shown a readiness to acknowledge the similarities.” With
its collapse, Marxism-Leninism, at the end of the twentieth century, is being
entirely reasscssed.

By the 199os, it was no longer possible to speak, with any intellectual integ-
rity, of the Soviet Union of Stalin as having been informed by a “proletarian”™
ecanomic system, or possessed of a “working-class” government. No more cre-
dence is invested in the Stalinist, Maoist, or Castro “proletarian state” than was
invested in the “proletarian” character of the “German National Socialist Work-
ers’ Party” or the “Fascist State of Labor.”

By the time of its disappearance at the end of the 1980s and the beginning of
the 1ggos, it was no longer plausible to argue that the Soviet Union offered a
clear alternative to the “right-wing extremism” of fascism. In fact, it was no
longer clear what “right-wing” or “left-wing” might be taken to mean in terms
of the major revolutions of the twentieth century.

If by the end of the twentieth century, some, if not many, intcllectuals have
been driven to identify both fascism and communism as right-wing revolution-
ary movements and regimes, how might one explain the fact that for almost the
entire century a sharp distinction was drawn between the two on the basis of a
right- and left-wing dichotomy? It has become increasingly difficult to explain
the persistence of the right- and left-wing distinctions that were so long labored
in the academic literature devoted to accounts of revolution in our time,
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In fact, during the first years after the termination of the Second World War,
there were Western intellectuals, whatever their notions of “left” and “right”
political persuasions might have been, who were fully prepared to address that
issue. They advised the subsumption of both fascism and communism under
the rubric “totalitarianism,” arguing that each manifested traits that identified
them—however many particular differences may have distinguished them—as
members of the same political genus. There were more than a few among
Western specialists who resisted the subsumption, insisting that the notion that
fascism and communism might share some fundamental properties was an
“ideological weapon” in the war against the Soviet Union.*™ For some, the very
suggestion that fascism and Marxist—Leninist systems shared any major features
was totally unacceptable. Fascism was of the Right; communism was of the Left.

But totalitarianism, as a concept, irrespective of the objections of many aca-
demics, remained part of the lexicon of comparative political analysis. The pre-
occupation was not with the distinctions of Right and Left, but with the shared
totalitarian traits. In fact, by the last decade of the twentieth century, we were
being told that “all the attributes of totalitarianism had antecedents in Lenin’s
Russia: an official, all-embracing ideology; a single party of the elect headed by a
‘leader” and dominating the state; police terror; the ruling party’s control of the
means of communication and the armed forces; |as well as] central command of
the economy.” Totalitarianism, as a political regime, had apparcotly been as
much an invention of the Left as of the Right. A left and a right totalitarianism
seemed to share space in the universe of political discourse.

The Stalinism that followed the totalitarian intimations of Lenin’s Russta,
was not only totalitarian, it was infused by an “almost fascist-like chauvinism,”
together with a “bureaucratization, absence of democracy, censorship, police
repression,” and, as has been suggested, by an irrepressible and increasingly
intrusive anti-Semitism.* By the mid-1ggos, it was increasingly acknowledged
that left-wing totalitarianism more and more began to resemble right-wing
totalitarianism.»

The distinction between the totalitarianism of the Left and that of the Right
seems to have reduced itself to whatever convictions each entertained concerning
private property and the role of the market exchange of goods and services. Even
that, however, is no longer considered to be as substantial as once thought.* Now
that post-Maoist China has permitted the existence, expansion, and protection of
qualified property rights under “communist” auspices, the distinctions berween
right and left political persuasions have become still more diaphanous.

What seems to have become transparent, except to those irremediably doc-
trinaire, is that the distinction between the Right and the Left, long considered
critical to the understanding of revolutionaries and revolutions of the twentieth
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8 ON THEORY AND REVOLUTION IN OUR TIME

century, has become increasingly insubstantial.*®* Whatever the putative moral
and empirical differences that originally urged the distinction on analysts, an
extraordinary measure of confusion continues to stalk any effort to distinguish
between the fascist and Marxist—Leninist movements and regimes of our unfor-
tunate time——in terms of discrete right- and left-wing attributes.

By the end of the twentieth century, the distinction between Right and Left
has increasingly become a distinction largely without a difference. That seems
not to have been apparent throughout much of the last half of the twentieth
century. For much of that time, it was the prevailing conviction that fascism,
however it was to be understood, was an exacerbated expression of the political
Right, while Marxism—Leninism was a product of the “Enlightenment left.”

Even at the end of the twentieth century, there were still many intellectuals
in the industrial democracies who resisted abandoning the right- and left-wing
distinctions with which they had become so familiar. Some remained reluctant
to acknowledge that “leftist” regimes were more homicidal than those of the
“right.” Most commentators, however, had closed a painful chapter in their
intellectual history. The long romance with the revolutionary left was largely

¥ Whatever they would subsequendy make of Marxism and Marxism-—

over.
Leninism, it would never be quite the same.

By the mid-19g0s, it had become evident to almost everyone that the applica-
tion of social science to the study of the “left-wing” Soviet Union, “perhaps the
greatest case study of the behavioral age,” had been a failure—testimony to a
fundamental intellectual problem in the assessment of revolutions in the twen-
tieth century.”” Western intellectuals seem to have had serious difficulties in
taking the measure of revolutionary movements and the regimes they created.

There have been those who have already undertaken to register the moral
indifference to the excesses of the Left that scemed to have haunted Western
scholars throughout much of the twenticth cenrury. There have been those who
have explored the psychological dimensions of the peculiar fascination with
communism and communist systems frequently displayed by Western intellec-
ruals.® Curiously enough, what has not really been systematically undertaken is
a treatment of Marxism—Leninism as itself a “theoretical” system, with social
science pretensions, capable of explaining both itself and 1ts opponents.

That is not to say that the study of the intellectual origins of communism has
been neglected. A virtual cottage industry has grown up around the production
of studies dealing with Marxism and Leninism as intellectual systems. There
have even been studies of *Mao Zedong Thought” as intellectual history and
scholarly treatment of the stream of consciousness ideology of Fidel Castro.

Marxism~Leninism, we have been told, was predicated on a “coherent™ and
“systemnatic doctrine derived from the ideas of Hegel, Marx and Engels, as
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redefined by Lenin and Stalin,” More than that, it “incorporated an economic
theory” and a “series of dialectical laws.” The clear implication was that Marx-
ism and Marxism~Leninism were theoretical systems capable of providing ex-
planatory and predictive purchase on complex political events.

By the end of the 198os, concurrent with growing evidence of the failure of
“Marxist” regimes, such claims aroused increasing skepticism. It was increas-
ingly recognized that “Marxist categories and arguments |could] be used ideo-
logically to rationalize any situation one pleases.”*® More and more scholars were
prepared to recognize that Marxism, as “theory,” was singularly empty of any
empirical implications. Whatever its intellectual coherence, its economic theo-
ries, and its dialectical laws, Marxist theory was incapable of accounting for the
major revolutionary changes that have overwhelmed our century.

Worst still, for all its theoretical machinery and “scientific” sophistication,
during times of crisis Marxism could apparently do nothing to insulate the
regimes it animated from taking on the “common features” of those fascist
states 1t presumably opposed.™ Marxism, in the hands of its practitioners has
been singularly incapable of anticipating systemic crisis in the very systems it
operated—or cxplaining such crises after their passing.

Some Western academics have been fascinated by Marxist theory since its
inception in the mid-nineteenth century. A veritable avalanche of volumes de-
voted to the explication and dissemination of Marxist theory has poured from
university presses for over a century. That those same authors who preduced
that abundance should have sought an explanation, within the body of Marxist
speculation, for revolution and the rise of fascism in the twenteth century can be
easily understood.

In fact, it will be argued here that it was Marxist and Marxist—Leninist
speculation that laid down the first theoretical outlines of an explanatory strategy
in the effort to understand revolution in our time. By the end of the first quar-
ter of the twentieth century, doctrinaire Marxists had provided all the recom-
mended conceptual materials, the social science categories, and the compulsory
normative assessments, to be invoked in any discussion of “right-wing” and
“left-wing” revolutions and regimes.

By the mid-1930s, the judgments of many Western scholars were fixed in just
those categories and those assessments. In retrospect, it appears that such disposi-
tions can best be explained by appealing to the principles of the sociology of
knowledge, rather than by cataloging whatever evidence was mustered to sup-
port such categories and assessments.

It was not the case that throughout the history of Stalinism, Western scholar-
ship knew nothing of Stalin’s massacre of innocents, his physical destruction of
entire classes of citizens, his political oppression of any opposition, his exploita-
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tion of the peasants and workers, and his general denial of civil and political
rights to a subject population. Many Western scholars simply chose to interprer
the political life of the Soviet Union by an entirely different measure from that
applied to Fascist Italy.

Throughout a good part of the history of the twentieth century, fascism,
however it was understood, was taken to be an unmitigated evil by Western
scholarship. “Marxism,” in its various guises, was not. Any suggestion that Mus-
solini’s Fascism and “communism,” in whatever form communism manifested
itself, might share affinities was repugnant to Western scholarship.

As a consequence, for a very long time, any “Western scholars who had the
temerity to link Mussolini . . . with Communism in any way . . . risked harass-
ment." Only with the definitive collapse of Marxist and Marxist—Leninist
systemns in the 1980s and 19gos were more and more Western academics prepared
to tell us, without much equivocation, that “Bolshevism and |Mussolini’s| Fas-
cism were heresies of socialism,” having both arisen out of the revolutionary
aspirations of intransigent socialists.”” Only then were we told that they shared
ideas concerning society, revolution, and the mass mobilization of persons. That,
it has been argued, is attested to by the fact that at the founding of the Fascist
movement, and throughout its initial revolutionary phase, the largest number of
Mussolini’s “theoreticians” were former communists and intransigent Marx-
ists.* In fact, we are now told that much of the ideological inspiration of Fascism
came from revolutionary socialists, and that Mussolini, like V. I. Lenin, was a
leader of radical Marxists. More than any other socialist before the First World
War, Mussolini resembled Lenin.®*

By the mid-1g9gos, “mainstrcam” opinion among Western scholars had
changed. The case for a family resemblance between right- and left-wing revolu-
tionaries was no longer considered exotic. For a variety of reasons, the intellec-
tual environment had been transformed. An account of that transformation
cannot be undertaken with any real confidence—but part of such an account
would have to include an assessment of Marxism as “theory.”¥

Social science hosts a collection of linguistic artifacts that range from, among
others, lexical definitions, through classificatory schemata, to conceptual frame-
works and, finally, “theories”—with theories understood to supply explanatory

* Theories are imagined to account for sequences of events that otherwise

power.
would remain inscrutable, impenetrable to science.

The term theory in social science is generally applied to a body of thought that
has at least some predictive pretension. Minimally, “theory” is understood to
convey some sense of empirical or normative “understanding” of events.

That social science, in general, is an informal science means, among other

things, that the criteria for qualifying as a “theory” are neither particularly
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rigorous nor systematically applied. In social science it is often the case that any
reasonably coherent collection of sentences qualifies as a “theory” as long as it
generates in one or another audience an appropriate sense of “understanding.”

There are any number of candidate theories in social science, some singularly
short-lived, others that have been enduring. All have contributed in some sense
and some measure to our comprehension of our time. Among them, Marxist
theory has been perhaps the most enduring. How much it has contributed to our
understanding of the twentieth century has become one of the major issues of
contemporary scholarship.

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels coined any number of social science predic-
tions in the course of their work during the nineteenth century. Time has failed
to fulfill any of them. Nonctheless, some academics have found the ideas of Marx
and Engels so attractive—for whatever reason—that they have been loathe to
measure them against the requirements of standard science.

The consequence has been that Marxist categories and Marxist normative
judgments have survived in the professional literature of social science to an
extent that might not otherwise have been expected for a “theory” that enjoys
hittle, if any, empirical confirmation. The very abundance of matenal left to
scholarship by Marx and Engels allowed academics the opportunity, should they
be so disposed, to rummage through to find a sufficient number of implicit
causes of error, qualifications, and tautologies to insulate the system from final
disconfirmation. That many were so disposed was probably a consequence of the
fact that classical Marxism was intrinsically seductive. It pretended to deliver not
only an elaborate “theory”; it also satisfied the moral sensibilities of academics.

Given Marxism’s appeal, by the turn of the twentieth century, there were any
number of Western scholars who were prepared to anticipate the increasing
“emiseration” of the proletariat at the hands of capitalist oppressors—in just the
manner that Marx had predicted. There were any number of Western academics
prepared to see in the “proletariat” the “Promethean” class Marx had antici-
pated. There were “political theorists” who fully expected that the “vast major-
ity” of workers in a capitalist system that had “exhausted its potential” would
come to power in the moribund economies of the West, bringing classlessness,
peace, humanity, and ultimate fulhliment to humankind. It was a vision so
normatively attractive to many that it became a inalienable feature of Western
academic life and remains attractive to Western scholars to this day.

The fact is that Marxism has always been more normative enjoinment than
social science. Both Marx and Engels were aware that their system was a quasi-
deductive “philosophy” rather than an “empiricism.” While there was frequent
talk of turning Hegelianism, with its “empty idealism,” on its head, to provide it
with “earthly” content, there was remarkably little empirical observation that
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might provide substance to conjectures about how the world of economics and
class psychology actually functioned.?” More than anything else, Marxism was a
partially formalized deductive system—what has been called a “dialectical dance
of categories”—almost entirely devoid of empirical content—consciously or un-
consciously designed to support some deeply felt moral convictions.™

In general, cosmopolitanism, classlessness, equity, and peace unproblemat-
ically recommend themselves to most Westerners. A “theory” that concetves such
outcomes to be the “ineluctable” consequence of processes already in act, is one
that has irresistible appeal to all right-thinking people. Any political system that
purports to be inspired by such thoughts has much to recommend it.

Several considerations, however, urge themselves on anyone with intellectual
prudence. Such systems of thought cry out for objective review. So intrinsically
attractive are such bodies of ruminarion that anyone with judgment will suspend
commitrnent until they have been fully inspected.

In retrospect, at the end of the twentieth century, we can look back on the
influence of Marxist theory on our efforts to understand what has transpired in
what is perhaps the most savage century in the history of humankind. Given the
evident reality that has overwhelmed the end of the twenticth century, Western
scholars are now prepared to recognize that Marxism could not now serve, and
probably never served, as a “metatheory of politics”-—as a guide to the inter-
pretation of contemporary revolution.” Marxism, in all its theoretical and in-
stitutional variations, appears to have contributed very little to the making or
understanding of revolutionary movements and revolutionary regimes in the
twentieth century,

For all that, it appears that the complexity of its theory and its normatively
attractive content shaped Western academic thought about revolution for three-
quarters of a century. While many in the academic community were content to
limit themselves to the descriptive criterial traits by virtue of which they idenu-
fied the various revolutionary movements and regimes of our time—"“fascist”
and “Marxist”—there were others who sought “theoretical” understanding. Dis-
satisfied with the categories of comparative politics, they searched for a com-
prehensive account that gave predictive and normative leverage over the com-
plex realities that make up the histories of the fascist and communist revolutions.

As early as the end of the 1920s, the London Times recognized the species
similarities between Stalinism and Fascism, and in 1934 George Sabine spoke of
the Soviet Union, National Socialist Germany, and Fascist Italy as representing a
new form of political regime—one governed by “unitary parties” that aspired to
“rotalirarian” control.® The Times and Sabine made classificatory and pretheo-
retical efforts to “understand” a new political phenomenon. For many Western
academics, that could hardly be enough. What many sought was theoretical
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substance, whatever they thought that substance 1o be. What seems clear is that
many conceived Marxist theory as delivering that substance. Observed sim-
ilarities between fascist and communist systems were dismissed as “superficial.”
What was sought was theoretical understanding. And that, we were told, was
offered by a Marxist theory of revolution.

Only now, at the apparent end of the cycle of “Marxist” revolutions, can one
look back and attempt an assessment of the influence of Marxist theory on cur
understanding of ourselves and our time. Only now do many feel confident
enough to raise the question of why the family resemblances between Mussolini’s
Fascism and Marxism—Leninism had never been fully recognized or acknowl-
edged, or why it took considerable courage to suggest that fascist regimes in any
way rescmbled those of the political Left.”! What this new independence has
suggested to specialists in Soviet history, in fact, is that a more profound under-
standing of fascism might “shed much light on the regime that emerged from
the Russian Revolution.”

The present exposttion attempts to address some of these issues. The elabo-
rate effort by Marxist intellectuals to understand “fascism™ as a political category,
and Italian Fascism specifically, reveals a great deal about Marxism--Leninism as
a cognitive enterprise. Morc than that, it reveals a great deal about Fascism.

What this exposition entails is a general review of the Marxist theory of
fascism, commencing with the first efforts on the part of Marxist—Leninist
theoreticians in the carly 1920s. As will be argued, it became obvious early on
that the best Marxist—Leninist theorists were never satsfied with their inter-
pretation of Fascism. Initially convinced of Fascism’s “reactionary,” “counter-
revolutionary,” and “conservative” character, over the years they progressively
discovered its “revolutionary,” “anti-conservative” properties. It 1s the account of
that transtormarion that will occupy us in the first part of the present exposition.
It will be devoted to the Marxist interpretation of Mussolini’s Fascism as that
interpretation transformed itself through seven decades of partisan intellectual
activity.

The fact that the Marxist effort at interpretation was partisan renders its
assessment of fascism all the more interesting. By the time of the disintegration
of the Soviet Union, Marxist theoreticians had begun to evaluate fascism in a
totally unanticipated fashion. That, combined with the failure of the Kremlin's
theoreticians to foresee the collapse of their own system, offers a special perspec-
tive on the nature of Marxist “theory.”

More than that, as Marxist theorists were compelled to reinterpret fascism in
the light of empirical evidence and political circumstances, the fundamental
afhinities shared by Marxist and fascist regimes became apparent. Little of this
has been discussed by Western specialists at any length; yet it affords precious


http:control.50
http:convictions.4H

14 ON THEORY AND REVOLUTION IN OUR TIME

insight into both the relationship between Marxism and fascism and the quality
of Marxist social science.

The fact that Marxist intellectuals were never really satisfied with the time-
conditioned interpretation of general and specific fascisms, modifying their ac-
counts to satisfy circumstances and in response to reality, indicates a general
failure to really gain durable insights into the phenomena. Marxist “theory” was
intrinsically flawed. Conversely, the failure of Western thinkers o appreciate
what was transpiring in the course of time, and with the Marxist interpretation of
fascism, suggests something about the non-communist intellectual environments
in which the “left/right” dichotomy evolved during the interwar years and
immediately after the Second World War. The fact that the conviction still per-
sists that one can cognitively distinguish fascist and communist systems on the
basis of a left/right distinction is a case study in the persistence of prejudgment,

The argument that follows rests on the conviction that many of the notions
that have governed Western political thought have been largely a by-product of
Marxist analyses. That Mussolini’s Fascism was an “extreme right-wing” re-
sponse to “proletarian revolution” was really a product of orthodox Marxist—
Leninist speculation. While Western scholars, in large part, were not orthodox
Marxist—Leninists, they nonetheless succumbed to the “profound theoretical”
analysis provided by Marxist—Leninists. From the first quarter of the twentieth
century until its close, the influence of Marxist-Leninist “theory” continued to
obscure much of the substance of revolutionary thought in our time,

In order to make the case for the influence of Marxist—Leninist theory,
a rather detailed exposition of its formulations recommends itself. After that
somewhat detailed exposition of the Marxist theories of Fascism, some substan-
tial time will be spent in dealing with the apologetic, theoretical, and interprera-
tive literature generated by Fascist thinkers during the interwar years—with the
conviction that such material not only reveals a great deal about their belief
system, but documents their awareness of the affinities that united fascist and
communist regimes.

Prevalent among “progressive” Western thinkers throughout much of the
century has been the conviction that Fascism and communism were fundamen-
tally antithetical —communism rich with intellectual tradition and Fascism en-
tirely empty of serious thought. That, together with the emotional repercussions
of a war fought against Fascism, with communism allied to the West, created the
conviction that the two were morally and intellectually incomparable. The pre-
dictable consequence among intellectuals was that fascism was conceived as both
devoid of intelligence and the incarnation of evil, while communism was re-
garded, in general, as both rich in ideas and involving a flawed attempt to uplift
the weary and impoverished.
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The result was that “right-wing” Fascism was seen as radically different
from “left-wing” Marxism, and that any effort to associate the two was regarded
as the product of intellectual indigence or moral perversity. Such efforts were
dismissed as both morally repugnant and intellectually benighted.

Only with the catastrophic collapse of the Soviet Union and the critical
disillusion that followed in its train has Western scholarship shown any disposi-
tion to reevaluate the entire communist tradition—and its relationship to fascism
in general and Fascism in particular. It was the total disintegration of institu-
tionalized socialist ideology, revealing its fundamental lack not only of coher-
ence, but of relevance for a revolutionary political community undergoing the
stresses of accelerated economic growth and industrialization, that has led to a
reevaluation of Marxism~Leninism as a belief system.

The fact that a form of fascism has madec its appearance in the former Soviet
Union has reopened the entire issue of the affinities between the Marxism and
fascism of the twentieth century.®® That the fascism that has arrested the atten-
tion of international scholarship was, and is, in substantial part, a product of
“critical Marxists” is of particular significance in attempting to understand revo-
lution in our time™

Over time, critical Marxists in the Soviet Union became increasingly uncom-
fortable with the disjuncture between Marxist rhetoric and the reality of estab-
lished communist systems. They identified the transparent hypocrisy of what
purported to be a “classless society” in which a self-selected “new class” of state
functionaries, using monopoly party control, governed in a fashion that resulted
in the exaction of more tribute from subjects than any class-based autocracy in
history. It was they who compared the promise of “humanity” and “liberation”
found in the writings of Marx and Engels to the reality of the totalitarianism that
Marxism-Leninism had constructed. It was they who recognized the dysfunc-
tional nature of the economic system and the prevalence of nationalist sentiment
in a polity that promised “unlimited abundance” and celebrated the resolution of
“all national questions.” It was they who revealed not only the intellectual pov-
erty of Marxism—Leninism, but its incompetence as a guide to conduct as well.

By the end of 1989, in a conference held in Moscow, sponsored by the Central
Committee of the Communist Party itself, several speakers expressed profound
misgivings about the relevance of Marxism’s “historical and dialectical material-
ism” to the making of social policy.” There was a clear recognition that classical
Marxism, with all its talk of “proletarian™ and world revolution, actually had
very little to say to the first Bolsheviks, or their heirs, who found themselves
facing the armed hostility of advanced industrial nations with only a relatively
retrograde agrarian economy, peopled largely by peasants, at their disposal >

The response of Soviet intellectuals took essentially one of two alternative
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courses: (a) rejection of the Soviet systemn as a non-Marxist caricature of “true
Marxism”; or (b) search for an ideology that better represents the character and
intent of the system that made Russia one of the great world powers of the
twentieth century. The first course provided the world with the “democratic
reformers” who have rejected the old systemn in its entirety; the second course is
represented in the “nationalist opposition” that, at the turn of the century, threat-
ens an emerging Russia with the recreation of a non-democratic, authoritarian,
elitist, and developmental future.

In the dying Soviet Union, as will be argued, critical Marxists began to put
together an alternative ideology for “national salvation.” They began to appeal to
latrent nationalist and patriotic sentiments. They spoke of authoritarian and
elitist modalities to salvage the nation from the wreckage of catastrophic failure.
They invoked determination and heroism, leadership and discipline.

Once the implications of all this are understood, the entire question of
whether socialism in the twentieth century was of the Left or of the Right can be
profitably examined. If scholars are now prepared to acknowledge that Stalinism
was “utterly irrational"—the system created by Marxism—Leninism fundamen-
tally “pathological”—then what used to provide the moral grounds for distin-
guishing between the political Left and the political Right can no longer serve.””
If “mass murders,” numbering in the millions, are now “freely attributed to Sta-
lin, who is] acknowledged as one of the greatest criminals in history,” it becomes
increasingly difficult to draw the traditional separation between “humane™ com-
munism on the Left and “homicidal” fascism on the Right> Marxism~Leninism
can no longer be conceived as uniquely “rational and constructive,” and Fascism
as uniquely “irrational and destructive.”™ The major markers employed to dis-
tinguish the political Left from the political Right in the past are forfeit.

The search for an adequate, gencral account of socialist revolutions in the
twenticth century arises out of the intellectual crisis that attends the contempo-
rary reemergence of “fascism” in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union.
One aspect of this crisis is reflected in the inability of scholars ro settle on any one
account of what the Russian Revolution of 1917 was all about,

There will be those, of course, who will continue to attempt a more-or-less
“orthodox” interpretation of the revolutionary history of the twentieth century—
with “Marxism” on the Left and fascism on the Right—but it is unlikely that
such attempts will be anything more than hapless and helpless. More promis-
ing, perhaps, is pursuit of what the now acknowledged affinities between Fas-
cism and Bolshevism might mean. This involves moving outside the customary
graoves of standard twentieth-century historical interpretation, using Musso-
lini’s Fascism as a paradigmatic instance of what revolution in our time might be
taken to mean and drawing out whatever that might imply.
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In the litter of what were once socialist states, contemporary historians and
political scientists have identified the delusions that confused half a century of
analysis. Marxism, the idea with an army at its back, became flesh in the wrong
country, leading the wrong people, pursuing goals that were unattinable. In the
course of their revolution, the Bolsheviks betrayed, or were soon to betray,
almost every political principle they had proclaimed in their struggle for power.
As an inescapable consequence, it will be argued, Marxist socialism transformed
itself into something that only fascists, and some few Russian and Western
intellectuals, could recognize. It became an identihable variant of fascism.

Fascists had early anticipated the advent of the total state and its function in a
world of unequal competition, in which each nation found itself competled to
pursue economic growth, industrialization, self-sufficiency, resource acquisition,
and the scarch for space. The advent of the total state was predicated on neither
“reaction” nor the preservation of privilege; it was understood to be neither a
“tool of capitalism™ nor a device for the slaughter of innocenrs. Whatever else it
was conceived to be, it was seen as a functional response to the demands of less-
developed countries in their uncqual contest with the established “plutocracies.”

In that sense, Fascist concepts were neither of the Left nor the Right.®® They
represented a complex conception of the nature of revolution in the twentieth
century that remains instructive to this day. Western intellectuals, caught up in
the synthetic dichotomy of Left and Right, have generally failed to appreciate the
revolutionary authenticity of Fascist thought, and have thereby lost whatever
leverage they had in terms of seeking to understand not only whar was transpir-
ing during the years between the First and Second World Wars, but during the
entire period of the cold war as well®

Given the truth of such an account, fascism in general and Mussolini’s Fas-
cism in particular have been almost universally misperceived, and, as a conse-
quence, their relationship to Marxist—Leninist systems has been almost entirely
misunderstood. The attempt to make a plausible case for these contentions will
take the present discussion into the literature and history of “Marxism” and
“fascism” as contested concepts. The course of exposition will commence with
Marxism’s first theoretical efforts to understand fascism, undertaken in the lan-
guage of orthodox Marxism -Leninism as that language was understood by
Western scholarship.

It was “theoretical” Marxism that mesmerized Western intellectuals and
imposed on them the conviction that what scholarship was dealing with was a
meaningful distinction between Right and Left. In fact, it will be argued that the
proposed distinction was an artifact of Marxist—Leninist “theory” itsclf. The
distinctions made were quasi-deductive derivations of entirely abstract, em-
pirically untested notions. In fact, so little did Marxist—Leninists understand
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fascism that they failed to anticipate its reappearance at the end of the cold war.
For all its intellectual pretensions, Marxism—Leninism offered very few cogni-
tive insights into some of the most important events of the twentieth century. In
fact, it failed to appreciate some of the most important political and intellectual
developments within Marxism—Leninism itself.

At the conclusion of the brief history of Marxist ideas concerning Fascism, an
attempt will be made to present the Fascist interpretation of what was transpir-
ing in the twentieth century.®? For Fascism, the revolutions of the twentieth
century were those of poor, less-developed nations mobilizing their populations
against the “demoplutocracies,” the privileged nations that had acceded to indus-
trialization, with all its attendant benefits, in the nineteenth century or early in
the twentieth. The revolutions of “poor nations” anticipated by the Fascists were,
and would be, revolutions that found their inspiration in neither the political
Left nor the political Right. They were mass-mobilizing movements of reactive
nationalism that sought a place in the sun for economically backward and indus-
trially retrograde communities. They were, and would be, aggressive revolutions
prepared to fight for what they considered, and today consider, equity and justice
in the international arena. If the Fascists were right, we will yet see more

members of the species.

The First Marxist Theories of Fascism

For whatever reason, by the end of the First World War many intellectuals in the
West found Marxist “theory” fatally attractive. It was complex and seemingly
profound. It augured a world without war, in which the meek and the disadvan-
taged would share, without distinction, the anticipated material and spiritual
abundance generated by advanced industrial capitalism.

The horrors attendant on the first world conflict apparently left intellectuals
in the West hungry for assurances that humankind might effectively gain control
of its destiny—and that the future would bring a surcease from pain, want, and
oppression. The Marxism of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels seemed to promise
just such an eventuality.

Orthodox Marxism was so seductive in those circumstances that many of the
major intellects of the first years of the twentieth century became transfixed by
the ideas found in the tomes left as an intellectual legacy by Marx and Engels.
The First World War was conceived of as the product of reactionaries and chau-
vinists, all in the service of monied interests. They were the forces of the Right.
The forces of the Left, the socialists, humanists, internationalists, and feminists,
all opposed war, nationalism, imperialism, and invidious class distinctions.

By the end of the First World War, those notions were deeply embedded in
the consciousness of many Western intellectuals—and they supplied the matrix
into which Marxists were to insinuate their first “theories” of Mussolini’s Fas-
cism, to subsequently extend their coverage to generic fascism as well. That
Marxists chose to characterize Mussolini’s Fascism as “right-wing,” “reaction-
ary,” and “counterrevolutionary” at the time of the confrontation between Marx-
ism and Fascism on the Italian peninsula was only to be expected. Political
circumstances on the Italian peninsula, at the conclusion of the First World War,

had made Fascism the bitter enemy of Iralian Socialism and Communism.
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Those socialists who had followed Mussolini into Fascism had been “inter-
ventionists,” advocates of Italy’s entry into the First World War. They had taken
on all the coloration of nationalism and had sought the resolution of national
problems through international conflict. For Marxists, they must surely be of the
“right.” As early as 1915, when Mussolini and the syndicalist “subversives™ of the
Italian “radical left” joined in the clamor for war, the leaders of Italian Socialism
had indicted Mussolini and those around him as “Marxist renegades” —Marxists
who had rejected the official party position with respect to Italy’s participation i
the First World War. As though that were not enough, Fascism’s first recruits, at
the conclusion of the first world conflict, were violently opposed to the anti-
nationalism of official Socialism and the newly organized Italian Communist
Party. As survivors of the war, the socialist interventionists were committed to
nationalism, a defense of Italy’s victory, and “restoration” of Italy’s “lost territo-
ries.” For Marxists, all that was irremediably “bourgeois”—hence, “rightist.”

Furthermore, the first Fascists were opposed to organized socialist and com-
munist political institutions. That could only be “counterrevolutionary™ and “re-
actionary.” All of that was particularly galling to Marxists. The first Fascists were
almost all Marxists—serious theorists who had long been identified with Italy’s
intelligentsia of the Left. Mussolini, himself, had been a leader of the Italian
Socialist Party and was an acknowledged leader among Marxist intellectuals.'

It was the issuc of Italy's intervention in the First World War, not right-wing
versus left-wing dispositions, that, at first, deeply divided Italian Marxists.” In
1914 and 1915, the majority of organized Italian Socialists championed neu-
trality in the war that had broken out in Europe, while a small but aggressive
minority of socialists, for a variety of reasons, advocated Italy’s entry into the
contlict on the side of the Allied powers.

Ultimately, the Italian government did enter the war, on the Allied side. The
subsequent heavy losses suffered by the Italian military and the continued de-
nunciation of the war by the official socialist organizations generated intense
feelings among those who had lost comrades in the carnage. The issue of the war
created venomous dissension in the ranks of Marxist theoreticians, with some of
the most intellectually accomplished joining the first Fascist squads. The final
insult for Marxists was the defeat by Fascism of both domestic Socialism and
Leninist Communism, in a test of strength that concluded, on the Italian penin-
sula, with the Fascist march on Rome in October 1922.

The enmities bred by the dispute ultimately reached such intensity that
Marxists of whatever variety and nationality refused to acknowledge the hereti-
cal Marxist origins of the first Fascism. Italian Marxists simply attributed the
“defection” of some of their foremost intellectuals to venality and opportunism.
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For their part, most foreign Marxists never even knew of the Marxist origins of
the first Fascism.

For Italian Marxists, the next step in the logic of denial was 1o conceive of
Fascism itself, together with its Marxist “apostates,” as venal and opportunistic.
The final step was to see Fascism, in its entirety, as the suborned “tool of reac-
tion”—since only monied “reaction” could offer sufficient benefits to those who
sought to profit from their apostasy.

Almost immediately after the Fascist seizure of power in [taly, [talian Marx-
ists and Marxist—Leninists began to produce theoretical literature that pretended
to explain the necessarily “reactionary” and “right-wing” character of revolu-
tionary Fascism. The very first extended treatments of Fascism that shaped the
conceptions of Western intellectuals were those produced by domestic alian
Marxists. Almost immediately, intellectuals in Austria, Germany, France, and
England began to contribute to the formulation of an elaborate account of why
Fascism was reactionary, right-wing, and, of necessity, inhumane.

Those formulations fit so well into the entire roster of preconceptions enter-
tained by many Western intellectuals that, for most of our century, they were
part of the folk wisdom of political science. Those notions succeeded in defining
the greater part of the political universe for many Western scholars for three-
quarters of a century. Fascism was to be forever a “right-wing, reactionary, and
inhumane” excrescence, while Marxism -Leninism was to be “left-wing, pro-
gressive, and humane.”

Confronted by one of the most arresting political phenomena of the carly
twentieth century, Western Marxists of all kinds rummaged through the rela-
tively informal body of literature left to them by the nineteenth-century found-
ers of their movement in the effort to attain some measure of understanding of
what was transpiring. They sought explanations in the abstract speculations of
Karl Marx’s neo-Hegelianism.

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels left their intellectual heirs a loosely formu-
lated, quasi-deductive set of convictions about economic matters, society, and
revolution. Composed of essentially nonempirical conjectures about the nature
of material production, the sources of the intrinsic value of commodities, the
lawlike relationship between increments in the production of wealth and decre-
ments in the general standard of living in capitalist society, together with a faith
in the “inevitable” positive outcome of all those processes, classical Marxism was
more morality play than science. Because critical terms were ill-defined, and the
relationship between independent and dependent variables was frequently cast

in terms of metaphor and analogy, very few, if any, of the propositions of classical
Marxism were or are testable.?
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The central notions of classical Marxism left Marxism’s intellectual heirs, a
set of beliefs about society and the nature of material production that reinforced
every preconception entertained by leftist Western scholarship. Marxists believed
that the Marxism they had inherited provided a “theoretical” understanding of
the generic fascist phenomenon when Mussolini’s Fascism first manifested itself
on the Tralian peninsula after the conclusion of the Great War of 191418,

However much they were welcomed by some Western scholars, whatever
their convictions, Marxist theories of fascism, from their very first appearance,
were largely derivative products, attempts to account for complex empirical
events by drawing out the entailments of premises inherited from a nineteenth-
century intellectual tradition. All this notwithstanding, many Western scholars
were not concerned with empirical truth or falsity. They wanted affirmation of
their visions of the future.

Before the middle of the nineteenth century, Marx had convinced himself
that modern society had irreversibly divided itself into two, and no more than
two, diametrically opposed, historically relevant classes—the bourgeoisie and the
proletariat. The former were “reactionary” agents of the prevailing “relations
of production,” while the latier represented the rapidly burgeoning “forces of
production.”

For Marx and Engels, human history was, in essence, the interplay between
material productive forces and the relations of production. Productive forces
were employed in providing goods, and relations of production governed their
distribution. As long as the one was “compatible” with the other, society was in a
relatively stable state. When the forces of production outgrew those relations,
social change was inevitable.

At some stage in the evolutionary process that governs economic systems,
according to Marx, the relations of production that govern the allocation of
goods produced would increasingly act as a “fetter” on the forces of production.
In capitalist society, as a case in point, the benefits produced by the system are
allocated in accordance with the laws of property and private profit. Given the
existence of private property, the argument continued, production in modern
saciety is geared exclusively to the generation of profit—to the satisfaction of the
needs and wants of the ruling class, the owners of the means of production. As
long as the economic system was responsive only to the requirements of class
rule, the forces of production could not develop fully nor freely. Ultimately,
Marx contended, the forces of production would no longer be capable of de-
veloping at all.

In his marture account, Marx argued that only lLeing labor was capable of
creating value. “Constant capital”—the instruments of production, the invest-
ment in plant, the cost of rent, and fixed assets in general—was dead labor,

THE FIRST MARXIST THEORIES OF FASCISM 23

incapable, in and of itself, of creating value. Of the value generated by living
labor, part is employed as “variable capital,” distributed as wages necessary to
maintain a suitable work force, Variable capital provides the “minimum subsis-
tence wage” necessary to sustain the work force and provide for its replacement
in the normal course of events. The amount of value remaining after the pay-
ment of wages and the expenses involved in the cost of acquiring, maintaining,
renewing, and expanding the material means of production and their ancillaries,
Marx identified as “surplus value”—-which, to all intents and purposes, con-
stitutes capitalist profit.

In Das Kapital, Marx argued that as the “organic composition” of capital
changed (the measure of dead versus living labor), not only would the ratio of
constant to variable capital change, but that the rate of profit (the ratio of surplus
value to the sum of constant and variable capital), over time, would tend to fall®
Given enterprise competition and the technological change that competition
generates, modern production becomes increasingly capital-intensive, the or-
ganic composition of capital changes, and the rate of profit must necessarily
decline. When the rate of profit approximated zero, as Marx argued it evenrually
must, the entire system would shudder to a hale®

At thar point the vast majority of humankind in capitalist society—the “pro-
letariat” —would seize the means of production and turn irs products to human
use rather than profit for an exiguous class of capitalists. The accession of the
proletariat to power and the abolition of private property and private profit
would create circumstances that would signal the end of war, privation, and
oppression. Human beings would no longer compete for space and sustenance.
Humankind would make its “leap from necessity to freedom.” A classless society
would be ushered in by the “ineluctable” processes of history. [n effect, in Marx’s
judgment, there were forces intrinsic to the capitalist mode of production that
would ultimately and “inevitably” lead to the collapse of the system. The capital-
ist mode of production would ultimately prove dysfunctional and, given the
anticipated course of history, reactionary.

For Marxists, in general, history has a goal. Its ultimate goal is the lifting of
the burden of inequality and exploitation from the shoulders of the vast majority
of humankind through “proletarian revolution”—the uprising of the “nine-
tenths” of the population of moribund capitalism. “History” had established that
when the profit rate of the capitalist mode of production fell to zero, industrial
capitalism could only become irremediably “reactionary,” and that only the
success of the proletarian revolution could salvage the future. Only the pro-
letarian revolution was indisputably “progressive.” The eschatology of final ends
that so appealed to the normative desires of many Western scholars was given its
“theoretical” vindication. Many would never abandon the dream.
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These were the central convictions that animated Marx’s heirs in the Second
International and engaged the commitment of many, many Western intellectuals,
After the death of Engels in 1896, the Second International became the major
exponent of Marxist views in Europe and throughout the world. By that time,
Marx’s conjectures concerning the capitalist mode of production and its super-
session by proletarian socialism had become articles of faith for many leftist West-
ern intellectuals and were central to the propaganda of the Second International.”

For all us complexity, Marx’s “theory” was empty of empirical content. Tt
trafficked on definitions and their entailments. The entire system was little more
than a quasi-deductive set of claims derived from suspect premises. Although all
Marx’s conjectures were advanced with the calm assurance of prophecy, they
were neither self-evident nor amenable to confirmation. With or without confir-
mation, however, the Marxism of Karl Marx provided his intellectual successors
in the early twentieth century with an entire vocabulary of emotive and evocative
terms that could be used to good effect against real or fancied opponents.

The availability of that entire system of linguistic devices left many scholars
in the West without critical judgment. As a consequence, entire periods of his-
tory and the most complex series of events were dismissed with loosely framed
“explanations.” Distinctions were made where no differences existed, and real-
ities were overlooked in the service of fancy.

The empirical vacuity of Marxist theory became fully apparent only in subse-
quent history. Only the catastrophic collapse of Marxist—Leninist systems, the
total inability of Marxist theoreticians to anticipate events, and the utter failure
of Marxism~Leninism’s “predictions” finally convinced most Western intellec-
tuals that Marxist speculations were largely without empirical merit.

Until that realization, however, Marxists and leftists, in general, continued to
interpret both Fascism and fascism as though Marxist thought had concrete
application. Only gradually did it become obvious to the orthodox Marxist—
Leninists in the Soviet Union that the “Marxist—Leninist theory of fascism” was
fundamentally flawed.

Throughout the period from its inception untl its abandonment, however,
the Marxist— Leninist theory of fascism influenced not only Soviet, but also West-
ern, intellectuals. The intellectual Left needed an account that accorded with its
notions of a political world divided into “reactionaries” and “progressives.”

A few days after the Fascist march on Rome in October 1922, Julius Braun-
thal, an Austrian Marxist intellectual, published a piece entitled, “Der Putsch der
Faschisten” in the Social Democratic Party journal Der Kampf. Braunthal em-
ployed all the evocative language of “theoretical™ Marxism, instinctively identi-
fying the Fascism of Mussolini as “reactionary” and a “brutal expression of the
property-owning classes’ desire for domination.” Without citing any empirical
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evidence whatsoever, he described Fascism as “counter-revolution in its modern
form of militaristic violence.™

That Bolshevism had employed “militaristic violence” in its revolution was a
matter of little concern. That there were more victims in Russia at the hands of
the Bolsheviks than elsewhere at the hands of Fascists was irrelevant. Since
Fascism arose in ltaly as a declared opponent of “proletarian” revolution, it could
hardly have been anything other than “reactionary.” For Marxists, to be “reac-
tionary” meant to oppose oneself to the “progressive” unfolding of history. Since
Marxists accepted the notion that only a revolution undertaken by a class-
conscious proletariat could be truly progressive, Fascism was, by definition,
reactionary. Although by the time of the march on Rome there were more
industrial workers in the ranks of Fascism than there had been in the Bolshevik
ranks at the time of Lenin’s revolution, Fascism was still deemed “reactionary,”
and the workers in its ranks as impaired by “false consciousness.”

Early in 1923, another Marxist intellectual, Julius Deutsch, offered his own
interpretation of Italian Fascism. As might be anticipated, he found that Fascism
was a force enlisted in the service of “profit-mad capitalist reaction.” Without
the suggestion of empirical evidence that could tie Fascists to “profit-mad cap-
italists,” he was prepared to make his claim with absolute assurance. He further
embellished his account with the suggestion that Fascism had succeeded in
imposing itself on Italy not only by serving “profit-mad capiralists,” but also by
“fanaticizing” petty bourgeois and “adolescent” elements of the population with
the kind of “dark mysticism” so appealing to “Latin psychology.” Fascism was
not only the “tool of reaction,” it was irrational in its appeals.

The petty bourgeois and “adolescent” elements in the population were
moved by irrational appeals to serve the fully rational, if occult, interests of
“reaction.” All this was true for Deutsch because it was evident to him that any
rational appeal to any and all classes, or fragments of classes, other than “monop-
oly capiralists,” would necessarily recommend the proletarian revolution antici-
pated in Marx’s apocalyptic vision of the “ineluctable” course of history.

It is difficult to imagine how any of this could possibly pass as credible, butall
of it continued to provide the substance of the initial Marxist notions about
Fascism for the European intellectual community. The Fourth World Congress
of Lenin’s Third International, held immediately after Mussolini’s accession to
power, correspondingly declared Fascism to be an “instrument” of counter-
revolutionary reaction consciously employed against the “working masses” by
the “agrarian capitalists” of the Po valley.

Not long after, however, it was decided that Fascism was not simply the
reactionary instrument of the landed bourgeoisie. By that time “rural Fascism”
had engulfed the major urban centers. Empirical fact, not theory, convinced
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Marxists that Fascism was not a weapon in the service of the agrarian bour-
geoisie, but part of the “political offensive of the |entire] bourgeoisie against the
working class.”"

At about the time that European Marxists had apparently settled on the
judgment that Fascism was a tool of the entire bourgeoisie, the Hungarian
intellecrual Gjula Sas published (under the pseudonym Giulio Aquila) his Der
Faschismus in Italien, in which he affirmed that Fascism represented, in “essence”
and “historically,” neither an instrument of agrarian capitalists nor a weapon
of the entire ownership class; rather, Fascism was a tool of Italy’s “industrial
bourgeoisie.”!

For the first few years following its advent, each Marxist identified his own
element of the reactionary bourgeoisie as the “real master” of Fascism. It remains
uncertain whar evidence was used in making those determinations. Neither
documentary nor empirical evidence linked Fascism with any element of the
“ruling class,” but European intellectuals were, nonetheless, certain that Fascism
must necessarily be reactionary. Marxist theory left no alternative to identifying
Fascism as reactionary and the tool of the forces of oppression.

That Mussolini’s Fascism was understood to be reactionary was the simple
consequence of holding true some of the central conjectures of classical Marxism.
That Fascism was “counterrevolutionary” was simply a recognition of the fact
that, among many other things, Fascism had declared itself unalterably opposed
to any of the then prevalent forms of socialism. Beyond that, the first Marxist
theoreticians who attempted to provide insight into Fascism had very little to say
that was either empirically confirmed, particularly novel, instructive, or persua-
sive. For Marxists, any form of government other than the “dictatorship of the
proletariat” was necessarily reactionary, counterrevolutionary, and fundamen-
tally irrational.

Thus, it was perfectly predictable that the first Marxist interpretations of
Fascism would unanimously identify Mussolini and his movement as reaction-
ary and counterrevolutionary. For Marxists, any government other than that of
the “revolutionary proletariat” could be nothing other than “a committee for
managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisic.”'? It followed that
Mussolini’s Fascism could be nothing less. To have said that is not to have said a
great deal. Notwithstanding, the interpretation became the substance of the
Western understanding of Fascism,

In order to make the entire account more persuasive, a more elaborate
presentation would be required. If Mussolini was to serve as the conscious tool of
reactionary purpose, the logic of their position required that Marxists identify,
somewnere among all the disparate elements of the bourgeoisie, the real “mas-
ters” of Fascism. However clear the intellectual imperative, the first Marxist
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interpreters of Italian Fascism could not seem to decide, with any conviction, in
whose specific service Mussolini’s reactionary labors were undertaken.

In Marx’s lexicon, the bourgeoisie, as a class, was fairly inclusive.? It included
all those who owned the “means of production.” Besides the familiar owners of
assets and equity, this included subclasses like the landed gentry, the rentier class,
and established professionals. The “grand bourgeoisie,” in turn, was composed
of industrial and finance capitalists. For its part, the petty bourgeoisie was com-
posed of a variety of subgroups, including peasants, academics, artists, artisans,
craftsmen, small shopkeepers, petty merchants, and salaried bureaucrats.

Given the abundance of candidates, it remained uncertain in whose service
[talian Fascism, as the “paid agent” of the bourgeoisie, was employed. Since the
petty bourgeoisic were being “fanaticized,” they could hardly qualify as the
“masters” of Fascism. That still left an abundance of possibilities, but there was
hardly enough evidence available during the first years of Mussolini’s regime to
allow Marxists to make a responsible choice.

Irrespective of the lack of convincing evidence, however, Aquila decided not
only that Mussolint was a “conscious agent of the bourgeoisie,” but, more specifi-
cally, that he was the agent of the “magnates of heavy industry” who could
provide the movement and its leader the support essential to victory.” Aquila,
consequently, understood Fascism to be an agent primarily, if not exclusively, of
fraly’s industrial capitalists. In the more than half-a-century since the passing of
Fascism, scant evidence has been produced to support such a contention; but lack
of evidence has never proved a handicap as far as Marxist pronouncements are
concerned.

The lack of evidence clearly did not inhibit Aquita. At best, his claims were
inferential and as compelling as his premises were true. In fact, his premises were
the speculative premises of classical Marxism.

Fascism did conduct a long, violent struggle against socialist revolutionaries,
and under the established regime capitalists did make profits, and property
rights were secured. None of that, however, established the fact that Mussolini
was the conscious and venal instrument of the bourgeoisie in general or of
industrial capitalism in particular. Least of all did any of that make Fascism a
“right-wing” movement or a “right-wing” regime unless “right-wing” is taken
to mean, by definition, any movement or regime that does not serve the “revolu-
tionary proletariat.”

However well or poorly supported, Aquila’s arguments were so well re-
ceived by Western intellectuals, many of whom were foreign members of Lenin’s
Third International, that they passed, almost without any change, into the report
delivered by Clara Zetkin to the exccutive meeting of the Communist Interna-
tonal held in Moscow in June 1923. In fact, Zetkin’s Der Kampf gegen den
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Faschismus was little more than a synopsis of the account provided by the Hun-
garian intellectual Aquila.t®

Not only are the general theses of Zetkin's communication identical with
those of Aquila, but whole phrases from Aquila’s essay reappear in Zetkin’s
prose. For Aquila, Mussolini’s Fascism was not a “simple victory of arms, butan
ideological and political victory” over the working class movement. For Zetkin,
Italian Fascism was not a “military phenomenon,” but an "ideological and politi-
cal victory over the working class movement.”'® Morcover, in providing the data
she advanced as evidence of Italian Fascism’s “bourgeois” essence, Zetkin simply
repeated, with only the slightest modification, the events and the catalog of
legislation bearing on political, social, fiscal, and military affairs forthcoming
under the Fascist regime to be found in Aquila’s account.'” It was clear that by
1923 European intellectuals had already put together a set of convictions that
characterized Fascism as a product of right-wing reaction,

Zetkin’s case, like that of Aquila, depends on there being only one interpreta-
tion of the data offered in support. If the intent of the legislation and the political
decisions of the Mussolini regime could be given no more than a single inter-
pretation, then the case advanced by Zetkin and Aquila might have been persua-
sive. In retrospect and in fact, Mussolini’s behavior and the legislation of his
regime have been variously interpreted, and no single interpretation of their
intent has been generally accepted.

Wharever the case, it soon became evident that not even the theoreticians of
Lenin’s Third International were content with the account provided by Aquila
and Zetkin in 1923. By 1926, the ltalian Communist Party prepared a more
generous ofheial version. That version agreed with the one of Aquila and Zetkin
insofar as the “inherent weaknesses of capitalism” remained the critical neces-
sary conditions for the appearance and success of Fascism. According to their
rendering, capitalism, no longer sustainable and facing imminent proletarian
revolution, created and unleashed Fascism.

The version of 1926, like that of Aquila and Zetkin, argued that the immedi-
ate contingent condition for the victory of Fascism was the “betrayal” of the
proletariat by the reformist Social Democratic leadership of pre-Mussolinian
Iraly. While the workers were being abandoned by their reformist socialist
leaders, Fascism was recruiting and “fanaricizing” the petty bourgeoisic of the
urban areas and the “new petty bourgeoisie” of the rural regions. What was
different in the version provided by Italian intellectuals in 1926 was the identi-
fication of Fascism as the “instrument” not of the “industrial bourgeoisie,” but of
“an industrial and agrarian oligarchy.”"®

In the account of 1926, Iralian Fascism was conceived of as an “industrial-
agrarian reaction” to “revolutionary communism” that resulted in an “industrial-
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agrarian dictatorship.”’? The change was significant. For Aquila, Mussolini’s
Fascism served a “progressive function” in dismantling the old political system
that reflected “financial and agrarian interests.” Aquila saw those interests con-
flicting with the growth requirements of “heavy industry.” In pursuit of their
interests, the barons of industry assigned Mussolini the task of dealing with those
representatives of the financial and agrarian bourgeoisie who obstructed the
passage of the industrial development on the peninsula.

Because of her dependence on Aquila’s account, Zetkin seemed to entertain a
similar perspective. Zetkin's interpretation had ltalian Fascists responding to the
objective needs of the “North [talian industrial bourgeoisie” and against those of
the “agrarian and finance capitalists.”

All this apparently made Fascism appear far too rational and progressive for
the mntellectuals of the fralian Communist Party in 1926. According to their
Marxist prejudgments, Mussolint’s Fascism could not possibly serve any progres-
sive function. Fascism was deemed totally reactionary, functioning as an un-
qualified dictatorship for borh industrial and agrarian capitalists,

By 1928, the Communist International had settled on a suitably negative
interpretation of Fascism. Mussolint’s Fascism was simply “the terroristic dic-
tatorship of big capital.” Fascism was conceived to be the institutional expression
of the “undivided, open and consistent dictatorship |of | bankers, the big indus-
srialists and the agrarians”™ Fascism was no longer considered exclusively or
essentially the reactionary, right-wing “tool” of agrarian capital or the industrial
bourgeoisie. Nor was fascism the joint dictatorship of both the industrial and
agrarian bourgeoisie. By 1928, fascism had become a “joint dictatorship™ of a
collegium of “big capital.”

Thus, in 1928, Palmiro Togliatti repeated most of the central theses of Aquila
and Zetkin, insisting, however, that Fascism was not the lackey of “industrial
capitalism,” but served the interests of the entire “big bourgeoisie” (la grossa
borghesia)?' In Togliatti’s judgment, the Fascist movement did not initially in-
tend to serve as a dictatorship of “industrial and finance capital.” But since its
“social base,” the petty bourgeoisie, possessed neither a “political consciousness”
nor a will of its own, Fascism, in order to survive, was driven into the service of
the “great bourgeoisie and the agrarians.” Ultimately, Mussolini’s Fascism lost
whatever autonomy it had and was compelled to effect, with “brutality and
without reserve,” the political purposes of “Anance capital” and “big industry.”
Mussolini had become the tool of “finance capital and heavy industry {le grande
mdustria).”

Because Togliatti was a member of the Third International, his formula,
whatever its cognitive merit, had to be politically acceptable to the Executive
Committee. Togliatti went on to indicate that Italian Fascism was not simply the
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“dictatorship of heavy industry” or the “dictatorship of heavy industry and
agrarian capitalists”—it was the “dictatorship of financial, industrial and agrar-
ian capital.”® The Marxists of the Third International, together with many
European intellectuals, were putting together a standard version.

Needless ro say, such a generous reformulation of the theses of Aquila and
Zetkin indicates the porosity of the original “theory.” More than that, such a
reformulation generated some real empirical and theoretical tensions for the
Marxist interpretation of Fascism. Not only was it impossible for Marxist theore-
ticians to produce documentary evidence to confirm Mussolini’s “conscious deci-
sion” to serve as a “paid tool” for the bourgeaisie, but it was evident that any
dictatorship that attempted to satisfy all the demands of all the financial, indus-
trial, and agrarian interest groups in the national community would find itself
severcly tested.

It is an economic commonplace that agrarian interests, in general, are best
served by free trade policies, while the representatives of nascent or destabilized
national industries favor import substitution strategies. Some agrarian interests
(like Italy’s beet sugar and sugar refineries), of course, tend to favor protection,
Similarly, it is generally argued that industrial capitalists, with well-established
industries enjoying a heavy volume of export trade (like Iraly’s textile factories of
the period), tend to favor free trade to reduce the threat of retaliation on the part
of trading partners. Noncompetitive industries (like Italy’s maritime industry),
in turn, tend to favor protection, while those industries which, even if only
marginally established, depend on the importation of essential raw materials
(like the steel industry of [raly), tend to favor free trade. Some financial groups
tend to favor inflationary fiscal policies, while some others oppose them. Any
dictatorship that attempted to serve as a tool for all such disparate interests
would not enjoy a long half-life. It could not possibly serve all its putative
patrons.?

It could be argued, of course, that such problems might be resolved through
negotiation among the constituent elements of the “dictatorship”—and the bour-
geoisie might prefer some such arrangement to one in which the representatives
of organized labor or the public at large might intrude themselves. If class
warfare threarened the survivability of the system, the bourgeoisic might prefera
Fasaist dictatorship, whatever its inconveniences, to any “liberal bourgeois”™ ar-
rangement. All that would be required to confirm such conjectures would be
some relevant documentary or trace evidence. In the case of Fascist Italy, very
little has been forthcoming.

Quite independent of the fact that Marxists have never produced anything
like the required evidence, the Marxist accounts of 1928 were far from convine-
ing for other reasons as well. The fragmentary evidence in support of their thesis
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was laced together by a tissue of suppositions and prejudgments that involved
chiliastic speculations about history, as well as an unsupported faith in the reality
of complex conspiracies.

All of this became increasingly obvious to intellectuals in the West. By the
mid-1930s, the intellectuals closest to the Third International began to put to-
gether more comprehensive accounts of a “reactionary,” “right-wing” generic
fascism. Not only had such a task increasingly urged itself upon the European
intellectuals of the period, but it was during this period that Hitler’s National
Socialism began to assume center stage. “Fascism” was no longer a Latin eccen-
tricity; it loomed large in one of Europe’s most important nations.

In 1935, the Stalinist Communist International was prepared to formulate a
public statement concerning its interpretation of generic fascism. In that year,
Georgi Dimitroff delivered his report on fascism to the Seventh World Congress
of the Communist International. He informed his audience that fascism was a
product of the “most profound economic crisis,” the “sharp accentuation of the
general crisis of capitalism.” Within the secular decline of industrial capitalism,
characterized by the progressive reduction in its overall rate of profit, a “sharp
accentuation” had provoked the “ruling bourgeoisie” to undertake “exceptional
predatory measures against . . . toilers” everywhere. “Imperialist circles,” in
order to solve their problems of diminishing returns, conjured up the forces of
fascism. “Fascism, in power” was understood to be “the open terrorist dictator-
ship of the most reactionary, most chauvinistic and most imperialist elements of
finance capitalism.”?

However articulate the reports of the Communist International, what was
required was a comprehensive treatment of a subject that had become critical for
the world communist movement. It was evident that a coherent major effort
would be required.

In Europe, what resulted were two major interpretive works: one by the
French Trotskyist Daniel Guerin, Fascism and Big Business, and the other, Fas-
cism and Social Revolution, by the Anglo-Indian Rajani Palme Dutt.”” Those
books, and others like them produced by leftist intellectuals during the period,
attempted to develop a more cognitively satisfying “Marxist theory of fascism”
than any that had been forthcoming. In those accounts, it was recognized that it
was not enough simply to identify fascism as a “capitalist reaction” to the threat
of “proletarian revolution” in circumstances of a “general crisis of capitalism,”
There had been “capitalist reactions” to the threat of “proletarian revolution”
ever since the mid-nineteenth-century Paris Commune. What was needed was a
coherent, persuasive explanation of why “capitalist reaction” had taken on a
specifically fascist form at that specific time.

As early as the late 1920s, Nikolai Bukharin, Leon Trotsky, and Palmiro
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Togliatti had all identified the first two decades of the twentieth century as a
“new epoch” in the historical evolution toward the anticipated socialist society.”
Capitalism had begun its “general crisis” —its ultimate, trreversible contraction.

Fascism was the frenzied resistance of industrial capitalism in its final agony.
Marxist—Leninist thinkers, both Trotskyist and Stalinist, sought to explain the
origins, the advent, and the success of fascism by conceiving of it as the real-
world product of Karl Marx’s speculations about the inevitable conclusion of
contemporary industrial history.

As has been suggested, for Marx, the “inevitable” victory of the proletariat
was predicated on a number of “theoretical” considerations. Marx argued that
industrial capitalism was destined to destroy itself because, ultimately, its frenetic
activity would not be able to sustain an appropriate rate of profit. At some stage
or another, capitalism was destined to sink into a fatal torpor because it would no
longer be able to profitably empty its inventories. There were “iron laws” to
which capitalism was compelled to conform. Among these was the irreversible
secular decline in the rate of profit that would condemn industrial capitalism to
systemic collapse—an inability to complete its required cycles of expanded repro-
duction. Incapable of sustaining a requisite rate of profit, the system could not
survive. Ultimately, modern industrial capitalism would lapse into irremediable
crisis.”’

Given this set of convictions, Daniel Guerin began his classic interpretation
of fascism with the affirmation that fascism was the “spawn” of capitalism in
irreversible and fatal decline—it arose at a point when the “economic crisis” that
had descended on the industrialized democracies after the First World War had
become “acute,” and the “rate of profit sinks toward zero.”*® Guerin was making
a specific claim that was to serve as a central conviction for almost all subsequent
Marxist interpretations during the 1930s.2" According to Guerin and those of his
persuasion, fascism appeared in Europe because industrial capitalism had en-
tered the final, inevitable phase of its senescence. In those circumstances, the
“captains of heavy industry,” wedded to the “magnates of high finance” with a
“stake in heavy industry,” sought salvation in fascism.* Caught in the “iron
laws” of capitalist senescence, facing a rate of profit that approximated zero,
those who controlled finance and industry attempted to sustain the system by
having recourse to fascism. Fascism was assigned responsibility for salvaging the
profits of heavy industry and finance capitalism at the cost of barbarizing society
and exploiting the working classes.!

Because Marx had argued that only living labor produced the surplus value
that made up the substance of profit, he could plausibly maintain that the secular
rate of profit for industrial capitalism would be expected to decline as more and
more of the system’s resources were committed to fixed capital investments in
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“dead labor”—in plant, technology, and machines. Around this predictable, irre-
versible, and secular decline were the periodic business cycles that testified to cap-
italism’s inability to generate enough demand to profitably empty its inventories.

According to the original Marxists, the ebb and flow of unemployment, the
precariousness of the lives of workers, the inability of small businesses to survive
in competition with increasingly large manufactories, all attested to the “contra-
diction” between the enormous productive power of modern industry and the
inability of modern society to distribute its benefits. But, beyond that, there
would be the final descent into systemic stagnation and decay as the rate of profit
declined to zero. As the rate of profit approximates zero, the resistance of capital-
ism’s “wage slaves” increasingly threatens the survival of the system. Capitalism’s
ruling “magnates of finance and industry” become desperate. They gamble on
fascism.

It was R. Palme Dutt who provided the full account of the Marxist—Leninist
interpretation of fascism that was to become standard in the literature and
constitute the substance of the leftist interpretation of fascism’s reactionary right-
wing character. Like Guerin, Palme Dutt sought to draw out of Marx’s account
of the incvitable decline of industrial capitalism and the equally inevitable rise of
the revolutonary proletariat an interpretation of fascism.*

Like Guerin, he identified the first decades of the twentieth century as the
end time of industrial capitalism. By the end of the First World War, capitalism
was presumably in its final throes of internal disintegration. The “inner laws of
capitalist development” had “inevitably” led to a catastrophic economic crisis
such that capitalism could no longer profitably operate the productive forces at
its disposal. As early as the first years of the 1g20s, Marxist—Leninists insisted
that modern industrial capitalism could no longer develop the forces of produc-
tion. Capitalism’s historic functions had been fulfilled. The “forces of produc-
tion” had been throttled by incompatible “relations of production.” Industrial
capitalisin had reached a stage of irreconcilable conflict with the material needs
of humankind.** As needs increased, the capitalist industrial system contracted.
In its effort to resist the inevitable, capitalism conjured up fascism. However
confusing fascism may have appeared to others, Marxist—Leninists understood

FEIRTS

that fascism’s “objective,” “reactionary” responsibility was to serve as “guardian
of a capitalism which [had] collapsed.™

Since fascism’s tasks ran counter to the course of history, fascism was not only
reactionary, it was irrational. The forces it was compelled to conjure up to
discharge its reactionary responsibilities could only be barbaric and inhumane.
By the mid-1930s, all this had been given something like academic expression in
the works of Guerin and Palme Dutt. For Guerin, fascism was “the monstrous
product of the capitalist system in decline.” For Palme Dute, fascism was “the
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most complete expression of the whole tendency of modern capitalism in de-
cay.”* As the profit rate of industrial capitalism approached zero, the system had
become increasingly pathological. Fascism was the product of an attempt to
sustain an cntirely irrational economic, social, and political arrangement.

According to this thesis, the old techniques of governance, the old methods
of intensifying the rate of exploitation of labor, the old strategies of increasing
market share, and the old devices for maintaining monopoly prices no longer
worked. Capitalism could no longer be sustained without extraordinary mea-
sures. Only fascism offered “big business” and the “magnates of high finance”
what seemed to be a solution.

This entire interpretation of fascism hung on the truth of the conviction
that the final “general crisis of capitalism™ had overwhelmed the industrialized
West—and that the “rate of profit” of Western capitalism approximated zera.
These were the notions that provided the theoretical foundation for the work of
both Guerin and Palme Dutt and constituted the intellectual core of the interpre-

»

tation of fascism as a “right-wing,” “reactionary,” “pathological” phenomenon.

Palme Dutt argued that since capitalism had entered the final, fatal crisis
predicted by Marx, only desperate measures afforded the “big bourgeoisie” any
prospect of salvation. No longer capable of realizing profit through the produc-
tion of commadities for competitive exchange, Palme Dutt conuinued, the entre-
prencurial bourgeoisie was compelled to employ extraordinary measures. One of
those measures was to systematically restrict output, curtail technological inno-
vation, and stabilize production at the level of simple reproduction. Expanded
production would be precluded, and consumption would be confined to ar-
tificially low levels. Cartelized or monopolized production would be distributed
only in quantities and at prices fixed at levels that maximized profit.*” Fascism
was assigned just such reactionary tasks. Fascism was charged with the task of
reducing society’s productive capabilities to an artificially low level in order to
optimize the profits of monopoly capitalism. Fascism was charged with return-
ing modern society to preindustrial barbarism.

Such an interpretation was plausible only if one accepted as unqualifiedly
true all the major theses of classical Marxism. It was plausible only if the private
ownership of the means of production revealed itself as inherently “incompatible
with the further development of production and utilization of technique,” and if
industrial capitalism had entered its final crisis.’ It was credible only if the profit
rate of capitalism was, in fact, approximating zero.

By the mid-1930s, Palme Dutt could confidently maintain that all this was
true. As a consequence, the only alternatives open to Western society were clear:
cither the modern world chose “progressive” communism, or humanity was to

THE FIRST MARXIST THEORIES OF FASCISM 35

be abandoned to “reactionary” fascism. Fascism would not only restrict produc-
tion and abandon science and technology, it would also undertake “the system-
atic destruction of all science and culture . . . [and lead] the revolt against
education.” Without the salvation that would come in the train of the proletarian
revolution, the industrialized West would have to accustom itself to a “return to
handwork”—a “return to the Stone Age.” That would constitute “the final
logical working out of the most advanced capitalism and fascism.”¥

In retrospect, it is clear that there was very little substance to any of this.
Economists have never found evidence of a secular decline in the rate of profit in
advanced industrial systems. Industrial capitalism has survived repeated busi-
ness cycles, and while theoreticians regularly lament capitalism’s failures, few
argue that a final collapse of the system is to be anticipated. Throughout the
1930s, irrespective of the protracted dislocations of the Great Depression, indus-
trial capitalism continued to operate without ratcheting down production to
some artificially low profit-maximizing level, or destroying science, culture, or
education—and nowhere in the capitalist world, National Socialist Germany
and Fascist Italy included, did material production fall anywhere near the levels
predicted by Palme Duct.

Without the support of Marx’s economic prognostications, the Marxist—
Lenimist interpretation of fascism, standard in the 1930s, really had very little to
say about fascism other than that it was to be seen as an attempt by the generic
bourgeotsic to maintain its privileges in the face of what Marxist enthusiasts
imagined was imminent proletarian revolution. Even that would have to assume
that contemporary society was objectively “rotten-ripe for the social revolution,”
and that the bourgeoisie had no hope of salvation other than to throw in their lot
with fascists.*!

That socicty was “rotten-ripe for the socialist revolution™ was predicated on
the conviction that profit rates in the system approximated zero—that sustain-
able rates could not be restored—and that the class-conscious proletariat under-
stood all this and was prepared to assume the responsibilities of rule. Only in
those circumstances would the characterization of fascism as the reactionary
armed guard of capitalism take on any plausibility.

Only if all the speculations that made up Marxist—Leninist “theories” of the
world are accepted as true, might one conceive of fascism as discharging the
responsibility of protecting the survival of the system by supervising an overall
reduction in industrial output, restricting the growth in fixed capital assets,
cartelizing the entire economy, and imposing monopoly prices throughout. This
would entail the unpleasant business of reducing the gross national product,
mandating and maintaining extremely low wage rates, curtailing social services,
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and imposing draconian discipline. The entire system would wind down to a
“lower technical and economic level” to satisfy the requirements of senescent
capitalism.”

All this flew in the face of fascism’s evident preoccupation with the possibility
of war. Whatever else it was, fascism was committed to making [taly a “great
power.” In pursuing that goal, Fascists expected resistance on the part of the
“plutocracies”— resistance that might involve military conflict. Given that recog-
nition, Fascists sought the rapid growth and industrialization of their cconomies
in order to provide the weapons systems and weapons platforms necessary to
sustain conflict in the twentieth century.

The entire standard Marxist—Leninist account of fascism during the inter-
war years was, at best, a caricature of the actual political and historical sequence.
To suggest that Italian Fascism was “financed, controlled and directed” by the
“big capitalists,” the “big landlords,” the “big industrialists,” or “finance capital”
is so simplistic that it hardly merits analysis.

We know that Mussolini received subventions from agrarian and industrial
interests in their respective efforts to contain and neutralize the revolutionary
socialist movement. But we also know that Mussolini assiduously maintained his
political independence. While he cultivated support from a variety of entrenched
interests, he maintained an independent political posture.

That Mussolini, in the course of the Fascist revolution, received the passive
or active support of the constabulary, the magistracy, and the military was a con-
sequence not of a “capitalist conspiracy” to prescrve suitable levels of return in
the face of the declining rate of profi; it resulted from the fact that the Socialists
in Italy had succeeded in alienating almost cveryone by 1920.** They had de-
famed the military and attacked and abused war veterans. They had stigmatized
the constabulary as the “venal agents of the bourgeoisic.” They had made a
display of their contempt for the “petty bourgeoisie” —the profcssionals, intellec-
tuals, small landholders, shopkeepers, artisans, and salaried state employees—all
the “parasitic and nonproductive interstitial” strata of capitalist society. More-
over, by 1921, large sections of the working class itself had become disillusioned
with socialist strategies. Most independent intellectuals recognized as much.

Thus, it was not necessary to invoke obscure notions regarding a conspiracy
of finance capitalists and Italian Fascists to explain the passive or active support
that Fascist squads received in Italy after the high wave of “proletarian” revolu-
tionary activity had crested in 1920.*" Nor is it necessary to suggest that [ralian
Fascism could not have come to power without the active intercession of “the big
bourgeoisie.” However one chooses ta construe the standard Marxist—Leninist
version of generic fascism, the candidate explanation remains unconvincing. We
know that Ttalian industrialists and “big capitalists” interacted with Italian Fas-
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cists from a position of strength; we also know that their interests and the
interests of the Fascists coincided at critical and broad junceures. But all the
evidence we now have at our disposal indicates that the industrialists were never
able to “control,” much less “direct,” Mussolini’s Fascism.

Fascism frequently, if not regularly, compensated the organized industrial-
ists and financiers of Italy for their submission to control, but the evidence clearly
indicates that business and banking interests almost always remained subordi-
nate to Fascist political priorities. Fascism'’s political priorities often prevailed
over capitalist interests when a choice had to be made.® Not only did Mussolini
sometimes sacrifice business and financial interests when it served Fascism’s
purpose; he did not hesitate to dismiss, and in significant instances exile, influen-
tial business leaders in whom he had no confidence. Mussolint’s alliance with
business, agrarian, and financial interests was always based on political consider-
ations.® This was particularly true with respect to foreign policy, where he
operated with almost absolute independence.?

Beyond that, it is clear that Fascism neither intended nor succeeded in wind-
ing down lraly’s industrial or agrarian production.® By the mid-1g30s, Fascist
[taly had achieved an irregular rate of real economic growth in which some
sectors had made quite spectacular gains, So evident was this fact that, after the
Second World War, one Marxist commentator simply reported that “fascism
really represented a development of capitalist forces of production. . . . [Fascism
promoted] the expanded reproduction of the conditions of capitalist production.”*

The total volume of agricultural production, for example, rose in Fascist
Italy from the base index of 100 in 1922 to 147.8 in 1937, while population
growth, similarly indexed, had risen only to 111. By 1937, Fascist ltaly was
producing 15.5 quintals of wheat per hectare, whereas it had produced only 9.5
quintals per hectare in 1922. For the first time in its modern history, Italy was
producing enough wheat for its domestic population.™

The aggregate indices of industrial production in Fascist Ttaly suggest mea-
surable advances. There was a general improvement, with the index rising to
182.2 in 1934, The metallurgical, building, automotive, aircraft, rextile, and
hydroelectrical generating industries all showed advances. As early as the mid-
19305, American economists reported that Fascist Italy had “made considerable
progress in the expansion of some of her industries,”

The standardized figures that became available after the end of the Second
World War indicate that Fascist [taly sustained a credible rate of real economic
growth when compared to the resource-favored capitalist countries. By 1938,
the enormous costs of the intervention in Spain and the war in Ethiopia not-
withstanding, the index of aggregate volume of output {using 1913 as a bench-
mark) was 158.8. This compared favorably with that of France, which, similarly
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indexed, stood at 10g.4, and with Germany, whose index stood at 149.9. By 1938,
the aggregate index for output per capita stood at 145.2 for Fascist Italy, 136.5 for
France, 1224 for Germany, 143.6 for the United Kingdom, and 136.0 for the
United States. The aggregate index for output per man-hour swod at 191.1 for
Fascist [taly in 1938, as compared with 178.5 for France, 137.1 for Germany, and
167.9 for the United Kingdom >

Whatever else might be said, 1t was clear that Fascist ftaly did not “suppress”
or “restrict” the forces of production; nor did it “stabilize” at the level of the
“simple reproduction of capital.”™ By 1938, in Fascist ltaly, 15.9 percent of the
gross national product was employed in fixed asset formation, as compared to
11.5 percent in the United Kingdom and 14 percent in the United States.™

Monumental errors were made in the Fascist governance of the peninsula’s
economy, but, given ltaly’s total lack of essential resources, the absence of fossil
fuels, iron ore, and critical minerals, and the impact of the worldwide depression
after 1929, the performance could hardly be characterized as a “winding down”
of the national economy to a “lower technical and productive level.” If the
calculating capitalist conspirators who “controlled and directed” Italian Fascism
were compelled by the inherent laws of capitalism to “wind down” the economic
systemn, they seem to have failed. If “decaying” capitalism requires a “suppres-
sion” of the productive forces, and the magnates of “high hnance™ are required
to engineer a system to effect that “suppression,” then they and Fascism seemn to
have been singularly unsuccessful.

All this was only part of the problem with the standard Marxist—Leninist in-
terpretation of fascism. Many Marxist thinkers not caught up in the requirements
imposed by the Third International took exception to much of the Marxist—
Leninist standard version.

Throughout the 1930s, a number of reasonably independent Marxist scholars
attempted to formulate interpretations of generic fascism that bore more corre-
spondence to political reality. August Thalheimer, for example, an “opposition”
member of the Communist Party of Germany, insisted as early as 1930 that
fascism could be most coherently understood as an autonomous mass mobilizing
political movement of the petty bourgeoisie that arose in social, economic, and
political circumstances that found the “big bourgeosie” incapable of ruling effec-
tively. As a consequence, the ruling bourgeoisic was compelled to surrender
political power to the fascists in the frantic hope that fascisrn would protect their
economic and social position.”

Arthur Rosenberg, in turn, accepted the principal outlines of the Marxist—
Leninist standard version, but insisted that the “progressive task” of Mussolini’s
Fascism (naturally at the behest of industrial and finance capital) was to “further
develop the productive forces of Italy.” He insisted that there was clear evidence
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that Italian Fascism had “systematically spurred” development in heavy indus-
try, in chemicals, automotive and aircraft industries, and the maritime trade.
Rather than “winding down” productive output, Fascism had created conditions
for its acceleration.

Ouo Bauer, in 1936, insisted that generic fascism constituted too strong a
force to be contained by the established capitalist elites. It could not possibily be
employed as “a simple tool of the bourgeoisie.” “Fascism,” he maintained, “grew
over the heads of the capitalist classes.” The bourgeoisie may have imagined that
they could dominate fascism, but fascism extended its power over all classes.
Bauer insisted that, ultimately, fascism came to terms with the capitalist elites,
but he also indicated that the confluence of interest between fascism and its non-
fascist allies was at best temporary and contingent.

In Bauer’s judgment, the foreign policy of fascism, with its disposition to
military adventure, predictably worked against the vested interests of broad
segments of the capitalist class. Itis clear that for Bauer, the relationship between
fascism and the possessing classes was far more complex than anything suggested
in the standard Marxist—Leninist version of Palme Dutt.>

Perhaps the most significant variation in this general tradition was expressed
in an essay by Franz Borkenau in 1933.% Borkenau denied that conditions in
[taly in 1920 were “ripe” for soctalist revolution. He insisted that in an “objective
sense,” it was not that Fascism was “reactionary,” but that the demands raised by
the maximalists and the Leninists in the post—First World War Tralian situation
threatened “progress.” What ltaly required after the termination of the First
World War was not proletarian revolution, but a rapid increase in overall pro-
ductivity. The wage demands and the ill-conceived political innovations de-
manded by the self-selected “leaders of the working classes” at that time augured
ill for the weakened and only partially developed economy of post—First World
War Iraly. What Italy required at that time was a control on nonproductive
consumption, in order to assure that available assets could be devoted to basic
industrial growth and agricultural modernization. Italy required an increased
“tempo of accumulation,” a period of intensive “primitive capital accumulation,”
that would be requisite for a drive to industrial and agricultural maturity.

Fascism, Borkenau insisted, was alive with a modernizing fervor typified by
the presence in its ranks of the Futurists, who were machine fetishists, and the
technical bourgeoisie, who advocated a rapid growth in the industrial potential
of the peninsula. Fascism, in Borkenau’s judgment, was not the tool of industrial
or finance capital. Italian Fascism arose in a partially developed economy and
embodied all the “contradictions” common to such circumstances. However
“contradictory” Fascism’s political character, one of its purposes was the inten-
sive and extensive growth of the [talian economy. Fascism was committed to the
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creation of the preconditions for, and fostering of, the development of industry.
It was not the product of “rotten-ripe” capitalism; it was a perfectly comprehen-
sible response to delayed development and thwarted industrialization.

In those circumstances, the industrial and finance capitalists were hardly
Mussolini’s masters; they were his allies at best and his dependents at worst. For
Borkenau, political Fascism was made up of a collection of strategies and ¢co-
nomic modalities designed in large part to perform a time- and circumstance-
conditioned “historic function.” Just as any knowledgeable Marxist might ex-
pect, Iralian Fascism sought the steady expansion of industrial capabilities in an
cconomic environment in which the material forces of production remained
laggard.

Under Mussolint’s regime, clectrification was undertaken and rapidly ex-
panded. The automotive and textile industries flourished. The communications
system was expanded and ratienalized. The banking system was centralized and
rendered more efficient. The independence of traditionalist agrarian financial
interests of the south were compromised in the service of northern industrialists.
Agriculture was modernized, and extensive road building and land reclamation
were undertaken. To accomplish all this, Borkenau maintained, the defense
capabilities of organized labor had to be broken, wages kept to a minimum to
underwrite the rapid accumulation of investment capital, and collective enthusi-
asm kept at a high pitch to sustain the levels of encrgy required for moderniza-
tion.>” Fascism, in Borkenau’s judgment, was a mass-mobilizing developmental
dictatorship under single party auspices. It was a “transitional” form of rule
developed in an environment suffering marginal industrial development and
agricujrural stagnation.

By the end of the 1930s, it was no longer certain what “right-wing” might be
taken to mean. Even fascism’s identification with “reaction” was no longer
certain, Independent Marxist intellectuals had begun to suggest an interpreta-
rion of fascism that differed markedly from that urged by the Leninist Third
International.

Fascism was understood to be a kind of “Bonapartist” dictatorship that
enjoyed considerable autonomy in an environment characterized by the “equi-
librium of class forces” that existed, in general, in modern or modernizing
industrial society.®® Otto Bauer, the Austrian Social Democrat, argued that some
contemporary communities found themselves lodged between the class rule of
the bourgeoisie and the rising proletariat. In such circumstanccs, a “balance” had
been struck between the two classes that Marx had identified as the only real
historical protagonists, and the state, which had previously been the “exccutive
arm of the bourgeoisie,” suddenly obtained a measure of autonomy.
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In substance, Bauer rejected the notion that capitalism had entered its final
phase. Rather, the steady emergence over time of the proletariat had created an
equilibrium of social forces in which a relatively thin stratum of bureaucrats,
together with a specific political leadership, achieved a measurc of independence
from the bourgeoisic. Thus, for Bauer, “Italian Fascism . . . [was| the modern
counterpart of French Bonapartism in 1851. In each case, an adventurer, sup-
ported by bands of adventurers, sent the bourgeois parliament packing, ousted
the bourgeoisic from its position of political supremacy and established . . .
dictatorship over all the classes,”™

Bauer’s interpretation was a far cry from that of doctrinaire leftist thinkers.
What Bauer was addressing was the possibility, evident at the time and fully
confirmed by subsequent evidence, that neither Adolf Hitler nor Benito Mus-
solini were the “supine servants” of their bourgeois “masters.” Independent
Marxists recogmized that fascists acted with considerable autonomy in dealing
with the critical issues of the period. It was hard to conceive of fascism as nothing
but the simple “tool” of capitalism. It was harder still to conceive of it as “identi-
cal with capitalism, representing only a special method to maintain its power and
hold down the workers,”

Whatever else fascism was, it certainly was not the simple tool of the “reac-
tionary magnates of capital.” It evidently was not simply another form of capital-
ist rule. And it clearly was not the “open and terroristic dictatorship of the
most reactionary, most chauvinistic and most imperialistic clements of finance
capital.”

There are very few non-Marxist economists whao accept the claim that mod-
ern industrial society is dominated by “finance capital,” or that banks control the
daily operations of contemporary capitalism. Without some such agency in con-
trol, it is hard to imagine how the bourgeoisie could simply “put fascism in
power” or control it when it was there. There were many independent Marxist
theoreticians who found it difficult to invest confidence in such notions.

Borkenau never acceded to the notion that “finance capitalism” somehow
controlled contemporary socicty. He suggested that fascism, free to pursue its
interests in an environment in which simple class rule, in whatever form, was no
longer possible, sought industrial development and technological maturity, if for
no other reason than to maintain political initiative and provide for an assertive
foreign policy of expansion. It was clear that Italian Fascism, for whatever reason
and with whatever efficiency, sought the industrial development and economic
modernization of the ltalian peninsula.®

All these notions began to come together in the outlines of an alternative
interpretation of fascism that was quite original. As carly as 1924, Otto Bauer
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recognized that in the Soviet Union Lenin’s Bolshevism had become a “dictator-
ship of a governing caste set above all classes in society, just like [{talian] Fas-
cism.”® By the mid-1930s, even Trotsky was prepared to recognize the “fateful
similarities” between ltalian Fascism and Stalinism.®7

What was emerging was an interpretation that conceived fascism as one
form, among many, of developmental dictatorship under unitary party auspices.
It was uncertain what that class of regimes might be called. Trotsky, for example,
was prepared to recognize the features shared by Italian Fascism and the system
created by Stalin in the Soviet Union. He was prepared to admit that the Soviet
Union had been transformed under the ministrations of Josef Stalin. What he
was not prepared to admit was that what had been intended as a “proletarian
democracy” had become a dictatorship of a bureaucratic stratum of technocrats,
political hacks, and place-holders in a system committed to the rapid develop-
ment and rationalization of a developmentally retarded national economy. If
that were the case, how could one distinguish “right-wing rcaction” from “left-
wing progressivism’?

A perfectly plausible case can be made that Stalinism was the ideology of a
developmental national socialism—the “socialism” of an economically backward
nation. As such, it shared more than superficial similarities with the Fascism of
Mussolini. Years later, Bruno Rizzi was to suggest that “that which |Italian|
Fascism consciously sought, [the Soviet Union| involuntarily constructed.”™® The
real question was, What, in fact, had been constructed in both the Soviet Union
and Fascist Ttaly?

Farly in the history of the Fascist regime in Italy, both Giuseppe Prezzolini
and Rudolfo Mondolfo had remarked on the attributes that characterized both
Fascism and rapidly evolving Bolshevism.® The similaritics included an intense
nationalism, the instauration of an authoritarian and anti-liberal state under a
“charismatic leader” who activated “masses” that included all “sound” and “pro-
ductive” elements of the population, a domestication of labor, and state control of
the means of production through the employment of an enterprise and man-
agerial bureaucracy enjoying differential income and privileged access to the
levers of power.

All this took place within the confines of a political system dominated by a
unitary party monopolizing the articulation and aggregation of interests. Con-
trol over the means of communication and the prevalence of special means of
social surveillance completed the picture of functionally analogous political sys-
tems. All that was now required was a specification of what purpose all this was
1o serve.

Borkenau had suggested that at least one purpose of these political and
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institutional arrangements was the rapid economic development and industrial
modernization of less developed economies. In circumstances in which industri-
alization had proceeded to the level of the most advanced systems, something
like fascism might emerge where a society sought to escape the real or fancied
restrictions imposed by history—lost wars, unequal treaties, foreign impostures,
and the loss of national territories—burdens that followed as a consequence of an
eccentric past and unequal competition with more powerful neighbors.

Borkenau argued that the peculiar social, economic, and political history of
Germany, for example, left it bereft of “typical” bourgeois institutions and “typi-
cal” bourgeois behaviors.”™ Further, the defeat that followed the Great War of
1914—18 left Germany without the flexibility typical of mature economies and
mature political systems. Without independent sources of raw materials, without
secure export markets, burdened by onerous repatriation responsibilities, Wei-
mar Germany, with its fragile representative democracy, lapsed into a political
dictatorship subsequently identified as “fascist.™”

For Borkenau, German fascism was manifestly different from that found in
Italy—but whatever the differences, by the beginning of the Second World War,
the first outlines of an inclusive class of nationalistic, mass-mobilizing, anti-
liberal and multi-class devclopmental movements and regimes had made their
appearance. What was unclear was whether such systems were “right-wing” or
“left-wing” in character.

These were the notions with which Marxists progessively faced the political
and revolutionary problems of the interwar years. Initially, Marxist theoreticians
picced together the most simple-minded conjectures in order to dismiss Fascism
as capitalist reaction.

Over the years, this thesis became increasingly difficult to defend. Acknowl-
edging this, the more independent Marxists sought to provide a more plausible
rendering of then contemporary events. But these intellectual developments
were overtaken by the Second World War. Little survived the war. Fascism, on
the “right,” had been defeated, while socialism on the “left,” had allied itself with
the victors. Fascism was “reactionary”; Marxism was “progressive.”

Lefrist intellectuals in the West acknowledged none of the developments that
typified the early history of the Marxist theory of fascism. Had they done so, it
might have become clear that the Marxist—Leninist interpretation of fascism was
fundamentally flawed, and that the entire notion of a left-wing Marxist revolu-
tion in the Soviet Union and a right-wing revolution in Fascist Italy could hardly
be defended.

Decades were to pass before the insights of Bauer and Borkenau were taken
up again to offer the outline of something like a competent interpretation of
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what had transpired in Russia and Italy between the two world wars. In the
interim, the notion that fascism was nothing more than right-wing reaction, to
be forever distinguished from the political left wing, dominated most of the
learning institutions of the West. Curiously enough, it was among orthodox
Marxist thinkers in the Soviet Union that the first major reassessment of fascism
took place.

The Marxist Theory of Fascism
after the Second World War

The victory of communist arms on the battlefields of Europe and Asia during
the 1940s did little to improve the quality of the Marxist—Leninist interpretation
of fascism. Soviet academics had little immediate incentive to try to produce a
more cognitively satsfying account.

For their part, academics in the West were generally prepared to treat fas-
cism as a simple study in political pathology, better left to criminal justice than
intellectual reflection. In the passion and horror of the Second World War,
Mussolini’s Fascism had been swallowed up in the enormities of Hitler’s Na-
tional Socialism. All distinctions were lost, and academics, FEast and West, were
perfectly comfortable dealing with a selective notion of “fascism” that included
within its compass only those movements and regimes somehow identified with
the “radical right”—to the exclusion of anything on the “left.”

For some time after the end of the Second World War, Western scholars were
no more disposed to undertake a serious review and reconsideration of fascism
than were their Marxist—Leninist counterparts. Often as not, fascism was simply
consigned to history as an unhappy parenthesis in the history of civilization.

In the years immediately following the conclusion of the Second World War,
Soviet scholars, with some rare exceptions, seemed content to repeat all the stolid
implausibilities that made up the standard Soviet interwar interpretation of fas-
csm. In the Soviet Union, the postwar Brief Philosophical Dictionary persisted in
defining fascism as the “open terroristic dictatorship of finance capital” as though
nothing had transpired in the world or in Soviet intellectual circles since 1930.!

Little changed until the 1960s. In 1965, Soviet commentators began to com-
plain of the lack of intellectual independence they had suffered under the Stalin-
ist “cult of personality.” Stalin, according to Soviet Marxists, had forced the
discussion of fascism to assume an artificial and abstract character. Scholars
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revealed that they had been compelled to neglect the obvious realities of their
time and “replace concrete study” with the “repetition of this or that gen-
eral resolution of the Communist International.”? The 1960s revealed to Soviet
thinkers that they had been denied intellectual independence. In fact, the story
was much more complicated than that.

In 1970, Alexander Galkin published an interpretation of fascism that could
only count as a substantial revision of the original interwar standard version.? In
the revised version, fascism was no longer identified with the final or general
crisis of capitalism. That thesis was abandoned, together with the conviction that
the world faced only one of two options—the dictatorship of the revolutionary
proletariat or the terrorism of fascism.

By 1970, Soviet theoreticians were prepared to acknowledge that real and
potential alternatives existed between the dictatorship of the proletariat and
fascism. Those alternatives might take on a varicty of forms. Industrial capital-
ism, Galkin argued, had not lapsed into its final crisis at the conelusion of the
First World War. Whatever Marxist theorists had written, there was no empiri-
cal evidence to support the contention that, by the time of the Great War,
capitalism had exhausted its potential for extensive and intensive growth. The
impressive expansion of capitalist production after that war, renewed growth
after the Great Depression, and accelerated increases in yield during the years
following the end of the Second World War had made all that abundantly clear.
“Bourgeots capitalism” had not only survived the First World War, it had pros-
pered. Onc of the major premises of the original standard interpreration of
fascism could no longer be defended.

For the purposes of discussion, it is interesting that the revised account was
prepared to acknowledge that market-governed industrial systems still retained
the potential for significant growth, and that fascism was not simply a final
desperate strategy to salvage moribund capitalism. Whatever elsc it was, fascism
was not the final defense of reaction; nor could it be identified with a govern-
ment that had been compelled by the “intrinsic laws of capitalism” to confine its
domestic economic system to negative growth and technological primitivism.

It had taken Sovict intellectuals two decades after the end of the Second
World War to undertake a revision of the standard interpreration of fascism. The
revision took on some interesting features. What Soviet theoreticians affirmed
was that in the changed circumstances of the twentieth century, capitalism re-
quired the extensive support of the state to sustain itself. The state began to play a
major, nonsubstitutable role in the maintenance and expansion of capitalist pro-
ductive systems. Fascism was only a special variant of the state monopoly capital-
ism required by advanced industrialization.

In order to suitably discipline its subject population, and to accumulate the
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resources necessary to make the transition to a higher productive level, capitalist
cconomies required the institutionalization of a new state system. According to
this thesis, @/l capitalist states shared at least some of those features, but only
fascism exemplified them all.

Galkin argued that because the “ruling bourgeoisie” of many nations found
fascism to be a very risky alternative, they had found ways of making the
transition to a new level of economic growth and modernization without aban-
doning “onc or another form of bourgeois democracy.” Fascism was not a ques-
tion of “fatal inevitability, but a variant of the way of development.”

What had become manifestly clear was that Soviet thinkers, by the mid-
1g6os, had put together a new interpretation of fascism. In the new account,
fascism was a variant of state monopoly capitalism with certain properties. Like
all forms of state monopoly capitalism, fascism represented a new state form that
gave expression to special economic strategies designed to attain “new levels” of
growth and development.

Fascism distinguished itself by its ready recourse to anti-democratic coercion,
systematic violence, and a willingness to embark upon military adventure. Fas-
cism was state monopoly capitalism without the restraint common to bourgeois
polities.

For Galkin, fascism was a relatively rare by-product of “bourgeois” rule. It
had arisen during one of the recurrent crises of industrial capitalism, and it
succeeded in shepherding some capitalist states through those crises, but only at
the expense of violating some of the cardinal rules of bourgeois society. Fascism
satisfied special bourgeois requirements in the “late imperialist period”—but
only at a terrible price.

Fascism was a form of state monopoly capitalism that had proved itself
capable of putting together the instrumentalities that would protect capitalist
socicty during periods of serious dislocation. More than that, fascism, as a special
variant of state monopoly capitalism, fostered and/or sustained a transition from
one level of economic development and modernization to another.

According to the new interpretation, fascism, within the confines of the
“capitalist mode of production,” was a form of modernizing movement that
embodied itself in one type of modernizing regime. What distinguished fascism
from other variants was its specifically anti-democratic character and its ready
recourse to genocidal violence.

When Galkin addressed himself specifically to the Iralian case, he noted that
Mussolini’s Fascism had arisen as an autonomous movement in circumstances of
special crisis, and that only subsequently had the “ruling circles” of the peninsula
recognized that it might serve their particular interests. The fact that Mussolini’s
Fascism had an independent origin and pursued an independent course clearly
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posed problems, in Galkin’s judgment, for the “capitalist ruling class.,” While
[talian Fascism did satisfy some of the basic “interests of the ruling class and its
upper crust as a whole,” it nonetheless “inevitably entailed infringement of the
concrete interests of its separate representatives and entire factions.”

Soviet Marxists were prepared to argue that fascism was a singularly strange
“bourgeois” regime. Fascists operated with independence, often at the expense of
the bourgeoisie. Galkin acknowledged that Italian Fascism, during its tenure,
extended its bureaucratic control over a very substantial part of the economic
system, and that “the settlement of questions which for centuries were the
prerogative of the big capitalists, in some measure [became] the function of
the state burcaucratic agencies.” In the fascist state, power was concentrated in
the hands of the fascist leadership, and, as a resuly, “the handing over of power
{by the ruling classes]| to the fascists implied at the same time subordination to
the regime.”

Furthermore, since “the transfer of leadership implied a change in the form
of power, it inevitably led to a reconstruction and, in a number of cases, to a
breakup of the old party political mechanism. This ran counter to the intrinsic
conservatism of the bourgeoisie and dicrated renunciation of its former political
sympathies and ties.” All this meant not only that the “ruling bourgeoisie,”
composed as it was of heterogeneous interests, would regularly find itself suffer-
ing “inconveniences and at times tangible losses,” but that fascism would violate
its intrinsic “conservatism.” Under the circumstances, the bourgeoisie, as the
“ruling class,” afforded ltalian Fascism, more frequently than not, litde more
than “friendly neutrality.™

What the new interpretation succeeded in accomplishing was a discrete sepa-
ration of political power and control from the ownership of property. In principle,
Mussolini could act as an arbiter of Italy’s fate quite independently of the “ruling
propertied class.” However much Fascists might accommodate themselves to the
“ruling class,” Fascism, in principle, remained its own master. In effect, Fascism’s
political power afforded it control over the propertied classes of the peninsula.

By the mid-196os, Soviet Marxists were prepared to accept the thesis that the
control of property did not ensure political control of the system. Marxist—
Leninist theoreticians had put together an interpretation of fascism that con-
ceived of it as a modernizing movement that arose spontancously in times of
socioeconomic crisis. The movement that had been considered the simple lackey
of finance capital by the theoreticians of the Third International was conceived
of, by the end of the 1g60s, as capable of violating the interests and outraging the
sensibilities of those who owned the means of production. The “finance capital-
ists,” who, in the standard version of the Third International, had created and
controlled fascism, disappeared into a vague, omnibus “ruling class,” a class that
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not only did not dominate Mussolini or Hitler, but suffered at their hands. The
fascism that had been “supinely subservient” to the “big bourgeoisie” in the
account of Marxist—Ieninists during the interwar years, had become an autono-
mous political power to which the capitalist class accorded, at best, only “friendly
neutrality.”

Outside the Soviet Union, there had already been a suggestion of substantial
revisions in the standard version by Soviet-friendly Marxist—Leninists. In the
carly years of the 1g6os, Paolo Alatri, an Italian Marxist—Leninist, warned that
the “mechanical” and “rigid” interpretation of Italian Fascism must be aban-
doned. Morcover, he argued that it was absurd to suggest that the modern world
faced only two alternatives in its future: either the “proletarian revolution” or
fascism. Fascism, Alatri contended, was only onc of the forms available to “anti-
proletarian reaction.” Further, “no one could dream of thinking that Mussolini
was purely and simply the executor of the directives of Italian industrialists.”
During his tenure Mussolini was, in Alatri’s judgment, “the absolute master of
[ealy.™

In Alatri’s presentation of the revised standard version, the “finance capital-
ists” of Italy madc only a flecting appearance. It was the omnibus ruling classes,
not the finance capitalists, who conspired with Mussolini—and even they were
“deluded” into believing that Fascism could be domesticated to their purposes.
In Alatri’s assessment, Fascism in Italy could not be domesticated, because it
operated from a position of strength. It had its own multi-class demographic
base, because, as Alatri acknowledged, specific class consciousness could be ab-
sent only where “the objective conditions for the |proletarian| revolution had not
yet been realized.”™

Implicit and explicit in Alatri’s account was a recognition of the separation of
ownership of the means of production in any given socioeconomic system and
the exercise of political power. In Italian Fascism, political control had been
separated from ownership. The revised interpretation of fascism suggested that
attention be paid less to the economics of a system, than to its politics.

This change in focus was reflected in the work of Reinhard Kuehnl. In 1g71,
his work Formen buergerlicher Herrschaft: Liberalismus-Faschismus provided a
German rendering of the Soviet revised standard version. Kuehnl was not dis-
posed to go as far as Galkin or Alatri on some issues, but he did grant that
fascism created a “qualitatively new” form of political structure, one of whose
functions was to maintain a high profit rate for industrial and agricultural
enterprise’—a guarded, elliptical way of saying that the Fascist state in [taly
provided an opportunity for rapid capital accumulation and the attractive invest-
ment environment necessary for industrial expansion, technological improve-
ment, and agricultural modernization.
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Kuehnl's account was largely an affirmation and confirmation of those of
Alexander Galkin and Paolo Alatri. Whatever the variations, the revised version
of the Marxist-Leninist interpretation of fascism unmistakably conceived of
fascism as largely autonomous in origin, muliti-class in character, revolutionary
in principle, developmental in function, modernizing in effect, and administered
at considerable expense to the "bourgeois ruling classes.” The tull implications of
the new Marxist—Leninist interpretation became abundantly clear in the early
1970s, when Telos published a chapter of a forthcoming book by Mihaly Vajda, a
researcher for the Hungarian Academy of Sciences in Budapest.®

For Vajda, as for Galkin, fascism was a mass-mobilizing movement that, for
a variety of reasons, assumed responsibility for resolving some of the nation-
specific developmental problems of industrial capitalism under particular crisis
conditions. Critical to understanding the dynamics of fascism, according to
Vajda, was recognition that the movement and its leaders were involved in
initiating, fostering, and sustaining “the development of the forces of produc-
tion” during capitalism’s transition to a higher developmental level.” It was clear
to Vajda that all this occurred in the context of an industrial capitalism that had
not yet reached the limits of its “historical development.”!?

Vajda argued that in order to accomplish the further development of pro-
ductive forces, fascism advocated an ideology of national reconcihiation calcu-
lated to unite all elements of the community in a demanding enterprise.’ Fas-
cism sought to mobilize the human and material resources of a given political
community in the service of rapid technological development, industrial ra-
tionalization, and agricultural modernizaton. In pursuit of that purpose, fas-
cists rejected all the traditional “bourgeois conceptions” of individuality, liberty,
and equality. Fascism was manifestly “anti-bourgeois” in conception and anti-
democratic in practice.

Vadja argued that fascism, while serving some abstract conception of the
“general interests” of the “bourgeoisie,” was a singular form of political arrange-
ment. It provided the institutional agencies that facilitated the transition from
one level of market-based economic development to another often, if not always,
at the cost of the propertied classes. A number of alternative arrangements might
have succeeded as well, but under the peculiar conditions of the period, fascists
chose to employ modalities that left, within the system, qualified protection of
person or property.

In Italy, Fascism arose not because capitalism had exhausted its potential and
was senescent, but because agricultural and industrial capitalism was weak and
only partially developed. By the turn of the twentieth century Italy had, in fact,
only just begun its economic development and modernization. In those circum-
stances the “petty bourgeoisie” found itself marginalized in a system that no
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longer provided place, much less upward mobility, for peasant farmers, artisans,
and small shopkeepers.”

Iralian Fascism arose in an economically retrograde environment in which
the domestic labor movement had been anachronistically infused with revolu-
rionary enthusiasm. The petty bourgeoisie had been marginalized and alienated,
and the possessing classes were threatened from all sides. The working masses,
had they been successful, were fully capable of paralyzing production.’® Such a
paralysis would have ensured the continued deterioration of the life circum-
stances of both the petty bourgeoisic and the agricultural and industrial capital-
ists. Under these conditions, it was the dissatisfaction and restiveness of the petty
bourgeoisie that provided mobilizable masses prepared for systemic change, and
the surrounding anarchy that prompted the threatened “big bourgeoisie” to
provide the financial, material, and moral support for a revolutionary political
movement led by “declassed” veterans who had survived the Great War. Given
the primitive state of economic development on the Italian peninsula, “pro-
letarian revolution,” rather than fascist victory, would have been theoretically, as
well as practically, “untimely.”

What this suggested to Vajda was that the demands of Iraly's “proletarian”
masses immediately following the First World War were, in “objective fact,”
“reactionary.” Had their demands been met, the burdens imposed on the com-
munity would have “hinder[ed] the development of the economy.” Conversely,
Mussolini’s Fascism, with its modernizing fervor and clearly industrial biases,
offered the weak industrial bourgeoisic a potentially powerful ally in the effort
to industrialize the Italian peninsula. Fascism was not the creature of the “ruling
bourgeoisie,” it was a singular political response to objective historical and eco-
nomic conditions.

In Vajda’s judgment, at the conclusion of the First World War, Mussolini’s
Fascism “remained the only progressive solution” to the crisis of Italy’s economic
underdevelopment. Fascists, acting with independence, chose a “progressive”
political course in response to prevailing crisis conditions that “consisted in the
capitalization of the economy.” This course was pursued not because it was
dictated by the propertied bourgeoisie, but because any other alternative would
have been “reactionary.”

Vajda maintained that, in Italy, “the defense of democracy against Fascism
from the position of proletarian democracy [would have been] reactionary, since
the alternative between bourgeois democracy and Fascism was one between
economic stagnation and economic development.”™ Neither bourgeois control
nor bourgeois democracy typified Mussolini’s Fascism, because, in Vajda’s judg-
ment, both would have been “reactionary” in the prevailing circumstances.

As a Marxist, Vajda recognized that only the full maturation of the produc-
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tive forces and the material abundance they assured could provide the objective
economic foundation upon which socialist productive relations and a socialist
superstructure could be erected. Fascism, instrumental in the development of the
productive forces, was “progressive” insofar as it contributed to the creation of
the preconditions for socialism. What becomes evident in all this is that, in some
sense or another, fascism and socialism were united in the “logic of history.”

More important than anything else, the revised Marxist—Leninist interpreta-
tion separated the notion of “fascism” from any direct connection with the
ownership of the means of production. “As soon as they came to power,” Vajda
reminded his readers, “both Italian and German fascism removed the traditional
ruling classes from political power.”'® The fascists exercised political control,
although they themselves did not own the “means of production.”*

By the 1970s, fascism for many Marxist—Leninists was no longer the “inevi-
table” economic and political product of the “rotton-ripe” last stage of monopoly
capitalism; it was an ideological and political novelty designed to sustain the
growth and sophistication of an economy poised to achieve a new station of
growth. In the course of its instauration, fascism seized power from the tradi-
tional bourgeoisic and operated with significant independence. Tts leaders were
the autocratic masters of the new state form.

Of course, much of the revised version of the Marxist theory of fascism that
emerged by the 1970s owed a great deal of its substance to the “nonorthodox”
Marxist interpretations of the interwar years. Vajda, for example, regularly
referred to the interpretation offered by Franz Borkenau to support his own
position.'” For Vajda, as for Borkenan, Ttalian Fascism was conceived of as
“progressive” in the sense that “the task of Ttalian Fascism was precisely that
of assuring the accumulation of capital necessary for the extensive growth of
the prevailing economy-—something that the Italian bourgeols democracy had
shown itself entirely incapable of accomplishing.”" Fascists were enlisted in the
service of the productive forces, not the ruling classes, and, as a consequence,
qualified as “progressive.”

By the 1g70s, the orthodox Soviet interpretation of fascism had been trans-
formed. While fascism was still understood to somehow serve the “historic
interests of capitalism”—some of its major features were identified as “progres-
sive” and, in a significant sense, “revolutionary.” Within the “capitalist mode of
production,” fascism fashioned a “new state system” sufficiently different from
the classic “bourgeois state” to qualify fascism as “revolutionary.”

What is difficult to understand is why the new interpretation came into
being when it did, and why it had the character it had. Clearly, a great many of
the insights that passed into the revised version had been recognized for some
time by both Marxist and non-Marxist theoreticians. As has been suggested,
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there were notable non-Soviet Marxists in the 19308 who had made arguments
that appeared in the new version with remarkably little change. What had been
rejected as a fundamentally flawed interpretation of fascism by Soviet scholars in
the 1930s was found acceptable to Marxist—Leninists in the 1960s and 1g70s.

That the revised version was formulated and accepted by the intellectual
leadership in the Soviet Union was not without cost. Certainly, the new account
generated a sense of paradox among Marxist—Leninists. Galkin, Kuehnl, and
Vajda admitted that, whatever else it was, generic fascism was very threatening
to traditional capitalist clites, wresting from them the prerogative of resolving
political issues and radically diminishing their control over their own properties.
They all granted, explicitly or implicitly, that the bourgeoisie, in permitting
fascists to seize political power, had lost control of their political environment,
Irrespective of that recognition, representatives of the postwar interpretation of
fascism maintained that the regime remained, nonetheless, a “form of bourgeois
rule.” Although fascism “ran counter to the intrinsic conservatism of the bour-
geoisie,” it remained, for all that, “bourgeots.”™"

All the evidence of fascism’s use of political coercion and ultimately its use of
terror against individuals and whaole segments of the “big” and “petty” bour-
geoisie notwithstanding, there remained an insistence that fascism was somehow
tethered to the interests of the “possessing class.” Even though Italian Fascism
had so much autonomy that Mussolini, during his time, exercised something like
totalitarian control over many aspects of economic, political, and social life, there
remained the insistence that fascism somichow was forever enlisted in the service
of the “big bourgeoisie.”

What is manifestly clear is that the revised Soviet standard interpretation of
fascism separated political power from ownership of the means of production,
Political power was understood, under certain conditions, to operate indepen-
dently of the ownership of property. Fascism had become a concept defined in
terms not of property relations, but of overt political behavior.

Only the notion that fascism was to be defined in terms of overt political
behavior could diffuse the sense of paradox that accompanied the new inter-
pretation. Italian Fascism had arisen in industrially retrograde Italy; yet it was
somehow seen as the product of “late capitalism.” It was an industrializing
movement in an essentially agrarian environment that was both modernizing
and reactionary. It had violated all the norms of traditional bourgeois society and
in the end had threatened the “socialization” of private property in its nationalist
drive to create a collectivistic “Greater Italy.” Yet, somehow or other, Fascism
was a defensc of capitalism and the enemy of the socialist revolution.

The revised interpretation of fascism, produced by Soviet and Soviet-
friendly scholars in the 1g60s and 1g70s, created significant theoretical tensions
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for many Marxist intcllectuals. Nonetheless, it was sanctioned by the leadership
in the Kremlin. In retrospect, it scems clear that the new interpretation of
fascism served other than strictly intellectual and explanatory functions. The
concept fascism was to be pressed into service for other than cognitive purposes.
That purpose can perhaps best be appreciated by considering yet another version
of the revised interpretation of fascism that came out in the 1g70s.

At that time a book appeared in the West that was identificd as a special
contribution to the “controversies on the left” concerning the interpretation of
fascism. Upon its publication, Nicos Poulantzas’s work Fascism and Dictatorship
was identified as “the first major Marxist study of German and Italian fascism to
appear since the Second World War.” As will be argued, it was certainly not the
first Marxist study of fascism to appear after the Second World War. What it was,
in fact, was a study of fascism from an ansi-Soviet Marxist point of view. It was to
provide a new and “rigorous theory” of fascism as “an emergency regime for the
defense of capital” from a Maoist perspective ™

In terms of the revised Soviet Marxist “general theory” of fascism, Poul-
antzas offered very little that was new. Fascism was understood to be but “one
form of regime among others of the exceptional capitalist state.”™! No less had
been said by Galkin and Alatri—and by Borkenau and Otto Bauer several
decades before. Like those who preceded him, Poulantzas maintained that fas-
cism was the product of a peculiar “conjuncture of the class struggle,” a political
crisis taking place during the “imperialist stage of capitalism.”™ That stage
involved the full articulation of monopoly capitalism as state power. The bour-
geois state, under the demands of “imperialist monopoly capital,” assumes new
interventionist responsibilities within the economy. Nothing less had been said
by those Soviet Marxists who had already revised the interwar standard version.

Poulantzas lamented the “theoretical failures” of the interwar Third Inter-
national. He argued that the international of the 1930s had succumbed w0 a
vulgar form of “cconomism,” in which fascism was the consequence of the
“mechanical decomposition of capitalism, the miraculous contradiction between
the productive forces and relations of production.” Galkin had said little less.

According to the privative notions of the Third International, Poulantzas
complained, fascism had been “reduced to [an] inevitable need” of “moribund
capitalism.” Poulantzas explicitly rejected, for example, the notion that fascism
was intrinsically related to the “tendency towards a falling rate of profit” that
heralded the imminent disintegration of advanced capitalist systems in the “era
of imperialism.” Nothing less had been argued by that time by the Marxist—
Leninists in the Kremlin.

Poulantzas was fully familiar with the work of the major theoreticians of the
Third International. He distanced himself from “the Third International’s econ-
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omist catastrophism, predicting |as it did| the imminent disintegration of capital-
ism ... based . .. on its conception of [the] tendency towards a falling rate of

L]

profit as an ‘inevitable law’” of modern industrial society.”

For Poulantzas, fascism was not to be explained as an epiphenomenon of
economic factors, He argued that fascism was a very complex reality. Fascism,
rather than being a “paid tool” of capitalism in decline, “really represented a
development of capiralist forces of production. . . . It represented industrial de-
velopment, technological innovation, and an increase in the productivity of la-
bor.” One of the fundamental mistakes entertained by the orthodox Marxist--
Leninists of the interwar years, according to Poulantzas, was to “define” fascism
as “a 'retarding’ and ‘retrograde’ phenomenjon),” as a simple ool of “finance
capitalism” facing cconomic extinction

By the carly 1970s, the Kremlin's revised standard version of the Marxist -
Leninist theory of fascism had already said as much. What distinguished Poul-
antzas's account was his emphasis on the role played by “the politics of class
struggle” in the emergence, victory, and endurance of fascism. Poulantzas was
emphatic about the primary role played by the politics of class struggle, rather
than economics, in the history of fascism.?

As though to support his thesis, Poulantzas pretended to be able ro identify,
without equivocation, not only the fundamental class interests that fascism
served, but also how political class struggle found expression in particular in-
stitutions in the fascist state. Thus, in the intense political class struggles that
shaped the history of Italian Fascism, Poulantzas insisted that the educational
apparatus created by the ministerial reforms of Giovanni Gentile served as the
“refuge of medium capital.” “Medium capital” somehow seized control of edu-
cation in Fascist Italy and somchow or other used it in defense of its interests.

The Roman Cathelic Church, in turn, was a “stronghold of the landowners.”
Poulantzas was convinced that the landed bourgeoisie of Italy had used the
Roman Catholic Church as a weapon in their own defense. The Italian mon-
archy, in Poulantzas’s certain judgment, “was allied with medium capital,” while
Mussolini was the spokesman for the “urban petty bourgeoisie.” Thus, while
the fascist state, in Poulantzas’s assessment, was essentially under the control of
the “hegemonic class”— “big capital”—“nonhegemonic classes,” in the course of
“class struggles,” politically controlled certain branches and institutions of the
state.”” Poulantzas knew all this with the assurance of a sleepwalker. One could
only understand Italian Fascism in particular and fascism in general by under-
standing the politics of class struggle. This conviction was absolutely central to
Poulantzas’s new interpretation.

Once again, itis not the affirmation that is of interest, but the evident lack of
empirical confirmation. References to other Marxist authors constituted the bulk
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of the “evidence” that Poulantzas provided in support of his claims. Throughout
his text, Charles Bettelheim, Paul Baran, Paul Sweezy, Antonio Gramsci, Clara
Zetkin, Leon Trotsky, Karl Radek, Palmiro Toghatu, Karl Kautsky, Paclo Ala-
tri, Angelo Tasca, Arthur Rosenberg, and Daniel Guerin are referred to with
metronomic regularity. Non-Marxist historians are cited with some frequency as
collateral support, but there is none of the direct empirical evidence required for
the confirmation of his claims. Given the lack of empirical support, one can only
wonder why Poulantzas was so insistent on affirming and defending his particu-
lar thesis.

What distinguished Poulantzas’s version of the Marxist—Leninist interpreta-
tion of fascism from others was his discovery of the primary role played by
specifically political struggle, expressed through institutions, rather than simple
economic factors. What is important is that Poulantzas identified this discovery
with the influence upon him of the “thought of Mao Zedong.”#

For Poulantzas, it was Mao Zcdong who “introduced new and crucially
important elements into Marxist—Leninist theory and practice.”™ It was the
thought of Mao that moved contemporary Marxist theory beyond the cconomic
determinism implicit in the orthodox emphasis on the “matenial productive
forces.” Tt was Mao, according to Poulantzas, who revealed the importance of
both the “relations of production” and “superstructural elements” in the revolu-
tienary history of our times. It was he who rejected the “metaphysical primacy
given to the ‘productive forces’ ” and emphasized the significance of the “contra-
dictions” between the “cconomic base” and the “superstructure”™ of any given
society.?

In its simplest form, what all this meant was that Poulantzas, like Mao, chose
to make class struggle a central notion in revolution and the analysis of revolu-
tion. Poulantzas sought a place for individual and collective strength of will,
conviction, ideas, and ideology as they found expression in class struggle.

Volition, conviction, ideas, and ideology have always been identified as “su-
perstructural” elements among Marxist theoreticians. It was Mao who con-
tended that they were a central issue. It was he who identified the failure of his
enemies with moral and ideological failure.

in the history of Marxism, there has been a protracted dispute between those
who held that economic factors exert preeminent influence on the outcome of
events and those who insisted that “class consciousness” and political leadership
served as determinants.’! Marx argued that the “relations of production” into
which human beings enter “correspond to a definite stage of development of
their material productive forces.” The development of the material productive
forces, wgether with their corresponding productive rclations constitute the
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“economic base” upon which the “superstructure” of legal, political, and intellec-
tual life is erected ¥

For more than a century and a half, many competent Marxists interpreted all
this to mean that the development of machinery and its attendant technology
constituted the foundation of social change. The relations of production—the
arrangements through which the material yield of the forces of production are
distributed—simply “correspond” to the available levels of output. The intellec-
tual life of a community, in turn, “reflects” the economic base.

Should all this be accepted, it would seem that, as Marx suggested, in the final
analysis, “the productive forces . . . are the basis of all . .. history.”™ Productive
relations would “correspond” to those forces; and “superstructural elements”
would be epiphenomenal. Thus, Marx maintained that “in acquiring new pro-
ductive forces, men change their mode of production; and in changing their
mode of production, in changing the way of carning their living, they change all
their social relations. The hand mill gives you soctety with the feudal lord; the
steam mill, society with the industrial capitalist. The same men who establish
their social relations in conformity with their material productivity, produce also
principles, ideas and categories, in conformity with their social relations.”*

However much Mao Zedong and Nicos Poulantzas may have objected, the
fact is that these “theoretical” notions provided the grounds for what Poulantzas
called the “cconomism” of the Third International’s interpretation of fascism. If
fascism marked a new stage in the evolution of capitalist society, Marxism rec-
ommended a study of changes in the productive base. Marxism suggested that
fascism could best be understood as a “reflection” of major alterations in the
productive foundation of capitalist society.

As has been indicated, the argument during the interwar years was that the
productive forces of capitalism had outgrown the existing property relations of
capitalist socicty. The evidence for that was the putative secular decline in the
rate of profit. The declining rate of profit served as an indicator of the economic
decay of the system. Fascism was interpreted as an effort to postpone the evident
and inexorable disintegration of the productive base of the system. Because of its
intention to forestall an inevitability, it found expression in irrationality. Its
irrationality was the product of the fruitless effort to arrest what the Soviet
Marxists of the period interpreted as the irreversible decomposition of industrial
capitalism.

Once that account was abandoned, an alternative explanation was necessary.
If fascism could not be understood as a function of economic factors, recourse
would have to be made to alternative explanatory strategies. Poulantzas was
prepared to conceive of fascism as a product of political class struggle. It was class
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conflict, not economic factors, that ultimately governed the advent, success, and
survival of fascism in the modern world. What Poulantzas was arguing was that
an understanding of fascism required not scrutiny of the productive forces, but
reflection on the relations of production and the superstructural components of
modern capitalist society. This necessitated assessment of class relations and the
ideological conflicts that typify contemporary society. In Poulantzas’s new, fas-
cism could be understood only by applying the insights of the thought of Mao
Zedong to modern history.

Whereas Mao had found his “class” enemies in a society in which private
property had been abolished, so Mussolini’s Fascism was to be understood not as
a by-product of economic factors, but in terms of political consciousness. Mao
had provided Poulantzas the key to understanding fascism. All this, needless to
say, was exceedingly curious. Mao knew very little, if anything, about European
history. He knew even less about fascism. Worse still, it 1s not at all evident that
he knew much more about classical Marxism.*> At best, his Marxism was exceed-

% Nonetheless, Poulantzas found what to him was the secret to the

ingly thin.
interpretation of fascism in the insights provided by Mao Zedong.

In fact, Poulantzas’s interpretation of fascism had very little to do with
scrious theory construction. It had more to do with what was transpiring among
the leaders of the Marxist—Leninist systems that had survived and prospered
after the Second World War. By the time Poulantzas wrote his book, Maoism
had supplanted the Marxism—Leninism of Josef Stalin as the ideological com-
pass for many non-Soviet Marxists. By then, there had been the denunciation of
the “excesses” of Stalinism at the Twentieth Party Congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union. More than that, Nikita Khrushchev, with his pro-
posed “de-Stalinization,” had traumatized Marxist intellectuals everywhere.
Traditional Marxism—Leninism scemed to have entered into eclipse. Revolu-
tionary “Marxism—Leninism Mao Zedong Thought” began to appear increas-
ingly attractive to alienated Marxist intellectuals in the West.

For a variety of reasons that need not detain us, Mao had carly begun to have
difficulties with the lecadership of the Soviet Union. After 1960, the tensions
between the two Marxist—Leninist regimes had become common knowledge.*”
More significant for the present discussion, by the turn of the decade the radicals
of the “Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution” in China were identifying the
Soviet Union, itself, as a “fascist dictatorship.”*® By the late 1960s and the early
1970s, Marxist theoreticians in both the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic
of China began to employ the concept fascism in their criticisms of each other’s
system. Whatever motivated the employment, it became clear that the concept

Jascism would have to be tailored to its new uses.
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What appeared to be a simple matter of political interpretation to many
Western academics became a major practical political issue in the rapidly escalat-
ing Sino—Soviet dispute. More and more frequently, Soviet academics and their
Chinese counterparts invoked “fascism” to explain the controversy that threat-
ened armed conflict between Soviet and Chinese Marxism—Leninism. What
appeared to be intellectual grotesquerie to outside observers was, in fact, an issue
thick with implications for Marxist—Leninist practitioners. The Sino—Soviet
dispute had compromised “proletarian internationalism.” The universal socialist
revolution had foundered on a dispute between two Marxist—Leninist systems.
Marxist—Leninist theoreticians were compelled to attempt an explanation of the
unanticipated sequence of events that threatened the very integrity of Marxism.

What emerged from the Sino—-Soviet conflict was a revised standard version
of the Marxist—Leninist interpretation of fascism that, in principle, allowed the
application of the concept fascism to what were deemed failed socialist systems.
The new interpretation allowed an autonomous “revolutionary” and “modern-
izing” political leadership, whose power was independent of property owner-
ship, to be identified as “fascist” even if that leadership ruled in a system that had
abolished private property and the market exchange of goods. No longer tied to
ownership of the means of production, “fascists” were conceived of as controlling
political institutions in the service of some remote “bourgeois” purpose—even in
systems legally devoid of private property.

The new interpretation allowed a system to be “fascist” if it could be charac-
terized, in some manner or other, as a variant of “statec monopoly capitalism.”
Such a system, dominated by an autonomous political party, mobilizing a subject
population to controlled, accelerated economic growth and industrial develop-
ment, might well be “fascist”—however it chose to identify itself—as long as it
resisted the “true socialism” of the Soviet Union or Maoist China.

Within the new interpretation, one might expect to find “fascism” in other-
wise “progressive” (Soviet or Maoist) political arrangements, as long as those
arrangements threatened war against “proletarian internationalism,” compro-
mised Marxism, and/or deflected world society from its ultimate communist
goal. In principle, in the new interpretation of fascism, it was possible to find
fascism in the most unexpected places, including those socioeconomic systems of
the Left that otherwise identified themselves as Marxist—Leninist. That Marxist—
Leninist intellectuals in the late 1960s and early 1970s undertook a revision of the
earlier Marxist—Leninist interpretation of fascism was in part the result of the
growing Sino—Soviet ideological and policy conflict. Marxist intellectuals were
obliged to explain how “proletarian revolutionary systems,” presumably united

by the one true sacial science, could find themselves poised on the brink of armed
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conflict. Those were the circumstances in which intellectuals like Galkin, Alatri,
Vajda, and Poulantzas sought an interpretation of fascism that had contempo-
rary relevance, one that might account for a sequence of events that had shattered
the intellectual pretensions of Marxism as a social science theory.

As early as the first years of the 1g60s, the Chinese Communist Party had
denounced the Soviet Communist Party for its failure to adhere to Marxism—
Leninism.* In a world presumably moving ineluctably toward communism, a
Marxist-Leninist regime had abandoned Marxism. At the same time, Soviet
thinkers charged Maoism with having given itself over to “a variety of anti-
communism, petty-bourgeols counter-revolutionism and reactionary national-
ism.”*" Maoism was seen as “a fusion of nationalism with great power chauvin-
ism and the theory of vialence.™! Initially, Sovict thinkers were to discover in the
economic backwardness and massive poverty of the People’s Republic of China
the reason behind Mao Zedong having turned “the Communist Party of China
from the Marxist—Leninist stand to a petty-bourgeois, nationalist ideological and
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potitical platform.”* Soviet intellectuals argued that if the superstructure of a
society must conform to its economic basc, then China’s superstructure, its sys-
tem of laws, beliefs, and convictions about Marxist theory, must be impoverished
and primitive indeed.

Chinese Marxists, for their part, argued that the corruption of Marxism~
Leninism in the Soviet Union was the result of “bourgeois” influence. As early as
1957, Chinese Marxists argued that some sort of political “right-wing opportun-
ism” and “revisionism” had surfaced in the Soviet Union and had caused “sectar-
tanism” and “dogmatism” to undermine the Marxist integrity of the system. The

deviance was ascribed to “bourgeois influences™ that had somehow survived the

socialist revolution.” lt was a bourgeots influence independent of the existence of

bourgeois property. [t was the political expression of a subterrancan “class strug-
gle” that somehow persisted even after the abolition of private property and the
suppression of the market exchange of commodities. Maoists were soon to dis-
cover that defenders of capitalism had survived not only in the Soviet Union but
in the People’s Republic of China as well.

The theme of “bourgeois” influencces in socialist society was to play a central
role in the violence of Maoist China’s “Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution.”
Mao Zedong maobilized the masses to defend his revolution against a “reaction-
ary bourgeoisie” that had inexplicably survived in the very ranks of the Commu-
nist Party itself, in spite of the socialist revolution, the abolition of private prop-
erty, and more than a decade of violent suppression.

In the course of the violent “class struggle” that tormented China for almost a
decade, a substantial number of Communist Party leaders were discovered to be
themselves “bourgeois capitalist roaders” attempting to “restore capitalism” in
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China. The “state monopoly capitalism” they sought to impose on “revolution-
ary China” was nothing other than a form of fascism. That so many in the
leadership ranks of the Communist Party of China had given themselves over to
the service of fascism threatened not only the integrity of the revolution, but its
rationale as well.

The argument put together by Mao and his entourage to explain the defec-
tions was that, irrespective of the fact that “bourgeois property relations” had
been abolished in Communist China by the revolution, bourgeois elements had
somechow survived, and “new bourgeots elements appeared daily.” The Marx-
ists of China had found that “a considerable number of . . . anti-Party and anti-
soctalist representatives of the bourgeoisic” had not only survived in Communist
China, but had infiltrated the Central Committee of the Party itself. They had
compromised the government at every level

Almost twenty years after the succession of Mao Zedong to power in China,
the Marxist—Leninists there found themselves involved in what was subse-
quently to be characterized as “a life-and-death struggle, under the dictatorship
of the proletariat, between the two major antagonistic classes, the proletariat and
the bourgeoisie.”* Maoist China found itself locked in class conflict in a socialist
environment devoid of private property and the private ownership of the means
of production. The bourgeoisie, as a class, was apparently more durable than the
“capitalist mode of production” itself.

What had tuken place, of course, was a Maoist redefinition of class. Class was
no longer defined in terms of an ownership relationship to the means of produc-
tion. [t was defined instead in political terms of “consciousness”—determined by

sciousness itself was no longer related to “"material life circumstances,” but to
one’s commitment to the “thought of Mao Zedong.™ Anyonc who “mastered
Mao Zedong thought” was “proletarian.” Anyone who understood that “Every
sentence by Chairman Mao” was “the truth, and {carried] more weight than
ten thousand ordinary sentences” was “proletarian.” Only armed with such a
“moral atomic bomb” might humans become truly “proletarian.”® Only then
could the proletariat defeat “fascism,” “social imperialism,” and the “bourgeoi-
sie” that was their ultimate source.

For the Maoists of the period, “proletarians”™ and “anti-fascists” were those
who defended and followed Chairman Mao’s teachings. Alternatively, the “bour-
geoisie” were those who “malign|ed] Mao Zedong thought, extol|led] . . . bour-
geois culture and strove for the restoration of capitalism.”™" Class consciousness
was at the center of the conflict between socialism and fascism.

However uncertain orthodox Marxism had been in discussing “class” and
class membership, the “thought of Mao Zedong” did absolutely nothing to
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enhance the clarity of the subject or the credibility of the enterprise. By the time
of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, “class” and “class struggle” had
little objective meaning to Chinese Marxist—Leninists. In effect, the relatonship
of classes to the material productive forces was no longer a matter of any conse-
quence. What mattered was what one thought about the world and society. What
was essential was one’s ideological commitments. Anything other than Maoism
was irrevocably and irremediably “bourgeois.” Politics was in command.

All this was apparently what Poulantzas, and those like him in the West,
found so illuminating.’' These were what Poulantzas considered the “new and
crucially important theoretical elements” that Mao Zedong supplied to contem-
porary Marxism—Leninism. They were the insights that allowed Poulantzas to
produce the interpretation of fascism that conceived of it as the pofitical product
of an ideclogical “class struggle.”

Fascism was not the final defense of moribund capitalism; in socialist ¢n-
vironments it was the resistance of the “bourgeois” to the “thought of Mao
Zedong.” Given that notion, Maoists could argue that because the leadership in
Moscow had raised objections to Maoism, socialism in the Soviet Union had been
transformed into a “fascist dictatorship.”™? What Maoists had discovered was
that while it was relatively easy to “drive out the landlords and capitalists,” it was
extremely difheule o offset the counterrevolutionary influcnce of the bour-
geoisie in general and those “petty bourgeois” clements generated by “small
production” in particular.*

By the time Poulantzas’s book appeared in English translation, China’s Mao-
ists had put together a notion of fascisim that saw it as the product of ideological
class struggle in any environment, capitalist or socialist, in which “bourgeois
elements” were capable of politically defeating the “proletariat.” In the Sovict
Union, such bourgeots elements had succeeded in accomplishing what Hider
had attempted, but failed, w do. The bourgeoisie in the Soviet Union had
defeated the Marxist “dictatorship of the proletariat” and had there undertaken
the “all-round restoration of capitalism” and the imposition of a “fascist dictator-
ship.”* These were the “new and crucially important theoretical” insights into
fascism provided by the “thought of Mao Zedong.”

By the time he wrote his major study of fascism, Poulantzas had accepted the
substance of Maoism. He confidently spoke of the “class struggle” being con-
ducted in the Soviet Union half a century after the revolution had destroyed
private property. Poulantzas was convinced that “desperate class struggles™ had
savaged the Soviet Union throughout its history. In a society that no longer
suffered private ownership of the means of production, the class struggle was
between the ideological “bourgeoisie” and the ideological “proletariat.™>

By the mid-1970s, it was clear to anyone who was not an uncritical enthusiast
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that theoretical Marxism was in a state of advanced putrefaction, Within that
general decay, the Marxist—Leninist interpretation of fascism that had begun so
confidently half a century before had been reduced to a collection of poorly
defined, loosely articulated convictions about class, class consciousness, class in-
terests, imperialism, and capitalism. It had become victim to political struggles
between two Marxist—Leninist systems.

The entire notion of “class” was no longer associated with ownership of the
means of production-—or of having only one's labor power to sell. “Class™ had
become a function of consciousness, and fascism was identified as any “bour-
geois” ideological and political effort to defend, sustain, or restore the kind of
“capitalism” to be found in the Soviet Union of Nikita Khrushchev and Leonid
Brezhnev. If, for Poulantzas, understanding fascism required an appreciation of
“the conjuncture of the class struggle” during a specific historical period, it is
very difficult to see how the “thought of Mao Zedong” could have been of any
serious assistance in any such undertaking.*

However intellectually unconvincing the Marxist—Leninist interpretation of
fascism was in the interwar years, by the 1970s it was almost completely devoid
of interpretive substance. That Marxist-Leninists of whatever persuasion found
merit in the accounts delivered after the mid-1g6os speaks well for ideological
enthusiasm, but says little about theoretical competence. That some Marxists
tound something theoretically important in Maoism is a testament to political
loyaley. It tells us very little about fascism.

In the turmoil of the Sino—Soviet dispute, there werc other Marxists, Marx
enthusiasts, and fellow travelers who were to take up the new interpretation of
tascism and attempt its development. At the very commencement of his account
of fascism, Poulantzas alludes to the work of the “New Left” that had made its
appearance by the carly 1957057

The fact was that there were some “neo-Marxists” in the West who at-
tempted new “theoretical” developments. Those attempts were predicated on
features of Maoism that became increasingly popular among “anti-imperialists”
around the time of the Vietnam War. The “neo-Marxist” thought of the North
and South American, European, and African “New Left” represented a major
attempt to restore the relevance of Marxism—Leninism to the contemporary
world by infusing it with Maoist and “neo-Maeist” substance.

By the mid-1970s, China’s Maoists had succeeded in reducing the Marxist—
Leninist interpretation of fascism to a list of simplisms. “Fascism” signified any
attempt to defend capitalism in the industrialized democracies or any effort
made to restore capitalism in socialist systems. Such “anti-Marxist” undertakings
were still more emphatically fascist if they were enlisted in the service of “impe-
nalism.” For Maoists, fascism, in its most fundamental form, was an ultimate
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defense of the capitalist mode of production in a world irresistibly moving
toward socialism.

Given such notions, Maoists were prepared to affirm that the Soviet Union
had transformed itself into a fascist regime. The “bourgeois elements” that had
seized control of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union had pursued a fascist
policy of capitalist restoration, serving the “social imperialism™ that was central
to the ultimate interests of their class. In so doing, whatever their protestations,
they were the “objective allies” of international imperialism. For Maoists, “impe-
rialism” was the taproot of fascism.

The “neo-Marxists” and “neo-Maoists” who surfaced in the West during the
first years of the 1970s were to contribute to the articulation of that particular
aspect of the new interpretation. Like Maoists, what theorcticians like James
Cockcroft, André Gunder Frank, and Dale Johnson discovercd was that fascism
was, indeed, the product of the “reactionary bourgeoisie.” It was the offspring of
the “class struggle” wherever that struggle was to be found, and it was the
desperate defensc of the capitalist system wherever that system survived or could
be restored.

What was distinctive about the New Left interpretation was that the bour-
geois base of fascism was to be found almost exclusively in the industrialized
“metropole,” while the revolutionary proletariat—identified with the peasant
masses of the Third World—hunkered down on the periphery of the world
capitalist system. The class struggle that shaped the world was an inzernational
class struggle against imperialism, in which the revolutionaries on the periphery
made war on the exploiting metropole ™

There was something of an ccho of Lenin’s rationale for the “Eastern policy™
of the Third International in all this. But it had substance of its own as well. The
revolutions on the periphery were no longer seen as “bourgeots national”; they
were genuine “anti-imperialist” revolutionary movements. They were not har-
bingers of the forthcoming proletarian revolution; they were the liberating revo-
lution itsclf.

[n the global conflict envisioned by the theoreticians of the New Left—the
“dependency theorists” of the 1g7os—the reactionaries of the metropole dis-
patched paid mercenaries to the peripheral countries to defend international
capitalism against attacks by indigenous “anti-imperialists.” ‘The United States
troops in Vietnam, in the Philippines, in Central or South America were mer-
cenaries who, we were informed, were “fascists,” performing the same “class
functions” as the original squadristi of Mussolini.>®

Some perverse semblance of coherence had been restored to the original
Marxist—Leninist interpretation of fascism—but only at the cost of jettisoning
almost all the theoretical integrity of classical Marxism. Under the influence of
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Maoism, the nco-Marxists saw fascism as an immediate by-product of interna-
tional imperialism. It was not a domestic result of cconomic developments, but a
consequence of international class struggle.

For neo-Marxism, the class struggle was no longer a domestic phenomenon,
but was conducted on a world stage. The oppressed class was not the proletariat
of the advanced industrial countries, in which Karl Marx had invested se much
confidence. The oppressed class was the revolutionary peasantry of economically
underdeveloped countries. If rural denizens were irremediably counterrevolu-
tionary for classical Marxism, they were the real revolutionaries for neo-Marxists
of the 1970s.

Anyonc who resisted the revolutionary cfforts of the peasantry in econom-
ically retrograde and industrially backward environments was a “fascist.” Thus,
for the more enthusiastic neo-Marxists, the United States, as the hegemonic
imperialist power, was the progenitor of fascism everywhere in the world.*

The Maoist-inspired nco-Marxist interpretation of fascism constituted more
than an abandonment of some secondary claims to be found in the classical
Marxist literature. Neo-Marxism rejected some of the central tenets of Marx’s
interpretation of world developments. For Marx and Engels “the bourgeois
mode of production” was the first productive system in history driven by its own
impetus to extend itself over all humankind. In doing this capitalism would
provide the material conditions for its own transcendence. The worldwide ma-
turation of industrial capitalism would produce the economic abundance upon
which socialism would be erected.®”!

In 1848, the first Marxists maintained that modern industry would be com-
pelled by its intrinsic needs not anly to establish a “world market,” but to super-
vise an “immense development |in] commerce . .. navigation, |and} communica-
tion,” which would accompany the global “extension of industry.” Driven by the
necessities of the system itself, capitalist production would “nestle everywhere,
scttle everywhere, establish connections everywhere,” drawing “even the most
barbarian nations into civilization.” Industrial capitalism would “compel all
nations, on pain of extinction, to adopt the bourgeois modes of production. ... In
one word, it [would] create a world after its own image.”*

The expansion of industrial capitalism was for Marx and Engels the neces-
sary condition for the ultimate victory of socialism. It was the “infinite” produc-
tive potential of machine industry that capitalism brought with it that held the
promise of socialism. Without universal industrialization, the entire tragic con-
flict of classes, the curse of poverty, and the exploitation of man by man, could
not be overcome.

The first Marxists understood “colonialism” and the attendant spread of the
capitalist mode of production as the necessary antecedent to world revolution.
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“Colonialism™ and/or “imperialism” would destroy the “mummified” econo-
mies of the less developed portions of the world and create in their stead an in-
dustrial foundation that would constitute the “material basis of the new world”
anticipated by the founders of modern “scientific socialism.”*}

Moved by Maoist insights, neo-Marxists were to deny all that. For neo-
Marxists, the advanced industrial countries, rather than transferring industrial
potential to less developed peripheral economies, were seen as creating inequities
in multlateral trade that assured their lack of development. International cap-
italism sought not the industrialization of the less developed world, but its
perpetual underdevelopment, in order to ensure that the nonindustrial regions
remained forever market supplements and resource repositories for the devel-
oped metropole.

According to neo-Marxists of the 1970s, the oppressive and exploitative bour-
geoisie of the advanced industrial nadons employed “client fascist” instrumen-
talities to preclude the possibility that industrialization might take root on its
periphery. Rather than bringing development to the less developed portions of
the globe, the industrialized nations of the world at the end of the twenticth
century used deceit, corruption, oppression, and violence to make that industri-
alization impossible.®

According to the analysis, only those less developed communities that break
out of any trade or capital investment reladonship with the advanced industrial
nations could avoid becoming “client fascist” states. Only revolutionary commu-
nities like economically backward “proletarian Cuba” and industrially retro-
grade “socialist China” could resist fascism.

At the time of its articulation, neo-Marxism sought to give some kind of
theoretical expression to the foreign policy postures of Mao Zedong and his
“theory” of “Three Worlds,” in which only the peasant Third World was truly
revolutionary.”” It was an attempt to provide some theoretical coherence to Lin
Biao’s quixotic conviction that only the marginally developed “colonial coun-
tries,” engaged in a “people’s war,” could defeat “world imperialism.”®

What had been attempted by neo-Marxist and dependency theorists of the
1970s was an cffort to give substance to the vagaries of “the thought of Mao” as
that thought found expression in the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution.
What they produced, as we shall sce, was the theoretical analog of the Fascist
conviction that revolution in the modern world was rooted in the struggle of
“proletarian nations” against the “plutocracies.”

The Marxist—Leninist interpretation of fascism that emerged in the 1960s
and 1g970s was the captive product of the Sino—Soviet dispute. It arose with that
dispute and left little behind at its conclusion. It proved to be neither cognitively
satisfying nor particularly helpful in understanding modern revolutions. As will
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be argued, what it did, in its own fashion, was to reconfirm the relevance of
fascism for our time.

A review of the treatment of the concept fascism employed by the protago-
nists in the course of the adversarial exchanges that embittered the relationship
between Communist China and the Soviet Union in the years following de-
Stalinization is instructive. Intellectuals, however much their efforts were com-
promised by service to one or other regime, generally sought to make thetr
accounts as coherent as possible, in possession of as much substance as their
primary obligations would allow. Because of the peripheral need on the part of
intellectuals to satisfy at least some of the independent measures of competence
that governed their enterprise, it will be argued that, in a curious and unintended
way, the variants of the Marxist—Leninist theories of fascism that emerged in the
course of the Sino—Soviet conflict succeeded in providing a distorted insightinto

the rationale of historic fascism.
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Fascism and Marxism—Leninism in Power

By the end of the rg6os, interaction between the People’s Republic of China and
the Soviet Union had become increasingly hostile. Why the two major Marxist—
Leninist powers entered into the long period of contention that at one point saw
Chinese and Soviet troops in armed conflict along their borders is a question too
complex to attempt to adequately address here. What is of relevance here is that
as a consequence of the expanding conflict, theoreticians in Beijing and Moscow
each sought to justify respective national policy by appealing to fascism as an
explanatory concept.

Marxist—Leninist thinkers believed that they had legitimate occasion to em-
ploy the concept fascism in coming to understand regime deviance in one or other
“proletarian” regime. Soviet Marxists discerned clements of fascism in the politi-
cal system that took shape under the ministrations of Mao Zedong, and Chinese
Marxists saw fascism in the developments of the post-Stalinist Soviet Union.

For more than a decade after the end of the Second World War, academics
everywhere seemed to have been content to deal with fascism as a problem of
deseriptive discrimination. Fascism was understood to be an essentially “right-
wing,” nationalistic, anti-democratic, anti-Marxist, and potentially genocidal po-
litical system, characterized by the “leadership principle,” insistent elitism, an
appeal to violence as a legitimate tool of change, totalitarian aspirations, substan-
tial state control of the economy, the imposition of an exclusivist formal ideology,
a pervasive anti-intellectualism and anti-individualism, emphatic voluntarism,
and the exploitation of a mystique of military heroism and personal self-sacrifice
in the service of a “revolutionary community.”

For some considerable length of rime, Western academics at least pretended
to be able to identify instances of a generic fascism by appealing to such a
constellation of descriptive traits? While Western academics rarely accepted
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much of the substance of Marxist theory per se, there was considerable overlap in
the coneeptual vocabulary employed.

For both Marxists and non-Marxists, fascism was characterized as an “open
terroristic dictatorship” that was “reactionary” and “opportunistic” in essence.
Everyone seemed content, except for the troubling fact that Marxists began to
identify a fascism on the Left. Most Western thinkers simply chose to overlook
such anomalies. Whether of the Left or the Right, fascism continued to mean
dictatorship, reaction, irrationality, terror, and mass murder. ‘

What all this suggests 1s that theoreticians of whatever persuasion had very
litele purchase on a credible zheory of fascism. That was true in general, and it
was particularly true with respect to Marxist theory. By the mid-1g6os, it had
become cvident that the entire issue of how fascism was to be understood cried
out for elucidation. By then, the issue had become more than just a matter of
intellectual interest. In the years since Nikita Khrushchev's denunciation of
Stalin at the Twenticth Party Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union, relations between the Soviet Union and Communist China had become
increasingly strained. Khrushchev’s revelations concerning Stalin served as a
catalyst for what was to become a dramatically changed relationship between the
two Marxist—Leninist powers.

Between the ead of the 196os and the carly 198os, theoreticians in the Soviet
Union supported their nation's policies with a revised interpretation of fascism.
Throughout the decade, as we have seen, more and morc of the interwar Soviet
interpretation of fascism was jettisoned. The entire elaborate theoretical infra-
structure—with its “labor theory of value,” the increasing “organic composition”
of capital, the declining ratc of profit, the “inevitable” growing misery of the
proletariat, together with notions regarding a “final crisis” of industrial capital-
ism-—was unceremoniously abandoned.

According to the revised version, nonsocialist industrial systems could, in
fact, grow—but only under the auspices of “state monopoly capitalism.” Under
such a regime, political power was discretely separated from ownership of the
means of production, and under fascism, a singular form of “state monopoly
capitalism,” political power determined the distribution of system benehuts.

Such an exploitive system could foster increments in production, to serve
essentially military needs. Such a system was chauvinistic, bellicose, militaristic,
and irredentist, animated by a disposition to solve domestic and foreign prob-
lems through the deployment of organized violence. Political repression typified
the system, and the “leader” was accorded the status of sage, prophet, and
inerrant guide to behavior.

These kinds of assessments shaped Soviet responses to Chinese Commu-
nist criticisms of Soviet domestic and international policies. A chain of events
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prompted the Chinese to consider Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization initiatives at the
Twentieth Communist Party conference in the Soviet Union to have been more
than ill considered. Unrest in Poland and rebellion in Hungary followed shortly
after Khrushchev’s denunciation of Stalin. A suspicion was afoot that Khru-
shchev’s policies had reawakened and fostered a substantial anti-communist
reaction within the bloc of Marxist—Leninist and Marxist—Leninist—friendly
states.

Differences of interpretation concerning the Leninist notion of the “inev-
itability” of war between the socialist and capitalist states further inflamed ex-
changes between Moscow and Beijing. Dramatic damage was done to relations
between the USSR and the People’s Republic by Moscow’s withdrawal of sup-
port for Mao’s drive to industrialize. The violation of contractual agreements
undertaken in good faith and projects abandoned for lack of technical assistance
all contributed to the increasing bilateral hostility. The subsequent rancor and
bitterness drove the two communist countries further and further apart.* The
rift between the two Marxist—Leninist states became so decp that analysts spoke
of the possibility of war.?

The Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China were operating in an
international environment in which perceptions had become as important as
reality. Both Moscow and Beijing were compelled by prudence and consider-
ations of prestige and power to attempt to fully explain their respective positions
to an anxious international audience. Their explanations were expected to be
delivered in terms of their presumably common ideological commitments. The
leadership of both countries believed that command of the “forces of interna-
tional revolution” hung in the balance.

Such considerations had become urgent by the mid-1g6os. It became 1n-
creasingly necessary for theoreticians in each country to explain the divergences
between the two “proletarian” powers. The Marxist—Leninist leadership in both
countries pretended to base their individual policy decisions on a single infallible
“theory of social development.”

Attempting to explain, in Marxist terms, what had transpired proved a
daunting task. Each party in the dispute sought to explain what had happened
without threatening the integrity of Marxist theory as an impeccable guide to
“world revolution.” It was during those years, as we have seen, that Soviet
theoreticians undertook a review and reassessment of their standard theory of
fascism. Soviet intellectuals were charged with the responsibility of explaining
why one Marxist—Leninist power found itself so profoundly opposed by another.
More than that, it was expected that the forthcoming explanation would employ

the traditional Marxist—Leninist “class analysis.” That was no mean task.
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In general, what the Soviet theoreticians concluded was that politics in the
People’s Republic of China had succumbed to “petty bourgeois revolutionary
adventurism,” and that its source was Mao Zedong, whose very origins were
“petty bourgeois.”® More than that, in a nation in which “true proletarians”
numbered no more than o.05 percent of the work force at the time of the
revolution, one could hardly expect anything other than petty bourgeois influ-
ences to dominate.’

For the Marxist—Leninist thinkers of the Soviet Union, all this intimated
that one might expect, sooner rather than later, distinctive reactionary traits to
emerge. Capitalists, merchants, and “bourgeois” clements of all sorts would be
cultivated, and workers oppressed, by a petty bourgeois political party that
pretended to leftist revolution.®

Intimations of a “Chinese fascism” began to surface in Soviet literature.
By the end of the 1960s, Soviet theorcticians were prepared to argue that the
“Chinese leadership” had transformed itsclf into an “anti-Marxist, anti-socialist,
chauvinistic and anti-Soviet . . . bourgeois-nationalistic” movement of reaction.
Maoism was a movement of “obscurantism and barbarism,” committed to a
“personality cult” that exploited “the basest instincts” of humankind.’

In their account, Soviet thinkers had recourse to the same list of descriptive
traits that Western academics had employed for some considerable time to iden-
tify fascist political and social systems.!" The descriptive properties that had
become commonplace in the literature were sufficiently vague and general to
allow any number of political systems to be identified as “fascist” in some sense.
The “class analysis” that was supposed to distinguish the Marxist—Leninist ac-
count from the account of non-Marxists proved to be of very little cognitive use.

Whatever Soviet Marxist—Leninists objected to in Maoist policics was imme-
diately identificd as “petty bourgeois.” Thus, if Maoists were “Great-Han hege-
monists” and “racists,” it was because the Chinese population consisted of “petty
artisans, traders and non-proletarian clements.” The hegemonism, nationalism,
chauvinism, and racism of Maoism were “ultimately due to the fact that most of
the members of the Communist Party of China were of peasant origin.”'! How
the “class origins” of political leaders or “popular masses” might determine their
policies was never explicated. That Lenin and Stalin were both of “petty bour-
geois origin” did not determine their politics, it seems. That Mao Zedong was
petty bourgeois apparently did.!? That the Bolshevik revolution was undertaken
by nonproletarian masses did not determine its outcome, apparently. That Mao’s
revolution was similarly nonproletarian did, it scems.

None of this seemed to deter Soviet thinkers. However the term “fas-

cism” was defined, and whatever the analysis employed, the term was always
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associated with opprobrium. That seemed to be a more important consideration
than generating a coherent, intellectually satisfying analysis of the political strug-
gle between the communist powers.

During and after the Second World War, the term faseism always served as an
invective. This fact could only recommend its use to Soviet intellectuals in their
struggle with Maoism. Among academics and those responsible for formulating
public argument, however, there had to be at least the pretense of a serious
assessment in accounting for the political behaviors of an entire economic, politi-
cal, and social systenn.

The fact that gencric fascism had been characterized as a class of political
movements or regimes in which members were held to be committed to a formal
set of exclusive ideological belicfs, nationalist in inspiration, etatist, elitist, anti-
democratic, hegemonic in inclination, voluntaristic, anti-intellectual, and dis-
poscd to the employment of violence and terror, atforded Soviet theoreticians an
casy opportunity to identify Maoist China as an exemplar of the class. The traits
that constituted the admission criteria for the category had been so formulated
that it was not difficult for Soviet theoreticians to find cvidence of a "rightst”
tascist presence in Mao's “leftist”™ China,

Marxist theorists argucd that Maoists had used the entire notion of “class
struggle” to suppress their political opponents—opponents who were often of
proletarian provenance. “Class struggle” was a “trick” to “intimidate and terrify
the Chinese people . . . used to justify the Maoists’ political reprisals and to
discredit their opponents.”'? The entire Maoist system was predicated on anti-
working-class violence—an expression of a philesophy of force, an exaltation of
mayhem." "Superimposed on this was Mao’s cruelty. . .. ko was, we would say, a
specifically imperial cruelty, the eruelty of fuehrerism, prepared to sacrifice the
lives of millions.”"® Maoism was a form of gencric fascism.

As such, Maoism was an exacerbated form of nationalism, dedicated to the
recreation of the millenial “grandeur” of China—the undoing of a century of
humiliation at the hands of the imperialists. As such, Maoism was neither Marx-
ist nor internationalist. It was “anti-Marxist” in theory and “anti-Soviet” in
practice.'

But there was more to the theoreticians’ responsibilities than identifying
Maoist chauvinism, reactive nationalism, and anti-Marxism. Soviet scholars
had inherited the interwar account of fascism that conceived of it as anti-
developmental and charged by the most reactionary of the bourgeoisic to imit
economic growth and rechnological development to the level of precapitalist
“barbarism.” Given that Soviet theoreticians had confidently identified Chinese
communism with industrial development through the 1gsos, if Maoism was to
be identified with fascism, the association of fascism with anti-developmentalism
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would have to be abandoned or substantially qualificd.’” As we have scen, the
revision of what had been the standard Soviet interpretation of fascism through-
out the interwar years began about the time of the Sino—Soviet dispute. At that
juncture, Marxist theoreticians were prepared to recognize the modernizing and
developmental character of fascism in general and I[talian Fascism in particular.

By the 1g6os, there was enough independent evidence to warrant the revi-
ston, but it scems evident that Soviet theoreticians needed the appropriate, time-
conditioned incentives to undertake the task. By the time Soviet intellectuals
were prepared to associate Maoism with fascism, the standard Sovict interpreta-
tion of the interwar years had been sufhciendy revised to accommodate the
notion that fascist systems might be, in pare and in some intelligible sense,
progressive and developmental.

By the mid-1960s, Soviet theoreticians were prepared to argue that fascists
had supervised the cconomic growth and industrial development of their sys-
tems andl that the interwar interpretation had been flawed. Like Mao, Mussohini
had been in one sense or another, while always in the service of the “bourgeoisie,”
a modernizer, shepherding his system from once economic level o a “higher” one.
Like Mao, Mussolini had introduced “productivism,” developmentalism, and
“state monopoly capitalism” into what had been a retrograde economic system.

For Soviet Marxists, both Italian Fascism and Maoism had undertaken to
accelerate industrial and technological growth of their respective laggard econo-
mies. In both instanees, the enterprise was undertaken in order to ensure the
availability of weapons in a program of irredentism—the restoration of “lost”
national territories—and the militarization of the nation in the pursuit ot “hege-
i

monism.”"™ In that specific sense, Soviet Marxists were prepared to argue that

Mao’s approach to forcign policy “sinacked of the hare-brained aspirations of
Mussolim.™"?

Like fascism, Maoism conceived of the international community as divided
along “class lincs,” with the impoverished “Third World” —less developed com-
munitics-—forever pitted against the advanced induserial democracies—an ap-
proach that, according to Sovict Marxists, “in no way differs from fascism.”?

By the end of the 1960s and the hrst years of the 1g70s, the revisions in the
standard Soviet interpretation of fascism allowed the Marxist—Leninists of the
Soviet Union to suggest that Maoism was a variant of fascism without intellec-
tual discomfort. What was more difficult for Soviet Marxist theoreticians was to
formulate an argument to the effect that the domestic and international policies
of Mao Zedong, like those of Mussolini and Hitler, somehow served the ultimate
interests of hinance capitalism and imperialism.

If Mao were to be considered a fascist, it would not be enough simply to
rehearse his “petty bourgeois” origins, allude to the primitive state of the Chinese
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economy, or catalog the traits that his system shared with the fascism of the
interwar years, The nationalism, the elitism, the statism, the disposition to em-
ploy violence, and the anti-intellectualism of the regime were not sufficient to
render the characterization persuasive.”! Mao would have to be shown to be the
“tool” of the international financial bourgeoisie. That, after all, had always been
an essential aspect of the Marxist—Leninist characterization of fascism.

During the long years between the two world wars, Marxist theoreticians,
justifying the Eastern policies of the Comintern, were prepared to see China’s
“national bourgeois” and Kuomintang revolutionaries as “objectively anti-
imperialist” members of the rising tide of anti-capitalist world revolution. As
long as the early followers of Sun Yat-sen and Chiang Kai-shek, during the
1920s through much of the 19408, were real or fancied allies of the Soviet Union,
Stalin and his immediate entourage resisted any temptation to identify them as
“fascists.” However petty bourgeots they may have heen, they were apparently
not fascists, becausce they were seen as “anti-imperialist.”

By the beginning of the 1g6os, China was no longer led by the “national
bourgeoisic.” By that time, Marxist-Leninists ruled a “profetarian”™ China. For
all that, China had begun to loom large as a potential threat to the Soviet Union.
In those circumstances, the interests of the leadership in the Kremlin recom-
mended a very different assessment of revolutionary China. Sovict theoreticians
were called upon to explain how China, hitherto an “objective ally” of the inter-
national proletarian revolution, could be reasonably characterized as “fascist.”

The first response among Soviet commentators to what they pereeived as
China’s hostility toward the Soviet Union was to argue that Mao’s policies were
simply mistaken, the result of Mao’s ignorance or his petty hourgeois conceit.
The Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, during which the Soviet Union was
excoriated as a4 “revisionist” power, was understood to be the result of politically
induced mass hysteria—a great wave of stupidity and destructiveness conjured
up by the leaders of China in the course of a protracted, violent, intraparty
struggle for power.” By the end of the 1g6os, however, this seemed hardly
sufficient to explain what was transpiring. Soviet theoreticians began to speak of
Maoism as an anti-Marxist, militaristic, chauvinistic “petty bourgeois national-
ism,” animated by voluntarism and an appeal to violence.?

To Soviet analysts, Maoism was a personalist and hierarchical dictatorship,
supported by a form of “anti-socialist” ideological “infantilism” and an action-
oriented “primitivism” born of the anti-intellectualism of Mao’s petty bourgeois
background.® In the effort to delude the masses, Mao had created a “cult of
personality” with few parallels in the history of modern political systems. He was
given to autocratic rule, animated by the conviction that will and “heroic” vio-
lence could resolve problems of whatever magnitude. He infused the primitive
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masses of China not only with the conviction that his “thought” was the "acme of
Marxism—Leninism,” containing “truths that conform to the laws of develop-
ment of .. . society . . . |and| nature,” but further, that his thought was a kind of
moral talisman that assured China’s prevalence against any enemy, as well® In
order to prevail against any opponent, China need only impose iron discipline
and insist on ideological conformity from its population.®

All this could easily be identified with fascism. Even the Maoist insistence on
“class warfare,” which was supposed to distinguish Marxist from “bourgeois” al-
ternatives, was understood by Soviet Marxists as a pretext for repression and im-
posed political conformity that worked most hardship on the working classes.?”

When Mao spoke of China, he entertained few class-based distinctions. Peo-
ple were revolutionary, not because of their class identification, but because
of their adherence to the “thought of Mao Zedong.” 1t was obedience to the
“thought of Mao” that made people “proletarian.” In principle, Mao considered
the Chinesc people a “blank slate” upon which he was to work his artistry.®

Soviet Marxism considered Maoism to be an expression of “aggressive great
Han chauvinism,” intent upon provoking a third world war from which China
would emerge as world hegemon® Most damning of all, however, was the
conviction that the “Chinese leadership . . . |was| making advances to imperialist
circles of the West” in order to oppose the Soviet Union.* Maoist Chinese foreign
policy was not only weakening the “united front” against imperialism, the Marx-
ists in Moscow argued; Maoists hoped to exploit the occasion of any international
conflict to fulfill their “dream of world domination.”*! Soviet-friendly Marxists
in India could thus condemn Maoists for “playing the shameful role of accom-
plice of the rabid warmongering circles of imperialism.”™*

By the early 1970s, cven the anti-Soviet Trotskyists identified China’s rela-
tionship with the United States as “China’s Alliance with U.S. Imperialism.”*
According to Soviet and Soviet-friendly Marxists, Mao’s China had become a
tool of international finance capitalism. The clinching element had been added
to the picture of Maocist China as nothing other than a variant of European
fascism.*

By the mid-1970s, Soviet theoreticians pretended to have discovered in Mao-
ism all the overt species traits of fascism as fascism was understood by both many
Western academics and leftist theoreticians. The catalog of descriptive traits that
Western thinkers had employed to identify fascism as “right-wing extremism”
was mapped over the final years of Maoism in China. In the confusion that
resulted, it has never been made quite clear whether Maoism was a form of
“right-wing extremism” or a “left-wing adventure,” which suggests that the
distinction was never very clear nor convincing.

At the same time as this kind of analysis was being generated by Marxists in
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Moscow, Maoist theoreticians were using the Marxist theory of fascism for their
own purposes. If nothing else, Marxist theory has shown itself to be remarkably
fungible. If Soviet propagandists had little difficulty tailoring theory to the needs
of their time, theoreticians in Communist China were no less adept. By the early
19705, theoreticians in the People’s Republic of China were unequivocally char-
acterizing the Soviet Union as a “fascist type dictatorship” that had grown out of
the objective necessities of the “state monopoly capitalism” created by the anti-
Marxist “revisionism” of Nikita Khrushchev. Chinese Marxists argued that the
ideological corruption of the Soviet Union had commenced with Khrushchev’s
attemnpts at “de-Stalinization.”

For theoreticians in Beijing, the dicratorship that grew out of Soviet revision-
ism found itself inevitably and inextricably in the scervice of “world imperial-
ism.”® Chinese Marxists understood all this to have been the perfecty pre-
dictable result of the “objective laws of social development.™ If anything, the
Chinese account of emergent Sovict fascism was somewhat more complex and
sophisticated than the Soviet theoreticians’ explanation of the rise of Maoist
fascism,

Loath to abandon the elaborate arguments put together in the 1930s out of
the speculations of classical Marxism, Chinese theoreticians attempted to salvage
what was salvageable. Chinese Marxists argued that after the death of Stalin, a
“renegade clique” in the Soviet Union had undertaken the restoration of capital-
ism.”” Why they did so was unclear, except that, in Chinese cyes, “bourgeors
elements” seemed ro enjoy the capacity o reproduce themselves any and every-
where under any and all conditions.* But whatever the case, the putative resto-
ration of capitalism in the Soviet Union allowed Chinese theoreticians to rein-
voke some of the familiar arguments employed by Marxists i the interwar
years, in their new cffort to explain the rise of fascism in a socialist environment.

Whatever their origin, the “rencgades” in the USSR had undertaken to
reintroduce profit incentives into the socialist command economy and were
attempting to insinuate market determinants into the socialist system of resource
management and commodity distribution.” Differential wages were introduced
to act as a stimulus to increased productivity, and state enterprises, to a substan-
tial extent, would be operated on what Maoists called a “commercial, i.e. profit-
oriented, basis.” The net result, according to Maoist theoreticians, could only be
compromise of the command cconomy of socialism and the corruption of the
infinitely malleable consciousness of the masses. For Maoists and Maoist-fricndly
Marxists, this constituted a “restoration of capitalism” in the USSR —the conse-
quence of a “coup” by Nikita Khrushchev.®

Maoists maintained thar those who dominated the system in the Soviet
Union, in the course of time, had been transformed or had transformed them-
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selves into a “new bourgeoisie.” To assure themselves of the real and anticipated
profits associated with the restoration of capitalism, these “capitalist roaders” in
authority were compelled to impose dictatorial rule on the exploited masses.
Although private property no longer existed as an institution in the Soviet
Union, an exiguous minority of Communist Party officials controlled the means
of production. There were “persons in authority” who were leading the Soviet
Union down the “capitalist path.”

The “new bourgeoisie” did not own the means of production, but they could
profit from their control over them. Even though the ownership of the means of
production had been socialized, control remained in the hands of a bureaucracy
that, after the passing of Stalin, chose to exploit the circumstances to its own
advantage. When the national leadership of the Soviet Union opted for a “cap-
italist restoration,” with its commodity production and market exchange, its
profit motive and differential income, the burcaucracy emerged as the functional
equivalent of a new bourgeoisie, pursuing personal profit and class advantage. A
“functional stratum” had become a “class.”

The "new bourgeots” clements in charge of the system served as the cquiv-
alent of the domestic “big bourgeoisic” and “finance capitalists.” This, in turn,
created the economic base for the emergence of a “fascise dictatorship.™!

As an inevitable consequence, the people of the USSR were to be exploited as
never before. As evidence, Maoists cited Soviet legislation strengthening the
domestic sccurity forces, enforcing draconian penal codes, and imposing sweep-
ing administrative regulations that, among other things, incarcerated dissidents
for political “recducation.™ The dictatorship that was thus institutionalized
provided a defense for a form of “state monopoly capitalism” that shared all the
central political and cconomic features of traditional monopoly capitalism in
exaggerated form." For Chinese Marxists, the extreme form of state monopoly
capitalism was a “fascist dictatorship.”

Revisionism in the Sovier Union had produced a “hourgeoisified privileged
stratum” that was compelled by the “objective laws of social development” to
exploit its own domestic working class in order to pursuc policies of military
adventure.* For Maoist theoreticians, revisionism had thus produced the perfect
analog of [talian Fascism in the Soviet Union.

Since capitalism had been restored to the Soviet Union, according to Maoist
theorists, its systerm was subject to the same “objective laws” that Marx had
discovered to be operative in the advanced industrial democracies of the nine-
teenth century. As capitalism ages, the argument proceeded, its profit rate must
inevitably decline. Marx had taught no less. According to Maoist theoreticians,
the Soviet state monopoly capitalists faced the same “objective” inevitabilities.
The traditional Marxist argument of an inevitable declining rate of profit for
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mature capitalist industry made its appearance in the anti-Soviet literature of
Maoist theoreticians, who were more conservative than their Soviet counter-
parts. However discredited the notion of the declining rate of profit for modern
industrial systems might be, Chinese Marxists found it serviceable. They main-
tained that as the domestic wealth of the Soviet “revisionist clique” diminished
because of the declining rate of profit, the dique would be “ineluctably” driven
to scramble for international sources of raw materials, market outlets, and in-
vestment opportunities. The leaders of the Soviet Union, under the banner of
socialism, would produce a “fascist dictatorship” that would threaten the place,
security, and resources of its neighbors.

Pursuing this thesis, Maoists madc recourse to the Leninist notion that mo-
nopoly capitalists, attempting to maintain a suitable rate of return on their
investments, seek not only to control territories rich in resources, but also to
maintain favorable conditions of international trade. Following Lenin's lead,
Maoists argued that, on the pretext of extending aid, for example, Moscow, like
all imperialists before it, imposed exorbitant rates of interest on its forcign loans.
Like any other imperialism, an imperialist Soviet Union dictated self-serving
terms of trade to its trading partners.

Like any other imperialist, the Soviet imperialists attempted to suppress
competition from other industrialized or industrnializing communities. They
sought to exploit the resources of the nations on their periphery and in the Third
World, and, in order to fully secure their dominance, they must ulumately
embark upon “wars of redivision.” This was the Maoist explanation of the Soviet
Union’s policies toward China.

The argument was that there was not “much difference between the state
monopoly capitalism in the Soviet Union and that in capital-imperialist coun-
trics. The only difference [was] that the former, transformed from socialist state
ownership, is the more intensified in the degree of concentration and monopoli-
zation. Strate monopoly capitalism is the base of the dictatorship of the Soviet
bureaucrat monopoly capitalist class and the economic root cause of the external
aggression and expansion by Soviet revisionist social-imperialism and hegemo-
nism that it pushes,”™

According to the Maoists of the period, the Soviet Union, driven by the
economic imperatives of monopoly capitalism in its final stages, had taken the
path of exploiting its domestic working class in order the fuel its aggressive
military expansion. Moscow’s investment in its massive military machine was a
corollary of its economic regression to monopoly capitalism. By restoring capital-
ism in the Soviet Union, the burecaucratic leadership had recreated the economic
base for a fascist “predatory imperialism.”*’

The very logic of such a system, according to Maoist theorists, required the
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conquest of contiguous territories. Neighbors of the Soviet Union had experi-
enced Moscow's fascist aggression and the violation of their sovereignty. “The
Soviet revisionist renegade clique . . . bullied all its neighboring countries . . .
land| flagrantly sent troops to occupy Czechoslovakia.” As part of its irrepress-
ible imperialist imperative, the Soviet Union was “stretching its sinister claws of
aggression to socialist China.”#

Maoist theoreticians had reproduced, in caricature, almost the entire ra-
tionale employed by Marxists in the late 19208 and 14305 to characterize fascism.
The implications were transparent. Chinese Marxists identificd the Soviet Union
as a variant of “fascist dictatorship” under the “signboard of socialism.™ For
Muaoist theoreticians, one of the major implications of the restoration of capital-
ism in the Sovier Union was the effort by those in authority to pretend that the
dictatorship they had constructed really represented a “state of the whole people”
in which classes and class conflict no longer occupied a significant place.™ Mao-
ists maintained that the Sovict notion of a “state of the whole people” sought to
introduce the “class harmony” that underlay the fascist rationale for a state that
served the nation by standing above class conflict and class interest. Any effort,
Maoists argued, that “loses sight of the class struggle” effectively abandons the
theoretical core of Marxism—Leninism and surrenders itself to the international
forces of imperialism, the heirs of prewar fascism.>

In all of this, what the Maoists imagined themselves as doing was a “strictly
scientific class analysis™ of developments in the Soviet Union and what those
developments implied for the “world revolution of the proletariat.™ What was
singular in the Maoist account was the argument that different, antagonisuc
classes persisted under socialism, a system that had abolished the private owner-
ship of property. “Class”™ was defined as any body of individuals who enjoyed any
advantage in any system. In effect, there could be “exploiting” classes in any
system, and since fascism was identified with a system of exploitation, onc could
expect to find fascism anywhere.

Given these kinds of assessments, “bourgeois” classes were to be found in
both the Soviet Union and Maoist China, where private property had long been
eliminated and the means of production socialized.> As long as any inequality
existed anywhere, class distinctions existed by entailment. Where there were
classes, there one would find fascism. Given the nature of the argument, Maoists
could argue that even after the establishment of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, classes and “fierce” conflict of classes could be expected to persist “for a
very long time,” perhaps for as long as “100 million years.”** Such a notion could
only have very sobering implications for fascist studies, as well as for traditional
Marxist eschatology.

In effect, Maoists had “creatively developed” Marxism~Leninism in their
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own unique fashion. Under the new dispensation, the Marxist “dictatorship of
the proletariat” harbored within itself a threat of self-destruction. According to
Maoist theoreticians, a *life-and-death struggle” would continue throughout the
epoch of the dictatorship of the proletariat “between the two major antagonistic
classes, the proletariat and the bourgcoisic.” Fven decades after the domestic
victory of Marxism—1Leninism, the bourgeoisic might usurp power, as they did
under Khrushchev. Any time during the reign of the dictatorship of the proletar-
iat, capitalism might be restored, and socialism might disintegrate into a variant
of fascism.® All those threats would persist into the indeterminate future,

All those tortured conjectures were not the products of unknown Chinese
Maoists. Two of the major theoreticians providing the rationale for the Maoist
interpretation of fascism were Yao Wenyuan and Zhang Chungiao, founding
members of the now infamous “Gang of Four.” They were the theoreticians
of the Grear Proletanian Cultural Revoludon thar held Maoist China in thrall
for about a decade. Not only did the Cultural Revolution leave more than a
million vietims in its train, it reduced “Marxist theory” tw a collection of singular
stupidities.

What the “creative developments” of the theoreticians of the Cultural Revo-
lution gave rise to was a major threat to the integrity of any socialist system
predicated on the collective ownership of the means of production. The major
theoreticians of China’s Cultural Revolution argued that while the ownership of
the means of production marked a major development in the transition from
capitalism to soctalism, 1t was the “ideological and political line” entertained by
the Communist Party that determined “which class owns those [means of pro-
duction] in actual fact.™

In the Soviet Union, after about four decades of collective ownership of the
means of production, the “new bourgeoisic” in the burcaucracy had chosen o
“restore capitalism.” In Maoist China, no less a threat hung over socialism. If the
leadership of the Chinese Communist Party chose to restore capitalism, all they
would have to do is “change the line and policies of the Party.” They would
“hoist the flag of the dictatorship of the proletariat” over the masses, but in fact
would impose a “fascist dictatorship.”>

The theoreticians of the Gang of Four argued that since socialist society had
only recently been born of capitalism, it would be, according to Marx, himself,
“in every respect, economically, morally, and intellectually, still stamped with the
birth marks of the old society from whose womb it emerges.” As a conse-
quence, any failure to energetically defend socialism ideologically would inevita-
bly lead to the restoration of capitalism and the inevitable advent of fascism.™

For the Maoist theoreticians of the Cultural Revolution, it was the “cor-

rectness or incorrectness of the ideological and political line™ that determined
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whether socialism or fascismn would prevail in any Marxist—Leninist society. It
was not the economics of any particular period, but s intellectual “superstruc-
ture” that determined outcomes.® For Maoist theorcticians, “politics” was “the
concentrated expression of economics” and was in command.”! Marxism had
been transformed from a system in which economics was the ultimate determi-
nant of cvents to one in which “politics” and the entire ideological superstructure
of socicty assumed “command.™ For late Maoism, it was a “political line,” an
ideological disposition, that determined social, economic, and historic outcomes.

It was the “politics,” the ideological orientation of some members of the
Chinesc Communist Party, that made them “capitalist roaders.” Having failed to
understand the essentials of socialist revolution, they sought the restoration of a
market cconomy, with its insistence on efficiency measured in terms of profitand
productivity caleulated in terms of wages—all of which would “undermine the
soctalist planned cconomy.”™ This would contribute not only to the restoration
of state monopoly capitalism, the “catering to the needs of imperialism,” but, of
neeessity, to the creation of “fascist dictatorship.”*

The entire collection of propositions that make up the substance of this
“theory” was attributed to the “genius” of Mao Zedong. “Chairman Mao,” the

world was rold,

with the gifts of genius, creatively and comprehensively developed Marxisme
Leninism. Basing himsclf on the fundamental theses of Maexism—Leninism,
Chairman Mao has summied up the experience of the pracuice of the Chinese
revolution and the world revolution, and the painful lesson of the usurpation
of the leadership of the Party and the state of the Soviet Union by the modern
revisionist clique, systematically put forward the theory concerning classes,
class contradictions and class struggle that exist in socialist society, greatly
enriched and developed the Marxist—Leninist theory on the dictatorship of
the proletaria®

The account concluded with the insistence that “every sentence by Chairman
Mao is the truth, and carries more weight than ten thousand ordinary sentences.”
There was no doubt thar the Marxist thearists of Mao’s China took this entire
“dialectical development” very seriously.

Armed with the insights of the incarnate “never-sctting red sun,” Zhou Enlai
warned that “the criminal aim of counterrevolutionary revisionists” was not only
to restore capitalism; it was to “rurn the Marxist—Leninist Chinese Communist
Party into a revisionist, fascist Party.”* By implication, Mao Zedong’s develop-
ment of Marxism~Leninism was a “new” and “creatively developed” theory of
fascism.

However methodologically impaired and intellectually impoverished Mao's
new interpretation of fascism may have been, it was instructive. [t demonstrated
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that as long as the international academic community was prepared to be content
with a loosely framed catalog of descriptive traits as an adequate characterization
of fascism, that characterization might be made to fit almost any political sys-
tem. Fascism might make its appearance in capitalist or socialist environments
equally well.

The interwar version of the Marxist—Leninist interpretation of fascism had
held that the modern world had a choice between only fascism and socialism.
The Maoist variant of the standard version held that even socialism could not
fully protect humankind from fascism. Long after the abolition of private prop-
erty and the suppression of all market activity, fascism might very well appear.
Quite aside from the fact that this could only be depressing to Marxists every-
where, the reality was that the theoreticians of Maoism could provide very little
help to Marxist—Leninists trying to decide whether or not a socialist community
was taking the “sinister” road to state monopoly capitalism, collusion with impe-
rialism, and the creation of a fascist dictatorship. Since private ownership of the
means of production no longer existed in socialist society, it was impossible to
identify the bourgceoisie, whether petty or grand, by virtue of their asscts.

An alternative criterion for identifying “renegade cliques,” of course, might
be the degree of control over the means of production enjoyed by any segment of
the population. As has been suggested, control over the means of production
might serve as the functional equivalent of ownership. But even this could
hardly scrve, because Maoists insisted that not all “persons in authority” or those
in control of the means of production were “rencgades,” “revisionists,” “ghosts,”
“monsters”, or potential fascists.”” Only a “handful” among them constituted a
threat to socialism. The problem was identifying that pernicious handful.

Even the genius of Mao Zedong failed to warn him that Liu Shaogi and Lin
Biao, his self-sclected heirs, were revisionist monsters and members of a “renc-
gade clique” threatening China with fascism. Mao, at different times, had chosen
one or the other ranking party member as his immediate political heir only to
belatedly discover that he or they were “capitalist roaders,” “rightists,” and
potential fascists.

If even Mao had that kind of difficulty in identifying the renegades of
revisionism, it is hard to imagine how the average Chinese Communist could be
expected to do much better. Maoism’s interpretation of fascism was expected to
serve as a theoretical guide in all this apparent confusion. If the revisionists who
threatened to restore capitalism in Maoist China were few in number and were
not distinguished by their positions in authority or their possession or control of
the means of production, then the great masses of the people might have prob-
lems in identifying them—even equipped with Mao’s new theory of fascism.

In the effort to resolve this problem, Maoist theoreticians immediately pro-

FASCISM AND MARXISM-LENINISM IN POWER 83

posed a supplementary “monster detector,” or a “magic mirror” that would
instantly reveal the presence of “capitalist roaders.”®® Mao Zedong’s thought was
proposed as the infallible guide in distinguishing the threatening “bourgeois
line” from that of the “proletariat.” We were informed that when the worker,
peasant, and soldier masses “grasp Mao Zedong Thought . . . [they] have the
highest criterion to distinguish right from wrong, they have the vantage ground
from which to see far ahcad, and they can discern the essence through the
appearance. . . . No anti-Party, anti-socialist element can escape their notice.”
All this would seem to be reasonably simple if there were any way to determine
the specific content of Mao Zedong’s thought with any assurance.

One of the major admonitions broadcast by Maoist theoreticians was that the
“handful of Party persons in authority who were taking the capitalist road” were
incredibly deceptive. They raised the red flag and the banner of revolution to
combat the red flag and the revolution—and they simulated adherence to Mao
Thought in order to oppose Mao’s thought.” For years, capitalist roaders like
Liu Shaoqi apparently succeeded in deceiving Mao Zedong himself.

In order to resolve all these issues, Mao’s theoreticians recommended simple
obedicnce to the masses of China. A list of exemplary “heroes” and “models” was
supplied. These heroes expressed sentiments that were remarkably uniform. In
onc manner or another, they all afhrmed, “I will do as Chairman Mao says.” In
onc manner or another, they all insisted, “I am determined to act in accordance
with Chairman Mao’s instructions.””! Maoists, in fact, had a standard response to
the question of how one might recognize revisionist monsters and ghosts when
they conceal themselves in Mao’s thought and wave the red flag to oppose the red
flag. The answer was “to read Chairman Mao’s works, follow his teachings and
act on his instructions.”” It was all terribly simple. To be a true Maoist revolu-
tionary, to thwart fascists, all one had to do was to obey the Chairman in an orgy
of submission that many academicians, East and West, insisted was a defining
trait of right-wing extremism.

For Maoists, the injunction was: “We must fulfill the instructions of Com-
rade Mao Zedong regardless of whether we have or have not yet understood
them.””* For Mao, the preoccupation with “understanding” and “knowing” was
debilitating. He insisted that “in history it is always those with little learning who
overthrow those with more learning”—and while he did not propose to close the
schools of China, he did insist that “it is not absolutely necessary to attend
school,” for those who attend school may acquire learning, but lose the “Truth.”

For Mao, it was “experience” that delivered real learning. As a consequence,
he insisted that there was entirely “too much studying going on” in China. He
deemed this “exceedingly harmful.” It was evident to him that “to read too many

books is harmful”—for “if you read too many books, they petrify your mind."”*
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One consequence of these notions was Mao's injunction: “We must drive actors,
poets, dramatists and writers out of the cities, and pack them all off to the
countryside,” where they might abandon reading and writing and “expenience
reality,””

Maoism scorned intellectuals and intellectualism. It sought a kind of tran-
scendent “wisdom” in youth and direct experience. It advocated the learning
of the battlefield and the violence of revolution. For Maoists, obedience, experi-
ence, and “struggle” were advanced as essential to the creation of a “new world”
and “new men.” Displaying some of the major characteristics of “right-wing
extremism,” “left-wing™ Maoism confounded some of the distinctions that have
been classificatory folk wisdem in social scienee for almost the entire twentieth
century.

Perhaps more significant than this is that for Maotsm “struggle” meant many
things, including that violenee, and war contributed to the realization of political
goals. Struggle, vielence and war were advanced as solutions to problemns bath
domestic and forcign. “Only by repeated and fieree struggles can the new thing
grow in strength and rise to predominance, and only thus can the old thing be

776 Revisionists apparently failed to understand

weakened and forced o penish.
that the “dialectic of history™ required “permancnt struggle” if socialist momen-
tum were not to be surrendered to fascism.

Mao was prepared to arguc that international war was simply a necessary
form of “struggle,” and any suggestion “that capualism may peacctully grow
over to socialism . . . is a serious distortion of Marxism.™™ To “overthrow the
enemy,” domestic or forcign, “revolutionary violence” 1s not only a necessity, 1t
“is a rule.””™ Socialism can be built only through civil or international war, “'To
see the ills of war but not its benefits is a onc-sided view. It is of no usc to the
people’s revolution to speak one-sidedly of the destructiveness of war.””

For Mao, violence was creative; it was an inescapable constutient of the
revolutionary process. To deny its role in the process was to deny the revelution

I

and the future of socialist society. The “philosophy of violence,” traditionally
conceived of as the “pathology” of right-wing extremism, scems to have had a
place in the conjectures of the Left.

According to Maoist theoreticians, the revisionists failed to understand that st
was fierce class conflict and all the violence thar artended the Grear Proletarian
Cultural Revolution that provided the energy without which not only would
socialism fail, but historical development would cease. Maoists anticipated many,
many cultural revolutions that would be undertaken with all the conviction and
atrendant struggle of the first. Eternal “struggle” against the threat of revision-
ism and fascism was the price to be paid for socialism by the people of China,

Drawing on all these notions, Maoists worked for about a decade to put

FASCISM ANID MARXISM-LENINISM IN POWER 85

together a theory that would lift Marxism~Leninism “to a completely new
stage.” What they delivered was clearly different from anything to be found in
either classical Marxism or orthodox Leninism. Of all the curiosities they pro-
duced, the Maoist interpretation of fascism was perbaps the strangest.

It was most curious because, even before the close of the Maoist period, the
Maoist theory of fascism had turned on itself, This theory represented littde more
than a distorted mirror image of the system created by the Chinese Communist
Party. So obvious was the fact that, three months before Mao’s death in 1976, a
revolutionary Red Guard, Chen Erjin, produced a singularly doleful assessment
of socialism in China. Chen, an avowed Marxist, concluded that Maoism itself
was a variant of European fascism.®

When Chen submitted his work for publication, he was immediately ar-
rested by the authorities as politically subversive. That he was arrested is hardly
surprising. What is interesting 1s his analysis, which Chen considered Marxist in
both spirit and letter.

Chen sought to understand the socialism of his country using the conceprual
machinery of Marxism. His conclusions were quasi-deductive extensions of the
Maoist theory of fascism itself. He began his account by identifying the economic
base of the “predatory new system of exploitation” that clearly threatened
overwhelm the socialism of Maoist China. Sinee socialism is predicated on the
abolition of private property, the state system that emerges in the wake of
Marxist—Leninist revolution is one into whose hands all property is collected. All
property becomes state property.

Those who administer state property become a “new class.” This newly
emergent class—“the burcaucrat-monaopoly privileged class”—arrogates to itself
“the twin powers of political leadership and economic control.” Chen argued
that the new privileged elite of the first postrevolutionary stage of socialism tends
to construct a “burcaucratic-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 “deceitful
propaganda,” seduced by the rhetoric of revolutionary eschatology, labor is do-
mesticated to the system. What had emerged out of the socialist revolution in
China, according to this youthful critic, was unmistakenly a “fascist dictator-
ship.”™ Chen had turned the Maoist theory of fascism on itself.

Chen argued, with perhaps more coherence than the Marxists 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 postrevolu-
tionary mode of production. That a small minority concentrates all coercive
power in its hands, while controlling the highly organized means of social
production, results in the creation of a hierarchical system potentially more
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despotic than the state monopoly capitalism of which it is an analog. The con-
centration of political power in the hands of the “new class” allows totalitarian
“monopoly to be exerted over all spheres” of society.*® The major overt features
of the system are (I) nonelective appointments to positions of power at the
discretion and pleasure of the party and its leader; (2) the hierarchical arrange-
ment of authority; (3) the complete separation of statc organs from any respon-
sibility to the general population; and (4) the “sanctification of the Party.™

Chen argued that the prevailing circumstances ultimately require people “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. “Proletarian dictatorship” is transformed
into “social-fascist dictatorship by the burcaucrat-monopoly privileged class.”™*

By the end of 1980, when the People’s Republic had entered into its long
period of economic reform under Mao’s successor, Deng Xiaoping, many of
Communist China’s dissidents no longer spoke the Acsopian language they had
earlier employed to conceal their true intent. There was no longer talk of a
foreign “revisionist system” or the proposed “right-wing” system of the oppo-
nents of Mao Zedong—that of “capitalist roaders.” Mao Zedong was identificd
with the “socialist-fascist system” that had grown out of what had been spoken of
as the “dictatorship of the proletariat.” It was Mao who had captained the
passage from one to the other. Mao had created the system that shared features
with that crafied by Benito Mussolini half a century before. One Chinese dissi-
dent reminded us that Mussolini himself had been a leader of the “left-wing”
ltalian Socialist Party before he became the “right-wing” Duce of Fascism.®

In fact, Wang Xizhe, that same critic, suggested that Maoism shared species
traits with Stalinism, Italian Fascism, and Hitler’s National Socialism ¥ What he
alluded to were the familiar properties shared by all these systems. What distin-
guished “Marxist” systems from those traditionally called “fascist” was the aboli-
tion and monopolization of private property by the state and their insistence on
the significance and perpetuity of class warfare.® “Stalinism,” Wang argued, was
an appropriate designation for “Marxist” socialist-fascism, while “fascism” cov-
ered all similar non-Marxist systems. All these, he argued, were species variants
of the same genus.

According to Wang, Maoism was a perverse form of Stalinism. Where Sta-
lintsm had been content to bureaucratize the system, Maoism sought direct and
immediate control of the masses through interminable “campaigns” and “strug-
gles.” 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
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destroyed in the long struggle of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, Mao
created what Wang chose to call “a Mao Zedong Fascist Party.™

By the end of the decade of the 1970s and the commencement of the 198os,
the Marxist—Leninist theory of fascism had concluded its trajectory in China. By
the time of Mao's death in September 1976, the Marxist—Leninist theory of
fascism had devolved into a loosely jointed collection of propositions that identi-
fied the bureaucratic strata of socialist communities as the functional equivalents
of the various subclasses of the bourgeoisie in capitalist society. Without funda-
mental political reform, such stratified socialist systems would forever generate
new bourgeois elements that would be the operational equivalents of the “big
capitalists” and “finance capitalists” who were understood to have dominated
Mussolini’s Fascism. Like Mussolini’s Fascism, “socialist-fascism” put “politics,”
not property, in command. Like Fascism, “socialist-fascism” was animatcd by a
vision, not controlled by property.

As a function of those insights, during the final years of Mao’s rule, the
Marxist—Leninist theory of fascism had transformed itself into a scarching cri-
tique of socialist rule itsclf. In the course of that transformation, many things
became evident. It was clear that the categorics that afforded apparent substance
to the original schemata were, at best, ill defined.

In the course of the original analysis of fascism, for example, the Marxist
concept class was made to refer to many different social aggregates—all il de-
fined. Ultimately, “classes” were understood to function in systems in which no
private property existed. “Classes” were defined, not in terms of the property
relations of persons to the means of production, but in terms of the potential
enjoyed by any group in terms of exploitation. “Class™ was defined in terms of
real or fancied exploitation, by virtue of coercive state control, taking place
where private property did not exist.

Beyond that, in the course of the analysis of fascism, many Marxists came to
recognize that forced industrial devclopment and cconomic growth, together
with the exigencies of time and circumstance, made an interim period of author-
itarian rule a necessity. If a less developed community sought to survive and
prevail in the modern world, it required a broad, deep industrial base. To
transform the essentially labor-intensive agrarian systems of the past into the
revolutionary, developmental enterprises of the present might require an inde-
terminate period of minority control.”

That period was variously identified. In circumstances in which private
property has been abolished and the productive system is governed by command,
this period was called by some the “dictatorship of the most advanced vanguard
of the proletariat.” It was a party dictatorship. In a system in which private
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property is tolerated and the economy is governed by market signals, the period
was identified by others as generic fascism.

What Marxist theory, in one or other of its forms, managed to produce
during the years between the Sino—Soviet dispute and the death of Mao Zedong
in 1976 was a reformulation of inherited notions about fascism. Fascism was no

longer conceived of as simply the pathological product of the final crisis of

industrial capitalism. It was a form of developmental dictatorship that could
arise anywhere if an exiguous minority assumed the responsibilities of control
and administration of the property of a community. In such a system, “class,”
defined in terms of the ownership of property, was no longer a significant social,
political, or economic determinant. In fact, class was an artifact of monopoly po-
litical control. It was politics that determined the major features of the system—
whether “socialist” or “fascist.” Such a system characteristically comes into being
in retrograde economic circumstances—in communities suffering retarded in-
dustrial development. The “socialism” of such a system is not a reflection of its
ceconomic base, but the product of political decision.

All these assessments were going on at the close of the Maoist era and at the
commencement of the transition to the rule of Deng Xiaoping. Marxist efforts to
understand fascism had produced a body of thought out of which a number of
very critical questions would emerge. These questions would be significant
during the entire period of reform entrained by Deng Xiaoping's accession to
power as “Paramount Leader” of China. Madame Mao, the redoubtable Jiang
Qing, provided what is perhaps the most appropriate epitaph to the long history
of the Marxist theory of fascism in China by identifying Deng, Mao’s successor,
as a fascist and the system he inherited as one exquisitely fascist.”

The subsequent history of the Marxist—Leninist theory of fascism in the So-
viet Union protracted the story of Marxism’s relationship with fascism still fur-
ther. Throughout the decade of the 1980s, until the disintegration of Marxism-
Leninism as a political system, fascism was to haunt the intellecruals of the Soviet
Union. In the end, fascism survived as Marxism-Leninism passed, uncercmoni-

ously, into history.

Fascism and the Devolution of
Marxism in the Soviet Union

As distinet from the history of the Marxist—Leninist theory of fascism in Maoist
China, the history of the Marxist—Leninist theory of fascism in the Soviet Union
is singular in a number of ways. An account of the history of the Marxist
Leninist theory of fascism in the Soviet Union is not restricted to theory—it
ultimately becomes directly concerned with fuscist practice. In the course of time,
as will be argued, Soviet intellectuals themselves became advocates of a clearly
discernible form of generic fascism.

Correlative with those developments, the Marxist~Leninists of the So-
viet Union became increasingly concerned with the devolution of Marxism-—
Leninism itself. This devolution began with the death of Josef Stalin in 1953.
Throughout the interwar years, Soviet ideology had continued in its seeming
imperturbability. With its defeat in the Second World War, fascism was thor-
oughly discredited. In the Soviet Union, in the years immediately following the
war, the term fascism was emploved as a simple term of derogation to identify
Adolf Hitler’s genocidal regime, and there was literally no one who pretended to
find any merit whatsoever in such a system. Stalin’s Marxism—Leninism was
secure from any criticism from the “extreme right.”

In the years that followed the Second World War, revolutionary China
emerged as a revolutionary power on the Asian continent and took on all the ma-
jor features of Stalinism, In both Communist China and the Soviet Union, the
cult of the leader was the unifying center of all political life. It is understood now,
in retrospect, that while the talk was of “Marxism” and “Marxism—Leninism,”
the reality was somecthing vastly different.

With Stalin’s death in March 1953, the Soviet Union went into almost imme-
diate political and ideological decompression. Almost immediately, Marxism-—
Leninism was no longer a living faith for most of the leadership of the Commu-
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nist Party of the Soviet Union. There was the suggestion that something had
always been very wrong with the Marxism—Leninism of Josef Stalin, the “Father
of Peoples.” Stalin had created a political, social, and economic system that bore
little resemblance to anything suggested in the theoretical works of Marx and
Engels. There was, of course, something infinitcly more objectionable in Stalin-
ism than its intellectual failures, but those disabilities suggested the system’s
overall morbidity.

After his death, substantial parts of the creed made official by Stalin during
his rule became suspect. This awareness probahly affected the confidence with
which the Sovier Union faced the increased resistance to communist rule that
began to mount throughout its empire. Almost cverywhere that the Soviet
Union had exercised its influence, overt political resistance began to emerge.

Almost immediately after Stalin's death, there were uprisings in Berlin
against the Soviet occupation and the Marxist—Leninist government.! The upris-
ings in East Germany and the subsequent unrest in Poland signaled the opening
of a critical period in the history of the Soviet Union. In his struggle for the
succession, Khrushchev intimated that the Soviet Union required a major re-
view and reform of its most fundamental institutions. It was racitly acknowl-
edged that the integrity of the inherited doctrine had suffered gricvously at the
hands of the Soviet Union’s recently deceased Vozhd.?

Atter the death of Stalin in March 1953 and the revelations of Khrushchev in
February 1956, Marxist theorcticians in Moscow were confronted by a clutch of
scrious problemns. While everyone seemed to fecl the need to abandon Stalinism
as the systemn’s ravionale, it was not evident how the political and moral legit-
imacy of the Soviet Umion could be prescrved in its absence.

Sealinism was to be forsaken, but an effort was made to prescrve Marxisim—
Leninism as a constructive, meaningful creed for Soviet citizens. Stalin’s heirs
had inherited an arabesque political system, characterized by propertics all but
indistinguishable from generic fascism, yet legitimated by an ideology to which
it bore no resemblance. |

There was talk of a “return 1o Leninism” in the effort to reestablish regime
legitimacy, but it soon became clear that Stalinism could not be so easily distin-
guished from Leninism. In retrospect, it is evident that Soviet ideology entered
into crisis with Stalin’s death and followed him in death only with the disintegra-
rion of the Soviet system itself. The crisis resolved itself in the 1980s only with the
emergence of two opposed ideologies—one a variant of Western democracy, the
other an unmistakable variant of fascism. Such a denocucment, totally unex-
pected by Western scholars, tells us something about fascism and a great deal
about Marxism-Leninism.

In retrospect, it is possible to trace the course of the decay of Marxist theory in
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the Soviet Union with reasonable accuracy. It began with the death of Stalin and
the efforts at “de-Stalinization” that followed. There is considerable evidence
suggesting that Khrushchev, in the years following the death of Stalin, attempted
to recapture and implement some of the humanitarian and liberating tenets of
the declaratory creed of the original Marxists that Stalin had pretended served as
the legitimating rationale for the Soviet system. In a real sense, Khrushchev
scems to have sought to have Marxism—Leninism, purged of Stalinism, conform
to the romantic eschatology of the carly Bolsheviks, who were caught up in the
vision of 1 world revolution of workers that would bring peace, harmony, and
material abundance in its wake.

In the immediate post-Stalinist years, legislation was passed, for example,
that sought to preclude the further possibility of mass terror. Regulations were
promulgated designed to curb police powers by reducing the secret police to a
state committee under party control.! There seems to have been an intention to
do something about the concentration camps that dotted the landscape.

However Marxist theoreticians chose to interpret the end of the Stalin era,
there was little doubt that Marxism-Leninism had revealed itself to be anything
but an inerrant guide to political leadership. The sense of malaise that followed
was exacerbated by Khrushchev's penchant for calling up, once again, all the
Marxist slogans that the first Bolsheviks had carried in their rucksacks. There
was talk of the imminence of communism, of improved living standards, and of
“classless democracy.™ Khrushchev sought to reaffirm the romantic and En-
lightenment values presumably harbored by the original makers of the Russian
Revolution. In that sense, he anticipated much of the subsequent idcological
“restructuring” by Mikhail Gorbachev, who, twenty years later, was to resolve
the crisis begun with the death of Stalin by bringing down the Soviet system.

In the years between Khrushchev and Gorbachev, the Soviet Union went
into a long somnolence—ycars of economic stagnation and gradual political
decay. It was during those years that the entire issue of “fascism” reemerged both

as theory and reality. It was an issue that was to shape the end of the Soviet Union
and influence the future of the new, post-Soviet Russia.

By the mid-1g6os, as we have seen, Chinese Marxists had condemned
“de-Stalinization” as an abandonment of socialism and an embrace of “social-
fascism.” In some sense, that was true. It was Stalinism that had provided the
ideological rationale for “socialism in one country.” It was Stalinism that had
identified “fascism” as a bourgeois excrescence of late capitalism. And it was
Stalinism that gave institutional form and ideological legitimation to Mao’s
People’s Republic of China. The abandonment of Stalinism signified, for the
Marxists of China, a counterrevolutionary blow against socialism and the first
step in the full restoration of state monopoly capitalism in the USSR.>
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The extent of the ideological decay that took place under Stalin’s ministra-
tions was revealed only years later, in the intense introspection of Mikhail Gor-
bachev’s glasnost. Only then could Soviet thinkers fully expand upon Stalin’s
“irrationality”—his “mental illness”—in an effort not only to explain the enor-
mities committed in his name, but to account for the disintegration of Marxism—
Leninism as an ideology.® By the end of his life, Stalin had so tortured Marxist
theory that it no longer possessed credibility. The sense of cynicism that over-
whelmed Soviet intellectuals was immensely damaging to regime legitimacy. If
Stalin and those around him who professed to be Marxist theoreticians could be
led so far astray for so many ycars, it was difficult to sec the merits of Marxism as
a prophylactic against error, still less as a legitimating rationale for the system.

Whatever effort was madc to keep Khrushchev's revelations at the Twen-
tieth Party Congress secret, they were almost immediately broadcast worldwide.
The most dedicated Marxists could not fail to recognize the implications of
Khrushchev’s indictment of Stalin. For an entire epoch, Marxism—Leninism in
the Soviet Union had “degenerated.”

The consequences of this “crisis of conscience” in the Soviet Union unleashed
turmoil in Fastern Europe. A series of crises in Poland were followed by anti-
communist revolution in Hungary, begun by Imre Nagy's attempt the rehabili-
tate his system’s legitimating ideology. In 1956, Nagy, who had originally been
brought to power on the bayonets of the Soviet army, insisted that if his nation
were to survive, it would be necessary 1o abandon Marxist “dogmatism, and exc-
getic Talmudisms” for some more viable alternative. He sought to “modernize”
Marxism, by abandoning the “old, sometimes antiquated scholastic theories™ that
had been imposed on the satellites of Stalin’s Soviet Union.® He sought an alter-
native socialism. His efforts were suppressed only with the force of Soviet arms.

The unraveling of what had been the rationale of the Marxist world system
created increasingly unmanageable tensions between the Soviet Union and the
Marxists of the People’s Republic of China. Major ideological and policy differ-
ences very soon created an abyss between the Kremlin and the Maoists of Bei-
jing.” The Sino~Sovict conflict that emerged during the tenure of Khrushchev
further bankrupted the notion of the universal inerrancy of Marxism—Leninism.
The consequence was a predictable diminution of ideological legitimacy for both
Moscow and Beijing. It became increasingly apparent that both Moscow and
Beijing were responding, and appealing, to their respective national interests
rather than to any internationalist Marxist ideological imperatives.

As many had long argued, the revolution in Russia and the systern Sealin had
created gave every appearance of being fundamentally national, not interna-
tional, in form and in inspiration. No less could be said of the revolution in
China. In the face of such considerations, there was increasing idCOIOgical fer-
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ment among Russian and Soviet intellectuals. Within that ferment, the first
shoots of anti-regime dissidence made their appearance.

In a forlorn effort to revivify Marxism-Leninism in a relatively liberal con-
test of opinions, Khrushchev allowed the expression of modest protest. To that
apparent end, he authorized the publication of some works critical of the Soviet
system—among them a novella entitled One Day in the Life of fvan Denisovich by
a then little-known writer, Alexander Solzhenitsyn. It was a depressing depic-
tion of the grim realities of Soviet life under Marxism-Leninism. It was to be
followed by works by Solzhenitsyn and others that were increasingly critical not
only of life, but also of thought, under the dominion of Marxism—Leninism.

At about the same time, the first significant religious protests against the
persecution of the Orthodox Church by the Soviet authorities took place."
Along with all this, the first revolutionary anti-Marxist, Russian nationalist
dissidents began to gather in clandestine organizations. In February 1964 an
“underground liberation army” made its presence known in Leningrad. The
All-Russian Social-Christian Union for the Liberation of the People, as 1t identi-
fied itself, continued to recruit members and generate anti-regime literature
until its discovery and dissolution by the KGB in 1967,

Not only was the All-Russian Union anti-Marxist, it was clearly nationalist
in the most traditional sense of the word. [t characterized its own ideology as
“Social-Christian” and rejected Marxism as not only “deeply anti-moral,” but
“anti-national” as well. The “People’s Revolutionary Charter” of the All-Russian
Union affirmed that Communist rule had become possible in Russia only be-
cause Marxists had “uprooted” the “living soul of a pcople—its national tradi-
tion.”*? It thus picked up a theme that had been central to the convictions of anti-
Bolshevism since the time of the revolution in 1917.

In the turmoil that attended the decomposition of Marxism as a legitimating
rationale, some of the elements of traditional nationalism began to reappear.
What was becoming increasingly apparent was that “Soviet patriotism,” without
roots in the history of Imperial Russia, would no longer serve as an effective
surrogate for Russian nationalism.

During the 1g20s and 1930s, Fascist theoreticians had identified “Soviet
patriotism” as a functional substitute for Russian nationalism. It was clear that
the substitution satisfied their anticipation of an inevitable abandonment of
Marxist internationalism by Marxists themselves. For the Fascist thinkers of the
interwar years, Soviet patriotism, with Great Russians at its heart, satisfied their
theoretical expectations.!?

By the mid-1960s in the Soviet Union, the issue of “Soviet patriotism,” as
distinct from “Russian nationalism,” became increasingly acrimonious. Many
Soviet intellectuals simply spoke of “patriotism” and the “Motherland,” leaving
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unclear whether the referent was Russia or the Soviet Union. Regardless of the
confusion, dissident intellecruals made increasing reference to “national tradi-
tions” and the “spirit of the nation,” with “Russia” as a specific referent. At times,
there was a conscious rejection of what was seen as an artificial Soviet patriotism,
in order to embrace a genuine Russian nationalism.' The All-Russian Union
was among the first and better known of those dissident nationalist groups that
opted for Russian nationalism as distinct from Soviet patriotism.

Below the level of ideological reflection, student groups of the 1g960s orga-
nized themselves in a spontancous effort to protect Russia's artistic and cultural
heritage—evidence of the nation's past glories, sometimes neglected and almost
always deplored by the Soviet regime. There were voluntary societies for the
collection and display of traditional artifacts. Touring groups were formed to
visit old monuments and religious shrines. There was a preoccupation with the
pre-Soviet history of Imperial Russia, with its accomplishments, sacrifices, and
meaning in the world.

Of greater interest for the present discussion is the occurrence among the
diverse elements that provided the substance of the ideology of the new/old
Russian nationalism that appeared at that time of unmistakable fascist compo-
nents. The All-Russian Social-Christian Union, for example, anticipated an anti-
Marxist “corporative order”—the functional organization of all productive com-
ponents—that would operate under the overarching, interventionist auspices of a
nationalist, “theocratic” state.’

While the clear intention of the All-Russian Union was politically liberal, in
the classic sense of “liberal,” the intellectual leadership was under the doctrinal
influence of, among others, Nikolai Berdiaev, who had some evident, if relatively
minor, fascist sympathies.’ The similarities and sympathies were relatively in-
substantial, but the emerging nationalism was tendentially anti-Western, ill dis-
posed toward “inorganic” political democracy, vaguely anti-capitalist, bur sup-
portive of private property and relatively free market economics—sentiments
clearly reminiscent of the first Fascism.'” Marxism in the Soviet Union of Nikita
Khrushchev and Leonid Brezhnev was being gradually hollowed out by the first
efforts of an anti-regime nationalism thar saw itself, in a substantial sense, as a
“third way” between Western capitalism and Bolshevism.

By the middle of the 1960s, Marxism in the Soviet Union had entered into a
protracted ideological crisis from which it was not destined to emerge. Together
with the rise of an Orthodox Christian Russian nationalism, a popular, concilia-
tory nationalism made its first clear appearance among the establishment intelli-
gentsia.’® Specialists have simply noted that “a patriotic revival was only to be
expected in view of the decline of Marxist—Leninist ideology,” but something
more was transpiring.'®
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In the mid-1g6os, Kbrushchev was overwhelmed by his opponents in the
Party who charged him with having weakened the Soviet Union with his pro-
grams of reform and liberalization, Leonid Brezhnev, who succeeded him,
sought to offset the corrosive influence of political liberalism on the Soviet
dictatorship. Some effort was made to control the underground samizdar, and
dissidents like Solzhenitsyn and Andrei Sakharov were increasingly subject
to obstruction and censurc. Nonetheless, during the late 1g6os, non-orthodox
themes surfaced more and more frequently in the establishment literature of the
Soviet Union,

A great many tributaries flowed into an emerging “establishment national-
ism.” There was the Slavophile tradition of the nincteenth century, which car-
ried along with it the influence of all its notables, ranging from Nikolai Danilev-
sky to Fyodor Dostoyevsky. And there were the autbors of the carly National
Bolshevik tradition who had combined neo-Slavophilism and Stalinism in such a
way that it was difficult to disentangle the two.

The nationalist revival among establishment intellectuals wook many forms
and fielded many arguments. Spokesmen for the revival articulated their argu-
ments in literary journals like Voprosy literaturi and political magazines like
Molodaya gvardiya and Nash sovremennik. Not only did such works contain a
rediscovery of the Slavophile thinkers of the ninctecth century; there was the
occasional call for an entire reassessment of Russia’s long history from an inde-
pendent—that is to say, a non-Marxist—perspective,

In 1968, for example, Viktor Chalmaev published a long article entutled
“Inevitability,” in which he argued that the history of Russia was to be under-
stood in terms of the development and maturation of its “national spirit,” rather
than of social revolution and class warfare.” Invoking a historicism fundamen-
tally more Hegelian and nationalist than Marxistand internattonalist, Chalmacy
conccived of Bolshevism simply as one of many manifestations of the Russian
national spirit. Chalmacv conjured up one of the favorite images of those Rus-
sian nationalists of the 19205 who attempted to find some redeeming nationalist
message in the apparent internationalism of Bolshevism.

Chalmaev argued that Russia, at the heart of the Soviet Union, required
renewal. The Soviet Union had allowed itself to become bereft of soul and spirit.
It had become materialistic, devoid of purpose, and uninspired. Its population
had become corrupt and careerist, selfish and grasping. The argument had
manifest relevance. It offered some sort of explanation of the measurable con-
traction of the Sovier Union’s outpus, the declining productivity of labor, the
inefficiency of enterprise, the stagnation in technological innovation, and the
catastrophic waste of resources.?!

The enthusiasts of reemergent Russian nationalism sought to restore enter-
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prise and vitality to what have since been identified as years of stagnation un-
der Brezhnev. They sought to reawaken dedication and a willingness for self-
sacrifice among all sectors of society. To do that, they conjured up the familiar
images of external threat. The Sovict Union was involved in a struggle for its
very existence. The new/old nationalists contrasted the decadent, materialistic
West and a confused, but still vital Russia, making a distinction and broadcasting

an invocation familiar to anyonc at all knowledgeable about the concerns of

Slavophiles in the nincteenth century and National Bolsheviks in the twenticth.

The revived nationalism was cnergized by a pervasive sense of impending
catastrophe. There was allusion to an imminent apocalyptic clash of cultures in
which the Soviet, or Russian, state and socicty might succumb to the threats,
importunings, and violence of the spiritually bankrupt West.

Among many of the increasing number of nationalists and patriots, there
was a growing rehabilitation of Orthodox Chrisnanity and a heralding of a
romantic return to the “Motherland.” At the center of the historic vision was
neither confession, class, nor race. It was the nation that was key—and it was the
commitment to the survival and prevalence of the nation, however conceived,
that animated the entire enterprise.

Marxism had begun unraveling even before the rise of Russian nationalism
and non-Marxist patriotism. By the beginning of the 198os, there were few
intellectuals in the Soviet Union who were prepared to undertake the unquali-
fied defense of Marxism in any of its variants. Morce and more found political
inspiration in the new/old Russian natonalism that had assumed increasingly
concrete form in the 1970s. By the end of the 1980s, the political and economic
situation in the Soviet Union had deteriorated to the point where even the
intellectuals of the Communist Party itself were attempting to formulate alter-
natives to the Marxism-—Leninism that nominally still prevailed.” They had
witnessed the Polish proletariat rise up against their oppressors—the Marxist—
Leninist oligarchy of Poland. They fully understood that the Polish uprising of
August 1980 had been a working-class revolution against a new class of bureau-
cratic oppressors who pretended to be “proletarians,” animated by what pre-
tended to be the “proletarian” ideology of Marx, Lenin, and Stalin. It had been a
replay, on a far grander scale, of the Berlin uprisings of 1953, the Hungarian
rebellion of 1956, and the “Prague Spring” of 1968.

The “new thinking” of Mikhail Gorbachev did very little to redeem the old
doctrines.”? In 1970 Alexander Solzhenitsyn had counselled the leaders of the
Soviet Union to persist in their authoritarianism if they must, but urged them to
abandon the ideology that gave lic to the system. Gerbachev succeeded in doing
just the opposite. He insisted on Marxist—Leninist inspiration for his reforms
and proceeded to attempt the dismantling of the authoritarian state,
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The consequences were not long in coming. After some initial hesitation, by
1986 and 1987 the most distinguished members of the Kremlin elite were sav-
agely criticizing the administrative command system that had been the core of
the Soviet economy for more than half a century.?® That inevitably led to the
merciless criticism of Stalin and Stalinism, divesting the inherited 1deology of
any coherence it might still have retained. The people of the Soviet Union no
longer found inspiration in ideological truths or the political imperatives of a
“proletarian” ideological mission. Without doctrinal legitimation and inspira-
tion, there was no assurance that the system could maintain its integrity under
stress.

By the end of the decade, the Soviet Union was left with a hegemonic party
no longer convinced of its own mission, a hobbled security apparatus no longer
capable of controlling events, a population that had long since lost patience with
food and commaodity shortages, a military that was demoralized, and more and
more intellectuals who sought to separate the future of their nation from the fate
of Marxism—Leninism. By the cnd of the 1980s, many intellectuals were con-
cerning themselves with the survival of a Greater Russia, independent of Marx-
ism in any form.

By that time, there were despairing intellectuals who were prepared to argue
that only an emergency regime—Marxist, non-Marxist, or anti-Marxist—could
salvage the situation. Only a strong state could save Russia and protect the
integrity of the Soviet Union. Dissociating itself from the discredited inherited
ideology, such a state could establish a new legitimacy by invoking the emer-
geney powers necessary to meet prevailing exigencies.”” Onc of the most interest-
ing and important of the intellectuals initially putting forward those arguments
was Sergei Kurginian.?

By the end of the 1980s, Kurginian, an informed Marxist and a member of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, was seeking “national salvation” in a
program dictated not by the inherited ideology, but by what he considered the
political and economic reality then prevailing in the Soviet Union.*” Fragmen-
tary in delivery and sometimes loosely argued, that program had an implicit and
explicit logic that found expression in familiar themes.

What Kurginian and those who sympathized with him recommended to the
leadership of the Soviet Union was abandonment of most of the fictions that had
collected around the Marxist—Leninist state. Most of those fictions had become,
at best, transparently ineffectual—at worst, they contributed to the decay of the
entire system.

Kurginian's arguments addressed an issue on which the Soviet Union was to
founder. At the time of Stalin’s death, Khrushchev had sought to divest the
Soviet Union of all the pretenses that had been used to justify terror, political
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violence, and mass murder. Khrushchev sought a half-hearted return to the
Enlightenment and democratic values of the classical Marxism of the nineteenth
century. There was even talk of political diversity and improved living condi-
tions, and the promised abundance of communism.

Kurginian’s recommendation, like Solzhenitsyn’s, was that the leadership of
the Soviet Union would be wiser to abandon the “values of the Enlightenment,”
with all their associated passivity and political pluralities, and reinforce the more
traditional “Eastern” values of commitment, dedication, and sacrifice. For a
nation in crisis, democratic and consumerist values detracted from collecrive
survival potential,

Kurginian candidly admitted that no onc in the Soviet Union believed in the
supposed “democracy” of the Soviet system. It would be hard to conceive of how
the prevailing system could “democratize” itself without self-destruction. Cer-
tainly no one believed that the essentially nonmarket economy of the Soviet
Union could provide the quality and quantity of consumer goods made available
in the West.”® To indiscriminately “marketize” the Soviet economy would be to
court disaster.

Kurginian urged the abandonment of any appeal to such “Enlightenment”
values in the effort to preserve the Soviet Union in the face of cataclysmic threats
to its survival. What he advocated was an unambiguous appeal to those “indige-
nous” values that had lifted the people of Russia and the Soviet Union from
agrarianism to industrial modernity, from defeat and humiliation in the First
World War to victory in the Second.

However Kurginian and those who shared his convictions were identified by
others, or whatever they called themselves, it was clear that he and those around
him were prepared to dismiss all the arabesque reasoning of inherited doctrine
in the search for solutions.?” They all prided themselves on being recognized as
activists and pragmatists, more concerned with the salvation of their nation than
with ideological orthodoxy.

Given this disposition, Kurginian made eminently clear that he was con-
vinced that only a strong state, informed by a strong leadership, could solve the
problems that had overwhelmed the Soviet Union.® He dismissed those thinkers
who pretended that the state was not really essential to the maintenance, protec-
tion, and enhancement of the nation, and which, in some communist future,
would no longer be necessary. Kurginian was an unabashed statist and was
absolutely convinced that a strong state is necessary in any society.’!

Everything Kurginian wrote clearly conveyed his conviction that the state
was at the core of his program. Equally clear was his general assessment of
Stalin. Stalin had created a powerful state, a state necessary to the extensive
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industrial growth that provided the Soviet Union with the strengths that assured
its place in the world-— not because of Marxist doctrine, but in spite of it,

Stalin ruled a hierarchically structured, authoritarian state, inflexibly con-
trolled by a declassed, self-selected, bureaucratic elite committed to an arduous
program of industrialization that required the relentless enterprise of the Soviet
people. Kurginian recognized that while the cost in human lives had been
devastating, and was to be deplored, Stalin had created an industrial base that
could withstand the shock of the German invasion, absorb the tremendous losses
this entailed, and still provide the wherewithal o supply the Soviet forces with
the weapons that ultimately brought victory.”? For Kurginian, whatever fictions
surrounded the Stalin Constitution of 1936, the truth was that Stalin admin-
1stered an inflexibly authoritarian and highly centralized state. And the Soviet
Union had prospered and prevailed.

Implicit in Kurginian’s account is the recognition that Stalin was fully pre-
pared to exploit ideolagical fictions to elicit the compliant submuission of the
people of the Soviet Union and to win the passive and active support of a sub-
stantial portion of the world’s academics. Domestic and foreign audiences were
told that in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the Vozhd, the “Leader,”
ruled by public acclamation—and that the directors of enterprise and stewards of
labor organizations were all democratically chosen by their constituencies and
served at their pleasure. And, of course, there was the insistence that the Soviet
Union was an egalitarian “classless society” in which a “proletarian leadership”
governed a “workers’ state.”

Kurginian clearly recognized all that as unselfconscious ficdon. He main-
tained that the original Soviet system had been constructed by Stalin not as an
egalitarian democracy devoted to consumer satisfaction, but as an authoritarian
enterprise to specifically service the demanding requirements of extensive indus-
trialization, cconomic expansion, and the enhancement of the nation-state. Com-
mand and control were aggressive, determined, and centralized in a powerful
state machine. Whatever legitimating fictions Stalin invoked, for whatever rea-
son, he never deluded himself that they had any implications for conduct.

Stalin had constructed an authoritarian, hierarchical state to defend the
nation, to assure its survival and continuity, to combat foreign “imperialism,”
and to make the Soviet Union a world hegemon. Stalin designed the system for
war, for combat, and for victory. He intended to forge the Soviet people into a
weapon in the service of a world mission. Neither Stalin nor anyone around him
was deluded by the democratic, liberal fictions with which the system was
camouflaged.

For Kurginian, whatever disabilities began to afflict Stalinism in the last
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years of the Vozhd, the contaminants that were ultimately to threaten the survival
of that vigorous system were introduced with the anti-Stalinist reforms at-
tempted by Khrushchev. It was Khrushchev who spoke of economic decentral-
ization, and it was he who attempted to insinuate into an unaccommeodating
system the elements of a “consumer society.” Under Khrushchev, there was tallk
of political and economic liberalization in a search for system “responsivencss.”
There was even the suggestion that the then living generation of Soviet citizens
would enjoy all the material abundance of the utopian communist society antici-
pated by Marx. Khrushchev had apparently begun to believe the myths that had
been employed by Stalin ro legitimate his dictatorship.

Following Khrushchev, the system continued its gradual, slowly acceleraring
decline. Those who attempted to “re-Stalinize” the Soviet Union largely failed in
their attempts to arrest the descent. By the mid-1g98os, so much confusion had
collected around the ideological rationale for governance that Soviet intellectuals
divided themselves, whatever the qualifications, into two camps: those who
sought to satisfy the expectations that the myths of the system had aroused and
those who advocated both an abandonment of the myths and major reforms of
the system, under the authoritarian control of a strengthened state. Kurginian
was clearly in the latter camp.?

Among those who sought to satisfy the expectations generated by the myths
of democracy and material abundance were Mikhail Gorbachev’s “radical re-
formers.” They tried to make the USSR more responsive to the civil and human
rights demands of its citizens. They spoke seriously of “democratic elections”
and of a market economy that would satisfy the material desires of consum-
ers. They sought to fulfill the democratic and welfare ourcomes that Marxism
scemed forever to have promised but never delivered. As a consequence, radical
reform was both implicitly and explicitly anti-Stalinist, committed to an uncer-
tain, vague, half-articulated "humane Marxism,”?

Kurginian’s response was fundamentally different. For Kurginian, what was
required was perfectly clear. Gorbachev and his radical reformers had allowed
themselves to become captive to a whole series of insubstantial myths and stul-
tifying fictions. Unable to understand their own history and confused by their
own fictions, the “radical retorm” leadership of the Soviet Union was attempting
to satisfy mythic expectations. What that leadership failed to appreciate, in
Kurginian’s judgment, was that the effort would fatally compromise not only the
economic systemn, but the state as well.

Confused by their own liberal and pseudo-humanitarian notions, Gorbachev
and his reformers had allowed the power of the Soviet state to dissipate in a
welter of slogans. Unlike Stalin and his entourage, they had begun to believe the
fictions that had collected around the Soviet system from its inception. (
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Kurginian urged that rcal reform required not an attempt to satisfy the
demands of the myths, but a candid recognition of the realities facing the Soviet
Union behind the fog of fictions. He advocated abandoning the “Marxism” the
radical reformers sought to implement. In general, he spoke of their Marxism as
“irreparably anachronistic and stultifying.”®® What he meant by that was not
difficult to discern.

Kurginian wanted to sweep away all the comfortable fictions with which
several generations of Marxists in the Soviet Union had deluded themselves and
disappointed others. He objected to the prevailing disposition of Gorbachev’s
liberal reformers to continue to mislead the suffering people of the Soviet Union
with talk of “equality,” “representative pluralism,” and an “cconomy of con-

sumer abundance.”?®

1 doing so, "humane Marxism—Leninism” was betraying
the most fundamental interests of the Soviet Union and its people.

Kurginian argued that the world was a very dangerous place. All its denizens
were driven by an irrepressible desire for power. Power in all its forms, as
suasion, appeal, command, and domination, was central to Kurginian'’s thought.
For him, it was the drive for power that created the distinctions between the
ruled and the rulers to be observed in all and any organized aggregate of human
beings. For Kurginian, all this was as truc for the international, as for any local,
community.”

It was in this context that Kurginian saw the modern world system arrang-
ing itself in a hicrarchy of states. Possessed of all the qualitative and quantitative
advantages to be purchased by sophisticated science, advanced technology, and
the control of information, the most mature capitalist economies enjoy almost
absolute control over the life circumstances of those less advantaged. Science and
technology provide some states and some configurations of states with the mate-
rial power to rule others. Dependent states are exploited, overtly or by indirec-
tion, reducing them to no more than repositories of raw materials and cheap
labor for their technologically advanced oppressors.

In Kurginian’s view, the privileged of the modern world have created an
international system that has become increasingly “ossified,” one that denies the
less developed countries any opportunity to escape their predicament, condemn-
ing them, in effect, to perpetual subordination.*® Fortunately, Kurginian argued,
until the advent of Gorbachev and his reformers, the Soviet Union remained
outside the fabricated hierarchy of contemporary international privilege. The
Soviet Union had refused to submit to the requirements of the international
systern, and ir possessed sufficient conventional and unconventional military
capabilities to preclude having the system imposed upon it. As a consequence,
only the Soviet Union remained in a position to save the world community from
perpetual servitude to the “technocratic” imperialists.
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What Gorbachev and his “humanitarian liberals” threatened to do, by pursu-
ing their “democratic” reforms, was o render the Soviet Union vulnerable
to that prevailing exploitative international arrangement.® In their passion to
“democratically” reform the Soviet Union, they were prepared to conform to the
international rules of the game dictated by the advanced imperialist powers.
They had, in effect, accepted “human rights,” “democracy,” and material well-
being as measures of national legitimacy. Gorbachev was prepared to allow the
Soviet Union to be measured against criteria that favored Western imperialists,

Instead of holding firm to the independence of the Sovier Union, Gor-
bachev’s liberals attempted to compete with the West in terms of crass material-
ism, self-interest, individualism, a profane preoccupation with personal pleasure,
and a diminished concern for others.® The leaders of the Soviet Union had
abandoned heroism, virtue, and concern for the collectivity, in an attempt to be
more liberal than their opponents. The consequence, in Kurginian’s view, could
very well be the collapse of the Soviet Union and its reduction to a servile nation,
forever inferior to the industrialized democracies of the West.

In its effort to conform to the norms of the imperialist powers, the Soviet
Union’s “humanitarian intelligentsia” had opened the gates of the Soviet Union
to a flood of Western influences--the mass culture of nihilism and spiritual
corruption. The “humane Marxists” of Mikhail Gorbachev were prepared to
“democratize” the state and “marketize” the economy, thereby weakening both
and sacrificing the nation’s most fundamental interests in the effort to purchase
the temporary approval of foreigners.”!

For Kurginian, all this signified a “spiritual weakness” that carried ominous
consequences in its train. The strong state that had in the past protected the
Soviet people from foreign exploitation was being undermined. The genius of
Sovict science and the competence of its technicians were being lost by the failure
of the state to provide succor and protection. Stalin, Kurginian reminded his
readers, had left the Soviet Union one of the world’s great powers. Gorbachev
and his reformers were supervising its dismantling. What reality demanded was
the survival, independence, and development of the Soviet state, the principal
agent assuring the survival, independence, and development of the national
community in an international contest more threatening than armed conflict.

In order to restore the Soviet Union to its former station, Kurginian argued
that patriotism must, once again, serve to scamlessly unite all Soviet citizens in a
renovative program of national development implemented by a strong state and
supervised by an intelligent, heroie, spiritual elite. Under such guidance, the
people of the Soviet Union would root out the clements of a “criminal bour-
geoisie” that had collected around the profits to be made by the liberalization of
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the nation’s economy.® A patriotic people would rekindle the dedication of a
party and a bureaucracy that had become unresponsive and corrupt.® Once
again, Soviet science, with its gifted engineers, managers, inventors, and techni-
cians, would be without peer in the modern world.

Kurginian anticipated that Soviet military and industrial enterprise could
effectively compete with the dominant Western democracies only through the
creation of state-sponsored “megastructures,” combinations of talent and enter-
prisc that could discharge functions that clearly exceeded the capacity of the
Soviet Union’s existing institutions. Within an economy in which the price
structure would be significantly influenced by market signals, Kurginian urged
that Soviet workers, managers, and representatives of the state be collected in
productive organizations sustained, influenced, and supervised by corporative
bodies that would assure political control, unanimity of response, and integration
of effort.™

The subsequent salvation of the Soviet “Motherland” would proceed in an
atmosphere of high moral tension—assured by the inculcation of an evocative
“Red religion” that would enjoin patriotism, “communalism,” application in
labor, sclf-sacrifice, morality, and heroism.® The leaders and the led would unite
in a sense of dedication to the national community.

The “white communism” advocated by Kurginian was an authoritarian,
elitist, national socialism thar had discovered the “religious roots” of the Russian
state. Tt was a non-Marxist communism that would encourage its citizens to
“strive for a life that is rewarding and enriching in the spiritual, rather than the
material, sense.”* It was a communism that saw Bolshevism not as a “proletarian
revolution,” but as a stage in the evolution of Greater Russia.

It is difficult not to recognize the thought and sentiment of other times and
other places in Kurginian’s notions. In his thought one finds a suggestion of
Friedrich Nietzsche's “will to power,” Vilfredo Pareto’s conceptions of the elite
and the subordinate non-clite, as well as Roberto Michels and Gaetano Mosca’s
distinctions between the rulers and the ruled. There is something of Georges
Sorel in the political moralizing, and in Kurginian’s passion, there is an echo of
the nationalism of Enrico Corradini and Alfredo Rocco —intellectuals who gave
the hight of their doctrines to Mussolini’s Fascism.

For Kurginian, the will to power was an inexpungeable and unalterable
human disposition. It found expression in the creation of elites and in their
rotation. For Kurginian, the evidence of history confirmed that all known sys-
tems have been characterized by expressions of power in the hierarchical ar-
rangement of a minority of rulers and a ruled majority.

From Kurginian's account, it is clear that he was convinced that, in the effort
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to perpetuate their dominance, elites employ “derivations,” conscious or uncon-
scious fictions, that serve as ideological legitimations for their rule.¥” When an
elite fails, its ideology fails as well. Pareto, Michels, and Mosca said nothing less.

There is in Kurginians conception the image of cultures in conflict, of
nations rising to meet moral challenge, and of other nations falling into decay.
Moreover, there 1s a sense of urgency in Kurganian’s program for the renewal of
the Motherland—the restoration of its moral strength in the face of decadence.
Sorel, Corradini, and Rocco said nothing less.

More than proto-fascist thought, there is the unmistakable conceptual lan-
guage of Fascism in Kurginian's exposition. Not only 1s the union of “organiza-
tions of producers” in a state-dominant corporative structure a reflection of
Fascist thought and institutions; even those aspects of Kurginian’s thought that
appear innovative have clear Fascist precedents.® Kurginian speaks of technical
committees and state-sponsored corporations that would marshal and supervise
all the nation’s talents in its uneven competition with those forcign systems that
have the advantage of being intensively developed and extraordinarily produc-
tive. The athinities with Fascism are transparent.

From its very commencement, Fascist developmentalism anticipated a role
for “committees of competence” that would ensure rapid technological develop-
ment for a comparatively retrograde Italian economy."” As Fascism matured, the
system that had initally been cconomically liberal became inercasingly domi-
nated by the state. In the course of the cconomy’s etatization, Fascism developed
very large para-state orgamizatons, putatively to serve the nation’s critical needs
in its competition with the advanced “plutocratic” economics of the industrial
democracies.™

In Kurginian’s prose, all the trappings of classical Marxism fall away. Kur-
ginian advocates a consuming nationalism, an abiding clitism that provides the
form and structure of an authoritarian state, in a mixed cconomy influenced and
fueled by a market.” Heis, in a deep and philosophical sense, anti-cgalitarian, as
well as fundamentally and unalterably anti-democratic, and has so conceived the
Soviet system since its foundation.

[tis very clear that, for Kurginian, the Bolshevik revolution was a manifesta-
tion of vital encrgy on the part of a people who sought to not only survive, but
prevail. Kurginian saw the Bolshevik revolution as a combination of tradition
and progress that offered the promise of securing a place in the sun for a people
whose history is as old as civilization. For Kurginian, the Marxist myths that
attended the revolution were of little consequence. They were simply its legit-
imating “derivations.”?

What was real for Kurginian was the strong nationalist state, the burgeoning
industry, the military might, and the victory in war that gave meaning to the
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sacrifice, the heroism, and the labor of the Soviet people. Whatever else it was,
Bolshevism gave rise to the state that sought the renewal and restoration of the
Motherland. What Kurginian found of merit in Bolshevism was the protection it
afforded the people and the culture of the Eastern nation, united in a common
destiny and mission, in its conflict with the decadent West.** Kurginian recog-
nizes the nation in the state, and sces merit in Bolshevism only insofar as its state
served the ulamate interests of the nation.

In Kurginian, there is talk of the rising threat of the “materialist West” and
the vulnerability o that threat of the “traditional East.” He alludes to the in-
stinctive response of a healthy community to the threat of extinction. He refers to
the humiliation suftered by the people of Russia and the Soviet Union at the
hands of overbearing foreigners. And he condemns those who would betray the
Motherland for the pottage of personal profit.

There are many things to be found in Kurginian, including the best tradi-
tions of Russian nationalism and the anti-Marxism of the Russian emigrés of the
1920s. What one finds too is an expression of a doctrine that contains the shadow
of some of the most coherent convictions of Mussolini’s Fascism.® There is
generic fascism in the appeal to a strong state led by clites composed of “heroes”
and “saints.” Therc is generic fascism in the express rejection of pluralist democ-
rucy and Western liberalism. There is fuseism 1n the conception of the nation as
the union of all those sharing a commeon destiny and pursuing a common mis-
sion, There s fascism in the conviction that “the only possible type of state is a
corporatist one.” There is fascism in the appeal to a religion of patriotism as the
solvent that reduces class and cutegory differences to one vital unity. And there is
fascism in the rhetoric of power, war, and the healing of the pain of natonal
humiliation through prevalence in deadly competition.

The fact that Marxist theoreticians were unable to forestall the appearance of
a variant of fascism among their own members, providing its protagonists in-
stead with status and privilege, is 1 commentary not only on their incompetence,
but on the quality of their “theory™ and the commonplace distinctions between
“left” and “right” political persuasions.>® More important still, perhaps, Marxist—
Leninists had not understood their own political, social, and economic arrange-
ments sufficiently well to preclude their ultimate collapse. They were to be
passively overwhelmed by events. The final certification of Marxism’s intellec-
tual destitution and the transparent inadequacy of its understanding of fascism
was the failure of its theoreticians to recognize the signs of ideological alienation
and the rise of the fascist impulse that accompanied the end of their system.”

Sergei Kurginian is important in all this. [n the period immediately before
the final collapse, he had already articulated the first outlines of a new ideology
for the salvation of Russia. Tt was an ideology sharing critical features with
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Fascism. With that ideology, Kurginian was to influence Alexander Prokhanov,
and through Prokhanov the leader of the Communist Party of the Russian
Federation. There is a direct line of descent from the proto-fascism of Sergei
Kurginian to the present convictions of one of the Soviet Union’s foremost
Marxist-Leninists, Gennadi Ziuganov.

There is no little irony in the fact that some kind of fascism should grow out
of the decay of Marxism—Leninism and that its principal advocate should be the
leader of the Communist Party of the Russian Federation. By the time of the
disappearance of the Soviet Union in December 1991, it had become evident to
many Russian intellectuals, and no fewer foreigners, that Marxism~Leninism

had never really understood either itself or Fascism.

Fascism and Post-Soviet Russia

That a form of fascism made its appearance in the Soviet Union with the first
signs of systemic deterioration has been difficult for most academicians to under-
stand. More than half a century ago, the Soviet Union had been one of the major
protagonists in the “war against fascism.” More than twenty million Russians
died in its course. Given this fact alone, there were very few in the West who
anticipated the emergence of any ideology approximating fascism on Soviet soil.!

What seems to have transpired is instructive. In the first instance, the fascism
that emerged as a consequence of the collapse of the old system was not mimetic.
Intellectuals in the Soviet Union did not read fascist literature and decide that
the doctrine expressed fitted their evolving circumstances. The appearance of
fascist elements in Soviet thought was not the result of intellectnals discover-
ing the fascist literature of the 1gzos and 1930s. The Soviet proto-fascism that
emerged in the Gorbachev era was the spontaneous and reactive response on the
part of Soviet intellectuals to a developing ideological crisis. It was a reaction to
domestic circumstances and perceived external perils,

As has been suggested, this was all but totally unanticipated by Marxist—
Leninist theoretictans themselves. In fact, the disintegration of the Soviet Union
and the ideological collapse of Marxism~Leninism in Eastern Europe were all
but totally unexpected by Western scholars as well.2 With the perspective of
hindsight, of course, everyone should have realized that by the mid-1g80s the
Soviet Union had entered a critical, penultimate phase of its history. Since the
mid-1g70s, there had been a gradually accelerating decline in the levels of Soviet
preduction.® By the end of 1986, it was clear that the Soviet economy would
require an enormous improvement in fotal factor productivity if it were to

survive until the end of the century. There was widespread consensus among the
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leadership of the Soviet Union concerning the necessity for substantial, if not
systemic, change in the economic system.

Partially as a consequence of that realization, coupled with multiple system
failures, the legitimating ideological rationale of Marxist—Leninist rule became
increasingly irrelevant. At first, the irrelevance was concealed by making ritual
appeal to inherited doctrines. The Twenty-Seventh Party Congress Program of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in 1986 still insisted that as a conse-
quence of the “worsening of the general crisis of capitalism. . . . the advance of
humanity towards socialism and communism . . . is inevitable.” Tt was affirmed,
with perfect orthodoxy and apparent conviction, that “history. . . . has entrusted
the working class with the mission of the revolutionary transformation of the old
society and the creation of the new one.™

Even Mikhail Gorbachev, responsible for the “new thinking” that increas-
ingly challenged the “old,” still insisted that the “class-motivated approach to all
phenomena of social life is the ABC of Marxism,” and that Marxists were
expected to employ that approach in the assessment of contemporary social and
political issues.® References to “class analysis” and “prolctarian revolution,” as
well as appeals to Leninism and the heritage of “Bolshevism,” were iterated and
reiterated in the political rhetoric of a system in evident ideological disarray.®

For all that, some of the principal “Marxist” spokesmen for the Gorbachev
reforms began to make increasingly frequent references to universal “bourgeois”
values and decreasing references to Marxist class ones. Gorbachev himself specif-
ically renounced the “use of force and the threat of force” as instruments of class
warfare or international policy. International rclations were no longer to be
interpreted as “class struggle” on a world scale. Gorbachev seemed to want to
make “international peace” something of a primary, class-transcendent, value.

At the Twenty-Seventh Party Congress, Gorbachev had already urged that
Marxist—Leninists “shed once and for all, resolutely and irrevocably,” all ideas
about the “acceptability and permissibility of wars and armed conflict.™ In his
major work, Gorbachev attempted to separate the notions of “socialist revolu-
tion,” Marxist values, and mass violence.”

Few Marxist theoreticians had ever before been prepared to explicitly reject
“revolutionary” war, armed conflict, or broad-based violence as the price of
universal peace. Neither Marx nor Lenin were pacifists. International wars and
revolutionary armed conflict were understood to be class struggles employing
military means, and they were to be won through violence. Marxist—Leninist
prose had always been alive with military metaphors, an insistence on class
warfare, and allusions to “just wars.”

What appears clear in retrospect is that the failure of the Soviet economy had
undermined the confidence of the leadership in the Soviet Union. More and more

FASCISM AND POST-SOVIET RUSSIA 109

members of the military and political elites no longer believed that Marxist—
Leninists could emerge victorious from any armed conflict with the advanced
industrial democracies.!” Gorbachev himself was frank in inextricably relating
the “country’s defense” to its economic performance.!! As its economy failed, it
became manifestly evident that the Soviet Union would be increasingly at risk in
the event of armed conflict.!?

The overall decline in the Soviet Union’s productivity not only produced
domestic problems of almost unmanageable proportions, it also made it impossi-
ble to keep pace with the United States in the increasingly demanding arms race.
Everything pointed to the inability of the Soviet Union to survive in a protracted
technological, economic, or military contest with the industrial democracies.

At the more immediate level of foreign affairs, it scemed evident that
Marxist—Leninist revolution in less developed environments did nothing to en-
hance the future prospects of the Soviet Union. Armed revolution on the periph-
ery of the industrially advanced cconomies apparently did nothing to impair
thetr survivability. Such revolutions resulted only in the creation of Soviet depen-
dencies at a time when Moscow could il afford the expenditures required to
sustain them. There was even talk about the satellite nations of Eastern Europe
having become more burdens than assets to the Soviet Union,

Given the prevailing circumstances, the appeal to the universal values of
peace and compromise takes on the appearance of a cynical response to inescap-
ablc reality. Many students of Sovict affairs, however, have rejected such an
interpretation. Mikhail Gorbachev seems to have been a person of conviction,
and his appeal to leftist universalistic values genuine. The nations of the world,
Gorbachev argued, had become increasingly one and interdependent.”? Beset by
the threat of nuclear destruction, resource depletion, ccological catastrophe, and
overcrowding, it was nccessary for nations to come together in the spirit of
compromisc, cooperation, and goodwill to protect the future of humankind.

However one chooses to interpret Gorbachev’s “new thinking,” by the end of
the 1980s, Soviet spokesmen insisted that the foreign policy of the USSR pro-
ceeded from “a vision of the world as a supreme value.”" Instrumental to this
supreme value were the Western liberal values of “freedom, justice, tolerance,
and pluralism in the defense of the principles of democracy.”"® Some of the major
intellectuals of the Soviet Union even went so far as to trace all those newly
acknowledged “Marxist—Leninist” values to “Voltaire and Rousseau, Montes-
quieu and Hugo Grotius, [Thomas| Jefferson and {Tom| Paine.”'* 1n effect,
Gorbachey had committed the Soviet Union to all the political and moral values
of the industrialized West. As the Soviet Union gradually lapsed into economic
catastrophe, the Gorbachev reforms provided an entirely new interpretation of
the the traditional ideology of the Soviet Union."”
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Even before the advent of Gorbachev, regime intellectuals were advocating
an abandonment of some of the critical directives of Marxism—Leninism. As

E)

carly as 1985, B. P. Kurashvili proposed a “new and desirable system” in which
the socialist economy would be “guided by the regulating power of the mar-
ket.”"® There was increasing talk of introducing “commodity~money relations”
into the economy, in an effort to generate a rational price structure that would
contribute to a reduction of intersectoral imbalances and wastage. Only a few
years earlier, such ideas had been denounced as “incompatible with the produc-
tion relations of socialism.”"

By the end of the 1980s, socialist economists were making frank allusion to
the necessity of initiating changes in resource ownership within the Soviet econ-
omy. State ownership of the means of production had come to be seen as an ob-
struction to the effective employment of national resources. Many argued that
state property, in terms of productive goods and resources, was treated as though
it belonged to no one. Since property belonged to the state, individuals purloined,
neglected, and employed it without regard to cost or potential benefit. Only pri-
vate ownership, it was argued, would provide protection for property in general
and supply the necessary incentives to control costs, assure rational use, and ulti-
mately supply competitive products for end users. More and more Soviet econo-
mists became convinced that it was only the threat of personal loss that could
assure individual and collective compliance with sound economic practice.

In the midst of all this ideological and policy soul scarching, Mikhail Gorba-
chev made more and more frequent appeal to humankind’s “universally shared
values.” In an interdependent world, he maintained, capitalist and socialist
systems could cooperate because of the prevalence of just such shared values.
Marxists, Gorbachev insisted, were prepared to combine “class and universal
human principles in real world development” in order to work with systems
that had hitherto been considered irremediably exploitative, warmongering, and
imperialist.

By the end of the 1980s, Gorbachev’s policies attested to the irrelevance of
Marxism in whatever form. Gorbachev was prepared to work with any foreign
power, “socialist” or “imperialist,” in the pursuit of universal peace. His declara-
tory policy went far beyond “peaceful coexistence.” Lenin’s advocacy of such
coexistence was entirely pragmatic, invoked at a time when the Sovier Union
required an interval for recuperation and rehabilitation. Tt is clear that Lenin, in
his revolutionary fervor, anticipated that the Soviet Union’s economic disabilities
would be rapidly offset. “Peaceful coexistence™ was to be the brief interlude
before the final world victory of revolutionary Marxism. Lenin never envisioned
that the economic shortcomings of the Soviet Union would compel Moscow to
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forever compromise the future of the universal “proletarian revolution” in order
to survive.

Gorbachev, by contrast, gave every indication of a readiness to do precisely
that. He advocated a foreign policy based on the conviction that the Soviet Union
and its “imperialist” opponents could unite in the pursuit of “global values.”
Whatever talk there was of Marxist theory, there was very little, if any, concern
with the future of “class struggle” or “world revolution.” For Gorbachev, the
Soviet Union had cleansed itself of “Stalinism and all other flth” and was
prepared to collaborate with the “imperialist powers” on the basis of shuared
human values.” In some sense or other, Gorbachev had become convineed that
“imperialism” and Marxism~Leninism could cooperate, because all human
beings, capitalist or socialist, were amimated by “progressive general human
values.” For Gorbachev, those “progressive general human values” were clearly
not “class-based.” They included “truth and conscience, justice and freedom,
morality and humanism.”**

By the beginning of the 1ggos, the Soviet Union found itself afflicted with
a devastated economy, policy uncertainty, and ideological confusion. In terms
of domestic ecconomic policy there was talk of private property, cost account-
ing, market adjuncts, and economic incentives. There was talk of “freedom of
choice” and of the “popular selection” of the leadership of the Soviet Union.®
Gorbachev and those around him appeared prepared to embrace the values of a
consumer-oriented representative democracy. In foreign policy, the leadership of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, in principle, seemed committed to a
form of what both Marx and Lenin identified as “bourgcois™ universalism.

The opposition to Gorbachev coalesced around Marxist—Leninist intellec-
tuals and party spokesmen. There were those in the highest ranks of the party
who resisted market cconomics, consumerism, classless humanism, and pacific
universalism. Together with the significant party opposition, a surly military
complained that Gorbachev’s “new thinking” made the armed forces of the
Soviet Union something of a “social evil.”%

Intellectuals like Sergei Kurginian served as spokesmen for the mounting
opposition to Gorbachev. The “myths” and “fictions” that Kurginian so emphat-
ically rejected constituted the ideological foundation of Mikhail Gorbachev’s
reforms. There is every indication that the work of intellectuals like Kurginian
was supported by elements within the highest leadership ranks of the Commu-
nist Party of the Soviet Union.”” Kurginian was the favorite of high party offi-
cials, and his intellecrual center in Moscow was financially underwritten by party
funds.®®

The first intimations of an uncertain Russian proto-fascism, contained in the
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incoherent programmatic suggestions of the All-Russian Social-Christian Union
for the Liberation of the People during the 1960s, gradually came together with
the half-articulated nationalism of student groups and the Orthodox Church to
lend inspiration to a growing anti-Gorbachev opposition within the Communist
Party itself.?? By the beginning of the 19gos, proto-fascism had been marshaled to
the defense of a Marxist—Leninist system in its final stages of morbidity.

Suddenly, out of all this, with the increasing irrelevance of Marxism and
Marxism-Leninism, “Eurastanism,” “Russophilism,” statism, elitism, irreden-
tism, empire, and authoritarianism all became ideologically relevant again in the
Soviet Union® Once again, as in the time before the Bolshevik revolution,
intellectual journals were flled with discussions of authoritarianism, national-
1sm, and empire, of cosmic destiny, and of human will and human heroism.
There were increasing appeals to the “traditional Russian constants™ of narod-
nost, sobornost, dukhovnost, and derzhavnost—conjuring up visions of the historic
Volk, united in organic communion, undergoing transfiguration through contlict
under the governance of a transformative “magnificant State.”

fust as “de-Stalinization™ afforded the first occasion for the emergence of
anti-regime dissidence, so the collapse of the Soviet empire opened space for a
proliferation of Russian nationalist sentimient. Russian nationalism, in all its
pluriform distinctiveness, reappeared. Statism, clitism, “organic collectivism,”
and a special sense of national mission, became the intellectual stock-in-trade of a
veritable multitude of “social patriots.”

Even as Gorbachev's reforms wound down, for example, there were at least
ten major Pamzat organizations operating in the Soviet Union, each with its own
distinctive nationalist and statist program.*' Each was the product of disillusion-
ment and a sense of national betrayal. Each gave expression to the profound
feelings of humiliation that Russians suffercd as their empire collapsed in con-
frontation with the Western world,

The ideologues of Pamiat sought to account for the tragic history of Russia,
the Bolshevik revolution as well as the collapse of the Soviet state, in terms of
Jewish—-Masonic conspiracies. All the Pamiaz organizations were comfortable
with their identification as heirs to the mantle of the anti-Semitic “Black Hun-
dred” of pre-revolutionary Imperial Russia.”

They were not alone. Anti-Semitism has long been a feature of Russian
political thought. In the crisis of the 1980s and the early 1ggos its reappearance
was not unexpected. Thus, it is not surprising that groups like that of Victor
Yakushev’s National-Social Union grew up alongside Pamiaz. Equally convinced
that “Zionists” were pursuing a plot to establish world hegemony, Yakushev
advocated arraying a strong state, committed to the establishment and further-
ance of “Aryan values,” against them.
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Alexander Barkashov’s Russian National Union gave expression to a more
sophisticated para-fascist political program, which was statist in orientation,
authoritarian in principle, elitist by conviction, and voluntaristic by disposition.
Given to the organization of paramilitary groups and a disciplined, hicrarchi-
cally structured party, Barkashov was anti-Marxist—Leninist as well as anti-
democratic.** He was also racist.

Less grotesque, perhaps, was the reactive nationalism of Nikolai Lysenko.
During the final days of the Soviet Union, Lysenko organized the Republican
People’s Party of Russia-—almost immediately to become the National Republi-
can Party of Russia. Lysenko was to be part of the coalition that sought to unite
“all patriotic forces,” whether left or right, in a National Salvation Front in-
tended to halt the disintegration of the Motherland. He was to insist that the
salvation of the Motherland overrode the partisanship of the Left and Righr.
While essentially anti-Bolshevik, Lysenko argued that the future of Russia re-
quired the mobilization of all, whatever their political persuasion, in the service
of the imperial state.

In the thought of Nikolai Lysenko, the imperial state is the linchpin of
Russian salvation. For Lysenko, it is the state that forges a nation out of people. It
is the state that imparts will and resolve to what would otherwise be a mere
aggregate of persons. 1t is the state that articulates the mission that defines the
responsibilities of the ruling clite, inspires the administration, tempers the cour-
age of the armed forces, and animates the thinking of every patriotic citizen.

iysenko argued that inspired nations—like the Rome of antiquity—create
empires that bring civilization and culture to their peripheries. For Lysenko, a
Russia freed from the trammels of Marxism was uniquely suited to the perfor-
mance of such a world-historical function.

While ready to marshal the forces of both Left and Right, Lysenko remains
explicitly anti-Marxist—Leninist. Militantly anti-socialist and anti-liberal, Ly-
senko has no tolerance for what he takes to be Marxist and liberal Jewish
machinations against the integrity of Russia and its empire. In fact, racism forms
a major theme in Lysenko’s doctrines. Besides references to the Jews, there are
allusions to a Slavic “gene pool” that requires protection and an appeal to “Slavie
unity” as instrumental to that purpose.

Lysenko’s objections to Gorbachev, and to the liberal system that followed
the collapse of the Soviet Union, turn on their putative pacifism and univer-
sal altruism—myths employed by transnational capitalism to undermine the
uniqueness and survivability of Russia. Lysenko conceives of Russia as locked in
an apocalyptic conflict with Western imperialism. He perceives the world as an
arena in which an eternal struggle for survival takes place, with defeat meaning
cither extinction or enslavement. Those nations that fail to respond cffectively to
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the clarion call to battle are defeated, to become the exploited, less developed
communities dominated by those more technologically advanced.

For Lysenko, Francisco Franco and Charles de Gaulle represented variants
of a “third way” between the devastation of Marxism-Leninism and the deca-
dence of advanced industrial capitalism. In his judgment, Hitler’s National
Socialism was a pathological expression of that alternative,

What all this indicates is that in the immediate aftermath of the disinte-
gration of the Soviet Union, there was an explosion of Russian nationalisms,
cach with its own “statist” and “patriotic” program intended to secure the salva-
tion of the nation.®® Among them were Slavophiles, post-Sovict centrists, anti-
Westerners, developmentalists, racists, imperialists, national communists, anti-
Semites, and Russophile mystics.* Almost all were, and remain, peripheral to
the main political developments in post-Soviet Russia.

Some political groups were a litle bit of everything and enjoyed a brief
moment of vast popularity and seeming influence. Vladimir Zhirinovsky and his
Liberal Democratic Party, as a case in point, enjoyed their passing popularity and
seeming influence during the first years of post-Soviet Russia. However unim-
pressive Zhirinovsky and his party have been, they have engaged the interest of
the West 1n a singular fashion. In the West, Zhirinovsky was spoken of as a
possible “Rising Czar” and was thought of as a potennal dictator of a future
“Russian fascism.”"

In what sense Zhirinovsky is a fascist is difficult to say with any intellectual
conviction, He has successfully fought that characterization in Russian courts,
and his ideas, while sharing many of the features of the anti-democratic, na-
tionalist groups that have flourished in the chaos of post-Soviet Russia, are
sufficiently inconsistent to leave one confused about their actual character.’®

Zhirinovsky speaks of “lifting Russia from her knees.” He speaks of restor-
ing Russia’s pride and undoing its humiliation.®” His passion is that Russia
should not be a mendicant among advantaged states. Russia should not beg at the
table of the industrial democracics. For Zhirinovsky, Russia’s great power status
must be reaffirmed and reestablished. More than that, in its own defense and in
defense of world civilization, Zhirinovsky argues that Russia must expand, not
only to establish a defense perimeter around the Motherland, but to protect the
international community from the West’s “new world order,” which could only
bring increasing decadence and ultimate chaos in its train.

Zhirinovsky has argued in favor of an emergency regime that not only would
restore stability and order to the Russian federation, but would provide a stim-
ulus for the economy, reconstruct the nation’s infrastructure, and provide for
military capabilities that would see Russian forces “abut the Arctic Ocean on the
North, the Pacific on the East, the Atlantic via the Black Sea, the Mediterranean
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Sea and the Baltic Sea, and finally, in the South, [the Russian military] will wash
up against the shore of the Indian Ocean.”™

Zhirinovsky gives expression to the kind of reactive, authoritarian national-
ism that, throughout the history of the twentieth century, has regularly given rise
to one or another variant of fascism. Anti-Marxist and anti-liberal, in principle,
Zhirinovsky charges Marxism with having failed Russia in at least two ways:
(1) by imposing a dysfunctional command economy on a creative and productive
people who otherwise would have established, fostered, and sustained an eco-
nomic base sufficent to support a great nation; and (2) by insisting upon a
“revolutionary internationalism” that never fully engaged the nationalism latent
in the Russian people. He charges liberals with failing to understand the history
and mission of that people.

In December 1993, a poll by Nezavisimaya Gazeta put Zhirinovsky's national
approval rating at about 25 percent. In the elections of that year, his Liberal
Democratic Party polled 22.8 percent of the votes cast. Zhirinovsky was riding
the crest of the Russian nationalism that he considered critical to the mobiliza-
tion of support for his renovative program.

Like fascists and prowo-fascists everywhere, Zhirinovsky advocates an eco-
nomic system guided by market signals, but subject, in principle, ro substantial
intervention by the state. While market forces would influence the growth,
modernization, and presumed efficiency of the economy, the political system
would be unqualifiedly authoritarian. Zhirinovsky rules his political party auto-
cratically, and there is every reason to believe that political authoritarianism is
central to his political convictions. ™!

Zhirinovsky maintains that his party will restore national discipline through
the employment of action “squads,” equipped with emergency powers, which
would ruthlessly suppress all criminal activity and deport all non-Russians living
illegally within the confines of the Russian federation. He advocates the creation
of a palitically centralized and authoritarian regime that would serve as a mag-
net around which all the non-Russian republics and ethnic enclaves of the for-
mer Soviet Union would once more collect themselves. Those regions would be
reincorporated into a Greater Russian sphere of influence not as political equals,
but as protectorates.” Zhirinovsky has made clear that he anticipates the irre-
dentist re~creation of empire.

Zhirinovsky argues that there is an urgency to his program because he is
convinced that mortal threats emanate from the East and the South—from a
potentially aggressive and expansionist China, whose population already exceeds
the carrying capacity of its soil, and from fanatical Muslim fundamentalists who
seek to provoke their coreligionists in the Russian federation to rebellion. He
argues that only an ardent nationalism can save Russia from such dangers.
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There is some evidence that Zhirinovsky’s program has attracted the support
of a substantial minority of workers and soldiers. In fact, Zhirinovsky has madc
his appeal directly to the military, and it seems that there has been some reso-
nance. More than that, Zhirinovsky recommends assigning state funds to the
military, and for military science and research, and aggressively supporting the
expore of arms to those nations not opposed to the restoration of a Greater
Russta. Zhirinovsky expects such policies, in the near and the long term, w0
contribute to the stabilization of the Russian domestic economy. Deficit spend-
ing, in the form of Keynesian pump priming, together with political stabiliza-
tion, are intended to restart the Russian economy by providing meaningful
employment to members of the military and workers in the civilian sector.

During the years between the disintegradon of the former Soviet Union and
the elections of 1696, Zhirinovsky scems to have attracted substantial popular
support. [tis also reasonably certain that during that period his appeal peaked. In
the Duma clections of 1995, Zhirinovsky’s Liberal Democratic Party garnered
about 12 pereent of the popular vote, down more than ten full percentage points
from the clections in 1993. By the time of the presidential elections of June 1996,
that support had diminished still further.

Like most of the proto-fascist political movements in the Russian Federation,
Zhinnovsky’s Liberal Democratic Party seems to have little prospect of sustained
growth, durability, or ultimare political success. The party appears to have tran-
sient membership, volatile support, and uncertain institutional integrity. Zhiri-
novsky's own bizarre antics, dubious life-style, and eccentricities scem to have
condemned him and his party to ultimare extinction,

All this suggests that the prospects of a domestic fascism in the former Sovict
Union really turn on the political convictions and mobilizational efficacy of the
“social patriots” who have collected around the political vision of ideclogues likc
Sergei Kurginian and Alexander Prokhanov. [tis they who have generated the
sociopolitical ideas that seem to have survival potential in the strained ideological
environment of Russia at the end of the twentieth century.

By the end of the 1980s, Kurginian had attracted the support of Alexander
Prokhanov to his ideas—and it was Prokhanov who was to transfer much of
their ideological substance to Gennadi Ziuganov, leader of the Communist Party
of the Russian Federation. As the Soviet Union entered into its final stages of
disintegration in July 1991, Ziuganov, together with eleven others, issued a
manifesto entitled “A Word to the People,” in which the citizens of the Soviet
Union were told that a catastrophe of unparalleled magnitude had overwhelmed
their “beloved Motherland” and its “majestic state.”* The Soviet Union, victor
of the war against fascism, a leader in world technology and cultural accomplish-
ment, had been betrayed by a conspiracy of suborned leaders, who, in the trea-
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sonous search for personal wealth and aggrandizement, had betrayed the na-
tional beliefs, hopes, and aspirations of the people.

The signatorices of the “Word to the People” called upon the military, as the
“glorious defenders” of the state, not to allow the “destruction of the Father-
land.” There was an appeal to the Russian Orthodox Church and to the Com-
munist Party to defend the Motherland. “Russia, the most unique and the most
beloved,” was to be defended by those prepared to make a selfless commitment
1o an “all-national ideal.”

The “Word to the People™ was largely the work of Prokhanov, who by that
time had become a major adviser to Ziuganov. Both these men were to exercise
special influence in the post-Soviet Russian Federation® The "Word to the
People” was immediately scen as a direct attack on Gorbachev, leader of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union.* It was an attack on all the universal and
liberal values Gorbachev espoused. It was an attack on the notion of a benign
international system which accommodated nations and culrures without cost. It
was an explicit rejection of the conviction that all human beings shared com-
patible and mutually supportive valucs that would sustain an interdependent
community of nations. The “Word to the People™ captured the full sense of
the national humiliation that outraged the anti-Gorbachev clements within the
Communist Party and the military, as well as the general citizenry of the Sovict
Union, all of whom had witnessed the decline and disintegration of their native
land.

Like Kurginian before him, Prokhanov was prepared to jettison the notion
that the world was composed of peoples each longing to be united in either
proletarian harmony or humane, politically liberal, and ecologically sensitive
enterprise. Like Kurginian, Prokhanov saw the world as an arcna for com-
petitive confrontation, with the industrialized democracies seeking the subor-
dination of the Soviet Union—to impose upon it an “American future.”™ For
Prokhanov, the disintegration of the Soviet Union into the Confederation of
Independent States was the final outcome of the “new thinking” of Mikhail
Gorbachev.

Prokhanov, like Kurginian, was caught up in the trauma of the decay of the
Soviet Union. For him, the Soviet Union was threatened with extinction because
it had devolved into a shabby collection of ineffectual central structures that no
longer represented the interests of the community. More than that, Gorbachev
had committed the empire to a collection of “alien” values that gave cvery
advantage to the privileged industrial democracies.

Like Kurginian, Prokhanov called upon the citizens of the Soviet Union to
accept the moral and material responsibility for saving the “crumbling, dy-
ing” community that had once been Grear Russia. Like Kurginian, Prokhanov
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invoked the image of strong men of principle and conviction calling on the
masses to resist the importunings and stratagems of that “powerful, well-fed
stratum,” within both the party and Soviet socicty, that had betrayed the Soviet
Union.*” He sought to unite all the vital elements of the community in its
defense. He sought to marshal the veterans, who had “gained real combat expe-
rience and demonstrated an ability to fight and shed blood for the state, this last
contingent of ‘stanists’ who died in the name of its idea in the canyons and
wastelands of Asia.”®

Like Kurginian, Prokhanov anticipated that those whose interests were
linked with state industries in general and defense industries in particular would
unite with the veterans of wars fought in the service of Imperial Russia—how-
ever Imperial Russia chose to identify itself. The combat veterans and selected
entreprencurial elements could provide the clite constituents for a renovative
responsc to the imminent collapse of the system. Prokhanov was convinced that
the general population could not possibly be secure in the vagaries of a proposed
universalistic, market-governed system and would have recourse to the leader-
ship of a determined elite. Together, the war veterans, the aggressive entrepre-
neurs, and the mobilized people, would fucl the rebirth of empire.

Among the signatories of Prokhanov’s “Word to the People™ of July 1991
were ranking leaders of the Soviet military and the Communist Party. Some
{Vasili Starodubtsev and Alexander Tizyakov) were to become directly involved
in the attempted coup against Mikhail Gorbachev. When the coup attempt was
mounted in August 19g1, its rationale shared substantial athnities with the
expressed concerns of the "Word to the People.™ In their “Message w the
People,” the teaders of the coup attempt made no recourse to Marxist appeals or
class analysis. They spoke not of class or world revolution, but only of threats to
the historic Motherland and its state. The ultmate defenders of the Marxist—
Leninist system had abandoned all the tortured “dialectic™ of Marxism and
spoke the language of national, ctatist resurgence.

With the final disintegration of the Soviet Union at the end of 1991, Pro-
khanov proceeded to identify Boris Yeltsin, president of its successor state, with
the liberal, cosmopolitan, and “bourgeois™ convictions of Mikhail Gorbachev
and the domestic “left.” For Prokhanov, both Gorbachev and Yeltsin had com-
mitted themselves to the values of Western liberalism, to a generic “democracy,”
and to a catalog of universalistic “human rights” that surrendered Russian dis-
tinctiveness to a kind of “mondialist” uniformity. In his view, both Gorbachev
and Yelwsin had betrayed the future of Russia and its empire.

For Prokhanov, honor demanded that the survivors of the debacle that had
settled on the nation commit themselves to the restoration of a Russian empire
capable of performing the mission assigned to it by history and by destiny.* More
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than that, the restoration of empire would constitute a defense of vital “healthy”
and “heroic” forces in a world threatened by an apocalyptic descent into absolute
decadence.

Both Kurginian and Prokhanov are statists. Both advocate the re-creation of
a strong, central state, staffed by an elite with competence, military spirit, and
traditional disposition. Both are developmentalist, committed to a program of
technological enhancement and economic growth as the necessary foundation
for the power projection capabilities required for victory in a world of intense
geostrategic competition. Both anticipate the re-creation of empire, the irreden-
tist expansion of Russia to its historically established boundaries.

Prokhanov, like Kurginian, conceives of the world as the arena of “unending
struggle, of a huge, gigantic conflict incorporating thousands of other conflicts.”
He sees Russia, at the moment, “toppled, vanquished and captive . . . in a noose
fashioned by an alien civilization; hunter’s whistles have led [the nation] into a
punji trap.”!

What makes Prokhanov unmique, perhaps, is his candor. He has proclaimed
himself an “anti-communist” at the same time that he has identified himself as a
Stalinist. He has affirmed that he would support any political strategy, “whire,
red, Stalinist or fascist,” if it contributes to the restoration of the Russian empire.
In fact, Prokhanov appears to have expressed an admiration for Stalinism for the
same reasons that he finds “Mussolint’s historic program” appealing.>

The “strange attraction” which the “figure of Mussolini” holds for Pro-
khanov seems shared by Kurginian.®® When Kurginian speaks of the reconstrue-
tion of the Russian state in a manner fundamentally different from that of the
“Anglo-Saxons,” he alludes to its erection on the foundation of a “corporative-
syndicalist society” in which the interventionist state “carefully balances” all the
elements of an “estate-based” cconomy.” This seems to be the substance of
Prokhanov’s “corporate imperial nationalism” which commentators have found
so reminiscent of ltalian Fascism.™

The intellectual relationship between Kurginian and Prokhanov during the
first few years of the post-Soviet republic was intense. Kurginian, more the
intellectual, seems to have supplied many of the basic ideas of Prokhanov's
“corporate imperial nationalism.” It was during the period of substantial intel-
lectual collaboration that Prokhanov wrote the “Word to the People.”

It was this document that sealed the union of “all patriotic forces,” mem-
bers of the Communist Party of the Russian Federation and a host of statists,
imperialists, and nationalists, in an enterprise intended to defend the “national
idea,” restore Russia’s “spiritual integrity,” resist the “dismemberment” of its
“body,” and burnish the “majesty” of its state. The entire thrust of Prokhanov’s
“Word to the People” was nationalist, statist, voluntarist, developmental, and
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redemptionist. There was an appeal to tradition, to “cherished values,” to the
Orthodox Church, to the soldiers who had served their Motherland, to heroism,
to courage, to labor, and to the “minstrels of the national idea.” There was no
talk of the truths of Marxism, of “class struggle,” of “international proletarian
revolution,” of “capitalist exploitation,” or of the “dictatorship of the proletar-
1at.” The “Word to the People” was written in the language of fascism, familiar
to anyone at all knowledgeable about the political thought of the twentieth
century.”

By the first years of the 19gos, it had become obvious that some form of
fascism was maturing in post-Soviet Russia. To some among the national-statist
leadership, this recognition generated increasing distress. In 1993, Kurginian
raised the issue as a matter of conscience. In that year, Kurginian and Prokhanov
tried to settle the issue of what role “fascist ideas” would play in the ideological
rationale of Russia’s “national-patriotic forces.” Finding themselves caught be-
tween the discredited convictions of Marxism—Leninism and those of a form of
Western capitalism they found repugnant, the leaders of the anti-Yeltsin opposi-
tion attempted to dehne their ideological position. On that occasion, Kurginian
insisted that, whatever his interest in the political idcas of Mussolini, he had
“never considered,” and did not then consider, that the Russian “popular move-
ment |or]| the national idea . . . correlated in any way with anything that might
fully claim to belong to fascist ideology.”>” What appears evident from his discus-
sion at the time, as well as in carlier writings, was his conviction that “fascism”
referred exclusively to the genocidal ideology of Adolf Hitler.

Thus Kurginian went on to lament the appearance of the symbols of the
National Socialist SS in the pages of some of the major nationalist publications.
He was scandalized by the imposition of Barkashov’s swastika over the banner of
the former Soviet Union and the “detached” and “objective” treatment meted
out to the monsters of National Socialism in the pages of nationalist journals. He
complained that many in the ranks of the national patriotic forces showed
evidence of contamination by the “virus” of fascism.

He went on to warn that fascism was a “pathological response” to national
humiliation against which patriots were advised to inoculate themselves. Patriots
were warned that the anti-communism and unfettered greed of the free market
enthusiasts of the Yeltsin administration had opened the “floodgates” to the
baleful influence of “fascist ideology.”

Prokhanov’s response to Kurginian’s concerns was carefully crafted and is
instructive. He responded that, for more than seventy years, the censorship of the
Marxist—Leninist government had denied Russians the right to explore non-
Marxist, much less anti-Marxist, ideas. Russian intellectuals had been denied the

opportunity to make their own informed judgment about any “unorthodox”
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collection of ideas. In the intellectual chaos of the post-Soviet present, Prokhanov
went on, Russians had not only the right, but the obligation, to consider all
political and social ideas, however much any of those ideas were deplored by
those who considered themselves “proper.”®®

He went on to remind his audience that while it was true that fascism was
associated with mass violence and brutality, no less could be said of Marxism—
Leninism, which in the 1920s alone destroyed “four flourishing classes” of Rus-
sian society and in the 1930s consumed millions of Russians in the Great Purge.”

Prokhanov went on to suggest that if Kurginian’s objection to fascism arose
from the fact that it was a “pathological response” to national humiliation, it
would be hard to imagine what a “nonpathological response” might be to the
destruction of everything a nation held sacred. How, he asked, could one re-
spond nonpathologically to the “eradication of national pride” and to the treach-
ery that abandoned Russian women and children to starvation and exposed the
nation to foreign pillage?

Later, in a published interview, Prokhanov acknowledged that he himself
had been regularly identified as a “fascist.” He went on to say that he had never
taken umbrage at the use of the term to describe him or his work, since he had no
clear idea as to what the term fascism meant to his critics. He understood full well
that it was meant to demonize him, but other than that, the term was generally

“ He spoke without difficulty of the emigré version of

given no specific reference.
Russian fascism that enjoyed some prominence in the 1930s, as well as the
“Italian version,” suggesting that neither seemed to be an unmitigated evil and
clearly distinguishing both from the overwhelmingly negative properties at-
tributable to Hitler’s National Socialism."!

Prokhanov has publicly recognized that the term fascism has been applied to
a variety of political idcologies, movements, and regimes. He is prepared to
admit that the national patriotic movement in post-Soviet Russia shares many
affinities with the Fascism of Benito Mussolini, the authoritarianism of Fran-
cisco Franco, the mass-mobilizing anti-liberal developmentalism of Juan Peron,
and the military conservatism of Augusto Pinochet—as well as the authoritarian
national developmentalism of Josef Stalin.

Most politically aware Russians knew that the emigré fascists of Harbin
associated Stalinism with an evolving “communo-fascism,” and that ultimately
they had decided that “Stalinism is exactly what we mistakenly called ‘Russian
Fascism.” 7% None of this was lost on Prokhanov. He appears little concerned
about how one characterizes the national patriotic movement in post-Soviet
Russia. He is committed only to its success.

In that specific regard Prokhanov is among the most politically and intellec-
tually interesting figures in the anti-liberal, anti-democratic opposition to the
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post-Soviet Yeltsin administration. He is particularly significant because he has
supplied the intellectual substance for Gennadi Ziuganov’s drive for leadership
of the Russian Federation ®

As early as the publication of the “Word to the People,” Ziuganov appealed
to Prokhanov to formulate a program for the anti-Yeltsin opposition. It was a
program to which he would commit the Communist Party of the Russian Feder-
ation. Since that time, employing that program, Ziuganov has disunguished his
party from the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.*!

As the Communist Party of the Soviet Union imploded, Ziuganov emerged
as one of the most important political leaders in post-Soviet Russia. His party has
not only retained its very substantial membership; it has auracted enough voters
to make the Communist Party of the Russian Federatuon a very serious con-
tender for power,

Ziuganov is a self-avowed communist who, while he speaks of “develop-
ing Marxism—Leninism,” rarely employs the theoretical machinery of classical
Marxism or the language of traditional Leninism.” Whereas Serget Skvortsov,
one of the feaders of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, continues to
invoke the conceptual language and imagery of Marxism—the necessities of the
“dictatorship of the proletariat™ and continued “class warfare”—Ziuganov has
led his Communist Party of the Russtan Federation away from all that. There
are fundamental distinctions between the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
and that of the Russian Federation under Ziuganov,

Ziuganov rarely, if ever, appeals to the Marxist—Leninist ideological ortho-
doxy of the past. Rather, he often speaks of the “dogmatic teachings™ of that time
that were “patently out of date” and that contributed to the “national disgrace
and the humiliation of the Russian state.” He appears remarkably unconcerned
with Marxist—Leninist orthodoxy. His unequivocal purposc is clearly the re-
hahilitation of the Russian empire, at the core of which is “that cthno-political
and spiritual-ideological community that is known to the world as the ‘Russian
people.” "%

Both Ziuganov’s major works, Beyond the Horizon and I Believe in Russia
“exude a sort of mystical nationalism. .. . Neither Red nor Pink, Mr Ziuganov is
White—the latest incarnation of a centuries-long tradition of Russian national-
ists who celebrate Orthodox Christianity, Slavic unity and imperial expansion.™”
Ziuganov's “Marxist” ideology is far less Marxist than it is nationalist, statist, and
imperialist.

Ziuganov speaks with passion of the neglect in the former Sovict Union of
the “immense and fundamentally important inner sphere of spiritual, cultural,
and religious moral national existence” that constitutes the essence of the “ideal-

ist . .. dreamer . . . and ascetic people” of Russia. He speaks not of the “pro-
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letariat,” but of Russians. He talks of “gathering on its land, under its own roof,
under the protection of a single powerful state, all Russian people, all who
consider Russia their Motherland.”

There is more than irredentism in his enjoinments. Therc is a call to empire.
Ziuganov insists that “Moscow does not have the right to abandon [its] tradi-
tional role of ‘gatherer of the lands.”” Russia and its core of “idealistic” and
“ascetic” creators are destined to attract lesser powers and less developed peoples
to its civilizing enterprise. Russia cannot escape its role as an imperial power.”
Russia, Ziuganov warns the rest of the world, cannot and “will not aceept the
humiliating role being imposed on itand will restore its natural position of great
world power.””" History demands that Russia be accorded its rightful place in
the sun.

The world, for Ziuganov—as for Kurginian, Prokhanov, and most of the
statists and nationalists produced in such great abundance in post-Soviet Russia—
is a world of conflict in which major powers pursue “messianic, eschatological . . .
projects.” The mission of the United States and its allies is to establish a “global
dictatorship.” This dictatorship would occupy “the Adantic Great Space,” the
main “territorial support” for a “world colonial empire,” in which the former
Soviet Union would be assigned a subordinate and subservient role. The domi-
nant West, like an “insatiable octopus or gigantic whirlpool,” seeks to extract
minerals and cheap labor from the dependent countries in a process of exploita-
tion that would condemn the major portions of the globe and the majority of the
world’s population to perpetual inferiority. Only Russia is capable of developing
the national strength to resist the impostures of the Western colossus. Only
Russia, having reconstructed “its own state system and its own ideological,
political, economic, and military self-sufficiency,” can provide a defense against
the West. Only Russia can assure a “balanced world” in the “geopolitical equi-
librium of . .. Great Spaces, civilizations, and ethno-religious ‘centers of force.” ™

For Ziuganov, Russia is the vital center of a “Slavic core,” and that core is the
strength of a “Eurasian bloc” that serves as a geostrategic “counterweight to the
hegemonic tendencies of the United States and the Adantic Great Space.” Russia
is the “mononational” center of the resistance to Western decadence. It is the
“main bearer of an ancient spiritual tradition whose fundamental values are . . .
‘celestial.” "7

More surprising than the realization that all this has lictle, if anything, to do
with Marxism, is the fact that it is clearly “Eurasian” in inspiration. Ziuganov
speaks of Russia as the “core and main foundation of the Eurasian bloc,” des-
tined to occupy the “Great Space” between Murmansk and Vladivostok.™ That
“Eurasian bloc” will serve as the line of defense against Western hegemony.

These notions come out of the work of Prokhanov. More than that, their
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origins lie in the writings of the Eurasians of the 1920s, a group of anti-Marxist
Russian emigrés who sought to put together a “new Russian ideology” that
would “supplant™ Marxism—Leninism and “lead a new Russia to a glorious
future.””

The Furasians perceived the Bolshevik experiment as part of the historic
destiny of Russia. Like the Fascist theoreticians of the same period, the Eurasians
expected Marxism—Leninism to be transformed by the realities of the modern
world into a supremely nationalist ideology that would lead Russians w the
creation of a “Great Political Space” in which national “authenticity” would
resist the decadence of the modern world.”

More than that, the Eurasians were totalitarians and authoritarians by dis-
position and anticipated the eventual transformation of Stalinism into a more
orthodox fascism.”” The Eurasians were, and remain, elitists, rejecting with
special vehemence all universalistic notions of humankind as empty abstractions.
They rejected liberalism and “quantitative” democracy and perceived special
merit in “meaningful cultural units,” among which Eurasia, with Russia at its
core, was historically most important.

Geopolitical Eurasianism today occupies a major place in Russian nationalist
thought, as does a peculiar kind of “biological” Eurasianism, represented by the

work of Lev Gumilev.”™ In general, it is clear that, to a surprising degree,

Eurasianism has shaped the ideology of the man who today serves as leader of

Russia’s Communists and chairman of the National Patriotic Union. Ziuganov

speaks candidly of Russia as “our Eurasian country” and has identified himself

with the founders of Eurasianism, who represented the “creative response of the
Russian national consciousness” to the Bolshevik revolution—and who gradually
came to realize that the “Soviet system, freed from an ideological doctrinaire
attitude [would be] the best state form” for a nationalist Russia struggling to
defend itself against the decadence of the West.”

Of the Eurasianist intellectuals, Ziuganov regularly refers to Peter Nikolac-
vich Savitsky and Nikolai S. Trubetskoi, both fundamentally anti-democratic
and anti-Western.® Both conceived of some form of totalitarianism as best suited
to Russia. It was Trubetskoi who, in 1935, argued that “one of the fundamental
theses of Eurasians |is| that modern democracy must give way to ideocracy.”

For Trubetskoi, what that meant was that the ideal nation must be ruled by a
political elite, selected “for its faithfulness to a single common governing idea.”
This elite must be “united in a single ideological state organization,” which
must, in turn, “organize and control alf aspects of life.” Such an organization and
control would inculeate in the citizens of the ideocratic state an ethic of sacrifice,
with such sacrifice “viewed by all citizens as a morally valuable act.”™®
It is difficult not to see fascism in these enjoinments. Whatever qualifications
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Eurasianists typically appended to their judgments, it seems evident that they
entertained a broad-gauged sympathy for Italian Fascism. As much could be
said for many of the other thinkers regularly cited in Ziuganov’s writings and
speeches. Ivan Alexandrovich Hin, cited by Ziuganov on many occasions, spoke
of Fascism after the Second World War as a “healthy, irresistible and inevitable
phenomenon” that emerges to protect the state when the state is threatened ® In
the “hour of national danger,” the peaple will give themselves over to “dictator-
ship” in order to assure the survival of the narion and its embodiment in the
state. M

Hin argued that fascism would reappear again when circumstances de-
manded “high patriotic pride and national self-esteem.” He advised, however,
that for "future social and political movements of that kind another term rather
than ‘fascist’ be sclected” to identify themselves, since “fascism’s enemies” had
rendered the name odious.®

There can be little doubt as to what has transpired, and is continuing to
transpire, in post-Soviet Russia. The leader of a Marxist—Leninist party has
assumed the leadership of the nation’s “national-patriotic” forces. In the process
of assuming that leadership, all the ideological trappings of Marxism—Leninism
have been abandoned. In their place is found the belief system of reactive and
developmental nationalism.

In fact, there is, today, demonstrably more fascism than Marxism in the
political beliefs of Zinganov.™ His statism and his nationalism arc unmistakable
markers. When Ziuganov speaks of governing, he talks of an “cmergency gov-
ernment of popular trust” that he will impose upon assuming power in Russia;
and the rights that this government will provide will be those that were standard
under the familiar “dictatorship of the proletariar.”

But there is also talk of progressive provisions: free public education and free
medical care, for example. There is reference to a popular "Constitutional As-
sembly” to craft a “new people’s constitution.” And there is an insistence that
“basic human rights and freedoms will be enunciated and protected.” But all this
will take place in a polirical system that is not impaired by any “hollow separa-
tion of powers” of the kind that deforms Western democracy. Such an infirm
system would allow “traitors to the Fatherland” to carry out their obstructionist
policies through a system of representation that would derail the national “col-
lective will.”® No less had ever been said by fascists of whatever stripe. All this
recommends a careful consideration of the political system that Ziuganov is
prepared to recommend. It is in this context that his reflections on Stalinism are
instructive.

Ziuganov has consistently argued that Stalin, at the close of the Second World
War, was prepared to abandon traditional Marxism~Leninism and undertake a
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“philosophical renewal” of the “official ideology of the Soviet Union.” Stalin
sought, according to Ziuganov, to “create an effective ‘ideology of patriotism’ . ..
[as| a dependable philosophical basis for the . . . enormous Sovict State.” Love of
the Motherland would substirute itself for “class warfare,” for all Russians would
be fused in the fire of patriotism. Had Stalin succeeded in his enterprise, the
Soviet Union, once again according to Ziuganov, would have "fully overcome the
negative spiritual consequences of the revolutionary storms,” the divisiveness,
the anti-religiosity, and the stultifying materialism of the Bolshevik period.®

Under Stalin, Russia had become a major world power. It had “expanded to
the utmost the zones of influence in the sca and oceanic directions, blocking
henceforward any attempt at direct threats to the borders of the state.” Had
the “ideological restructuring” of Stalin been brought to its completion, Russia
would have become the “most powerful alternative center of world influence,” to
continue, once again, its “geopolitical tradition.” Unhappily, Ziuganov main-
tains, Stalin succumbed before the “restoration of the Russian spiritual-state
tradition” could be completed. Stalin was not yet cold before his suceessors
turned back to the sterile anti-nationalist orthodoxies of the past.

What emerges from Ziuganov’s account is an image of an ideal Stalinism—a
Stalinism that is nationalist, statist, spiritual, and expansionist. Nothing is said to
suggest that Zinganov objects to the charismatic Stadin “cult of personality,” the
hegemonic party, or the rage for conformity, sacrifice, and obedience. Nothing
scrious is said of political democracy or pluralistic political arrangements.

For Ziuganov, as for many of the original Eurasianists, Stalinism shorn of its
Marxist—Leninist trappings, infused with nationalist and statist sentiments, po-
litically homogeneous, developmental in intent, and expansionist in practice,
constitutes a political ideal. Tt is Stalinism stripped of all the “myths” and “fic-
tions” carried over from its Marxist past. [t is the "white communism” deseribed
by Sergei Kurginian. It is, for all intents and purposes, a transparently fascist
ideal. Ziuganov has described a Stalinism transformed along the very lincs
anticipated, as we shall see, by the Fascist theoreticians of the 1g30s.

Gennadi Ziuganov, the most important surviving representative of Soviet
Marxism—Leninism has, in substance, identified a Russian fascism as his political
ideal. He is the advocate of an expansionist, nationalist, interventionist, authori-
tarian state whose projected capabilities are supported by an exacting develop-
mental program that allows the marginal existence of both private property and
free market exchanges. He is dedicated to carving out a “Grand Space” for his
nation in a struggle against “the destructive might of rootless democracy.”

The rise of a form of fascism in the former Soviet Union is an instructive
irony. The Marxist theory of fascism that has dominated Western thought for
more than half a century was largely the work of Soviet intellectuals. For de-
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cades it passed as the most comprehensive analysis of international fascism. Over
the years it became increasingly devoid of specific cognitive content, and, finally,
Marxists inside and outside the Soviet Union saw in whatever remained only a
caricature of the century’s birst Fascism—and, as a consequence, failed to recog-
nize its second coming.

At the close of the twentieth century, it is that caricature of fascism that is the
bread and butter of many comparativists. Fascism is seen in the obscenities of
skinheads and vandals. It is understood to be “necrophiliac,” “pathological,”
“racist,” and “reactionary,” and as having nothing really instructive to say to
our time.

How little understanding of fascism s purchased in these prevailing carica-
tures was evident years ago to anyone modestly apprized of the history of con-
temporary revolution. Even today most intellectuals on the Left fail to appreciate
the irony of a leader of a Marxist—Leninist party finding his nation humiliated,
reduced to servility, at the hands of an “international financial oligarchy,” a
“cosmopolian clite of international capital,” turning to “national patriotic” forces
to mobilize against the velleities, inefficiencies, and corruption of parliamentary
democracy.™ They fail to appreciate the painful similarities to another Marxist
leader of the “revolutionary left,” who seventy-five years ago abandoned all the
dogmas about internationalism, class warfare, and the “withering away of the
state,” to give himself over to the mobilization of the “national patriotic” forces
of another humbled nation, in order to resist what he took to be the impostures
of foreign “plutocracy.”

The fact 1s that what is now spoken of as “communofascism” and “Sta-
linofascism” serves as testimony to afhnities long rccognized by those who have
refused to place the revolutions of the twentieth century on a continuum from
Left to Right. There have always been deep and abiding similarities between
Marxist—Leninist and fascist systems, albeit concealed by the fog of Marxist
“theory.”

All of which takes us back to the appearance of the first Fascism on the
[talian peninsula, which grew out of the frustrations of an earlier cohort of
revolutionary Marxists. At that time, it was onc of the best-loved, most radical
leaders of the Italian Socialist Party who created Fascism out of Marxism and the
crisis of the First World War. An elliptical account of the story of that first
Fascism may remind us of some important features of one of the most important
political phenomena of the century. It may also reveal something important
about Marxism as well.



Fascism and Bolshevism

That Marxist—Leninists and convinced socialists might find some variant of

fascism attractive is not entirely incomprehensible. Berween the two world wars,

there were many who made the transition from one or another variant of Marx-

ism to fascism—typified in the example of Henri De Man.

Henri De Man was a committed Belgian Marxist, judged to possess one of

the finest intellects within the ranks of European “scientific” socialism. A social-
ist since 190z, De Man had become a fascist by the beginning of the Second
World War. Like Marcel Déat and many other European socialists, Ide Man
made the transition to fascism through an intrinsic critique of Marxism, as well
as a response to the “realities” of his time.!

The record indicates that the transfer of allegiance from Left to Right among
those in the ranks of revolutionaries throughout the interwar years was not
unusual. In fact, that such transfers took place has never been thought unusual
by those who have argued that the theoretical and practical relationship between
Marxism~Leninism and Itahian Fascism, for example, is curvilinear rather than
rectilinear.”

That the athinities between Marxism—Leninism and Fascism are not regu-
larly acknowledged probably arises from the fact that, from its advent, Mussolini’s
Fascism was characterized as intrinsically and inextricably “anti-communist.”
There have been those who have argued that, without the threat of communism,
there could be no fascism. In general, among both conservatives and leftists,
Fascism is conceived to have been the antithesis of communism and Marxism—
Leninism. Winston Churchill considered Fascism primarily a reactive and defen-
sive response to the “bestial appetites and the pathologies of Leninism.”3

The early literature favoring Fascism tended to conceive of it as a movement
mobilized to defend Europe from “all the horrors” of Bolshevism—the “brutali-
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ties and murders” that would have had all the Continent’s “streets and cities . . .
run red with blood.™ Anti-Fascist literature, even when not Marxist in inspira-
tion, deemed Fascism a paid tool of reaction, marshaled for the sole purpose of
defeating communism and suppressing the political activity of workers.

Actually, the relationship between Fascist and Marxist—Leninist revolution-
aries was far more interesting than that, If righr-wing and left-wing as political
concepts have determinate meaning in local contexts, they scem to have rela-
tively little significance in terms of the major revolutions of the twentieth cen-
tury—a fact that has been grudgingly acknowledged by Marxist intellectuals in
the Soviet Union and was fully anticipated in the abundant literature devoted to
“rotalitarianism.”

Specialists in intellecrual history, in a varicty of places, have traced the com-
plex threads that bind Mussolini’s Fascism to Marxism and Marxism—Leninism.f
That a form of fascism should resurface in post-Soviet Russia is not entirely
unexpected. That some Marxists should find it doctrinally appealing is even less
surprising.

Mussolini’s own history as a socialist and a Marxist is now reasonably well
known.” What is not as well known is the gradual transformation of a “subver-
sive” Marxist commitment into the doctrine of revolutionary Fascism. That
Fascism came to be identified as an unmollifiable “extreme right-wing” oppo-
nent of Marxism, socialism, and Marxism~Leninism is largely a function of the
first “Marxist theory of Fascism,” together with an carly history of violent con-
flict. During the first years of the 19208, Bolshevik theoreticians, still caughrupin
the euphoria of their successes in Russia, suddenly found themselves confronted
by a powerful and popular “anti-socialist” mass movement that overwhelmed
their confréres on the ltalian peninsula.

The best among them recognized that the defeat of Leninism in Traly was
both political and ideological. However much communist revolutionaries at-
tempted to blame their defeat on the intervention of conspiratorial capitalist
forces, the reality was that Marxism~Leninism in Italy had been outmancu-
vered, marginalized, and overrun by an autonomous Fascist movement,

When the intellectuals of the Left atrempted to explain the rise and success of
Fascism, they had recourse to doctrines put together by Karl Marx and Friedrich
Engels half a century before, There was recourse to the familiar account of class
struggle and bourgeois perfidy. However enterprising the Marxist intellectuals,
the story was never quite right. Stitched together out of the Marxism of the
nineteenth century, what resulted was a fabric of thin plausibilities, Today, there
are very few serious academics who invest much confidence in the original
standard version of the Marxist—Leninist interpretation of Italian Fascism.

What we now know about the origins of Fascism as a political movement
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and an ideological persuasion suggests that Mussolini’s enterprise resulted from
the confluence of a number of evolving intellectual and political currents—
including Italian Nationalism, Futurism, and revolutionary National Syndical-
ism—together exercising an impact on the millions of ferocious young men
returning home from the worst military conflict in the history of humankind.®
To fail to understand this is to misunderstand the first Fascism.

As has been argued, all the available historical evidence discounts the conten-
tion that the first Fascism was the simple creature of industrial capitalism or
agrarian capitalism or of the “ruling class” in its cntircty. This notion is entirely
devoid of plausibility. Mussolini’s Fascism was a complex product of an intricate
sequence of events, shaped by complicated ideas and influenced by personalities
and interests so numerous that no one can pretend to catalog them all?

Among the elements that made Fascism attractive to many Italians, includ-
ing war veterans, industrial workers, and the uncertain middle class, was its
appeal to developmental nadonalism—with its promise of class collaboration,
cconomic growth, and political regeneration. Like Fascism’s appeal to national-
1sm, the recourse w accelerated industrial development, “productivism,” was
intrinsically attractive to those faced with the difficulties that arise in a newly
united nation facing an obscurc future. '

Even before the turn of the century, ltalian Nationalists had spoken of the
necessity of rapid economic expansion and industrial development. They had
spoken of a strong state, a renovated politics, and the future grandeur of the
nation so long dismissed as a cipher by the “major powers” of Europe. Ttalian
reactive nationalism, in general, born of the many humiliations that followed
economic backwardness in an increasingly industrialized Europe, never had a
sufficiently broad-based appeal to render it a truly revolutionary force before the
multiple crises of 1918-22. Only then, in combination with other clements, was
it to influence the history of the peninsula.

Tt is eminently clear that the thought of Mussolini, as a revolutionary, was
influenced by that of the major theoreticians of Italian Nationalism: Enrico
Corradini and Alfredo Rocco. But there was more to the ideology and political
program of Mussolini than the substance provided by Iralian Nationalism."
[talian Nationalism lent Fascism elements of its doctrine, as well as the collab-
oration of its principal leaders; but Fascism had already taken on most of its
specific properties before its merger, after the march on Rome in 1922, with
Corradini’s Blue Shirts. Fascism’s most direct ideological inspiration came from
the collateral influence of Italy’s most radical “subversives”—the Marxists of
revolutionary syndicalism.

Mussolini, during the first years of his active political life, identified himself
as a “syndicalist.”"? As such, he was a member of an intellectually aggressive

socialist movement, led by Marxists well schooled in the traditions of their
masters. Arturo Labriola, Sergio Panunzio, A. O. Olivetd, and Roberto Michels
were among the many luminaries identificd with the most radical expression
of Italian Marxism."”® Mussolini was not undistinguished among them. Iralian
Marxists, during the years before the First World War, considered Mussolini
notable, and he was a welcome participant in socialist intellectual circles.' Ulti-
mately, he was so well considered that he served as both political and intellectual
leader of Ttaly's Socialist Party until the crisis of the First World War destroyed
the unity of Italian socialism.

It was during the first years of the century, and as leader of Italy’s socialists,
that Mussolini developed the views on socicty and revolution that were to inform
the doctrines of Fascism. Among the most important influences were those that
originated with the syndicalists.

During the first years of the twentieth century, many Marxists in ltaly were
uncertain about how the doctrines inherited from the ninetcenth century might
be applied in the twentieth. This was particularly true among the most radical of
them, the revolutionary syndicalists, As early as 1906, Olivetti—an carly syn-
dicalist, a confidant of Mussolini, and ultimately a major Fascist theoretician—
reminded Marxists that the ltaly of his time suffered from “a deficiency of
capitalist development.”" It was unclear just how revolutionary Marxism might
apply in such circumstances. The argument was that without a mature economic
base, the preconditions for socialist revolution could not be satished. Marxism,
Olivetti argued, had always maintained that primitive economic conditions
could produce only equally primitive politics and equally primitive classes. An
“immature bourgeoisie” and an equally incffectual urban “proletariat” were the
necessary products of an essentially agrarian cconomic system. '

The logic of the argument was perfectly clear to Marxists: socialist liberation
was predicated on the material abundance only made available by an advanced
industrial system—and only advanced industrial systems produced politically
mature proletarians, capable not only of overthrowing the old order of things,
but equipped to manage the future socialist productive enterprise. Socialism
could only liberate the proletariat at the end of the “bourgeois epoch™ of indus-
trial development.

Years later, as Duce of lraly, Mussolini reminded his followers of the argu-

ment, He told his audience,

when I went to the school of socialism, my teachers and doctrinal sages told
me that only determinate objective circumstances rendered socialism possi-
ble at all. T was told that socialism was only possible after capitalism had
achieved its full maturity. . . . [T was told that socialism was possible only]
at the conclusion of the bourgeois transformation of the medieval, into a
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capitalist, economy. . . . Socialism would be impossible without a fully devel-
oped economic base and a class conscious, politically astute proletariat.””

Over the years, this very argument was to become central to the rationale of
Fascism. Italy, before and after the First World War, was a marginally indus-
trialized nation, rotally il suited to serve as the stage for Marxist revolution.
Mussolini was rehearsing the arguments that had been made commonplace by
Italy’s syndicalists in the years before the Great War.

During those years, the young syndicalist Filippo Corridoni, who was to fall
during the First World War, argued that in a community “still in its swaddling
clothes . . . {with] three quarters of the nation . . . at precapitalist levels,” one
could hardly expect a Marxist revolution. Ina largely agrarian nation one could
only expect to find a small entrepreneurial bourgeoisic inadequate to its develop-
mental tasks, and an equally small collection of politically immature urban wage
workers uncertain in their loyalties and irresolute in struggle. In such a nation,
the enjoinments of classical Marxism werc all but totally irrelevant, and any talk
of Marxist revolution was starkly unrcalistic—and heavy with theorctical and
historical anomalies.™

Marx and Engels had anticipated socialist revolution in the advanced indus-
trial societies—in England, Holland, Germany, and the United States."” Only an
advanced industrial system could produce the material abundance capable of
supporting a classless society, in which “to each according to his needs and from
cach according to his abilities” might serve as an operative principle. Revolution
in any other circumstances, Engels warned Marxists, would simply reproducc all
the “old filchy business” of inequitable distribution of limited goods, endemic
poverty, mvidious class distinctions, and systematic oppression.? In an environ-
ment of anything less than full industrial development, there could be no talk of
the “vast majority” of the work force being composed of “class-conscious pro-
letarians.”! Under such circumstances, revolution would have to be undertaken
by declassed intellectuals leading petty bourgeois elements of the population—a
prescription dismissed by both Marx and Engels.??

By the first decade of the twentieth century some of the major Italian syn-
dicalists recognized that classical Marxism had very lirtle to say to economically
retrograde communities facing the revolutionary challenges of the times. There
were those who argued that not only were the industrial preconditions for Marx-
ist revolution absent in Italy, but their absence meant that Italians, without the
general advantages of industrialization, were condemned to national inferiority,
foreign cultural domination, and international humiliation.”? Only rapid indus-
trialization and economic growth could mitigate the magnitude of the threats.

All these notions gradually matured into what was later to be identified as
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the “revolutionary nationalism of the poor.” It was a variant of revolutionary
Marxism designed to address the reality of less developed nations on the periph-
ery of industrial capitalism. Its essentials included a mass-mobilizing strategy
and a state-sponsored program of extensive and intensive economic develop-
ment. It was a formula that was to appear and reappear among revolutionaries
everywhere in the industrially backward parts of the globe where people per-
ceived themselves as subject to the impostures of the “plurocracies.”

All these convictions had made their appearance before the First World War,
Before his death in that war, as a case in point, Filippo Corridoni argued that
syndicalist revolutionaries should promote the peninsula’s industrial develop-
ment; they should assist the laggard bourgeoisic in their drive to industrialize;
and to that end they should be the advocates of a market-governed system and
liberal laws.” Blessed with abundant labor mobilized to good purpose, Italy
would rapidly enter the machine age. Like the Italian Nationalists, Corridoni
carly identified revolution on the peninsula with reactive developmental nation-

alism—and dismissed orthodox Marxism, with its internationalism and class

warfare, as an irrelevance.”

Thus, when Lenin pretended to bring Marxist revolution to economically
primitive Russia in 1917, some of Ttaly’s most aggressive Marxist theoreticians
dismissed the claim. If Marxist revolution was impossible in Italy because of
its primitive cconomic circumstances, it was equally impossible in industrially
retrograde Russia.” Russia was no more industrially mature than the Italian
peninsula. In the judgment of many of the revolutionary syndicalists, Lenin's
revolution in backward Russia could not possibly pass as “Marxist.”” None of
the minimum objective requirements for the advent of socialism existed there.
Whatever had transpired with the succession of the Bolsheviks to power in the
Russia of the tsars, it could not have been a “proletarian” revolution.

As carly as 191g, Olivetti rejected the suggestion that the Bolshevik revolu-
tion had even the remotest connection with classical Marxism. Not only did the
revolution violate every precondition established by classical Marxism as essen-
tial to proletarian revolution, but in the course of their coup, the Bolsheviks had
not only destroyed fixed capital, but alienated those with technological and
managerial skills as well. Lenin’s revolutionaries had undermined the produc-
tive forces that were not only necessary for the ultimate attainment of socialism,
but essential to the very foundation of collective life. Valuable plant, machinery,
and essential infrastructure were consumed in the tide of violence precipitated
by the Bolshevik coup, and there was no evidence that its leaders understood
how all this might be rectified or how any of it made sense in the effort to
establish socialism 8

For Olivetti all this was evidence not only of revolutionary ineptitude, but of
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a gross failure to understand the essentials of Marxism. He argued that Marxism
identified the socialist revolution and the progress implicit in that revolution
with the maximum development of productive forces. Not only had the Bolshe-
viks mounted a revolution before the forces of production had matured to the
full measure required for the establishment of socialism; they had destroyed
the forces of production in the process. For Olivett, any organized violence
that does not contribute to the extensive and intensive development of the forces
of production, whatever its pretended doctrinal rationale, was irretrievably
counterrevolutionary.”

By the carly 1920s, these theses had become characteristic of the syndicalist
critique of Bolshevism. Taking their cue from traditional Marxism, syndicalist
thinkers identified revolution in the twentieth century with “superior productiv-
ity.” Without the ability to sustain and enhance the productivity of the commu-
nity, no meaningful social change would be possible. As a consequence of this
conviction, syndicalists maintained that whatever had taken place in Imperial
Russia in 1917 had very little to do with meaningful revolution—and still less
with Marxist socialism. Bolshevism had brought almost complete devastation to
the productive system of the community that it had captured. Having under-
taken revolution in the wrong economic environment, the Bolsheviks had not
only compromised Marxism, they had participated in what was the all but total
destruction of the productive capacity of Imperial Russia.*

The logic of the assessment was clear. In countries lacking extensive industri-
alization, revolution could hardly be “proletarian.” Revolution in less-developed
cconomics required “bourgeots” enterprise. Classical Marxism had made it emi-
nently clear that only the entrepreneurial bourgeoisie could industrialize retro-
grade economic systems. It was the bourgeoisie that would recreate the modern
world in 1ts own 1mage and provide the material foundation for the liberating
socialist revolution.?!

Since the bourgeoisie had not completed their task in tsarist Russia, the Bol-
shevik revolution could not be “proletarian.” The tasks before it were, in fact,
“bourgeois.” Like the Italian Nationalists, the syndicalists insisted that whatever
the Bolsheviks had embarked upon in economically retrograde Russia, it could
hardly have been “Marxian socialism.”* The tasks the Bolsheviks faced in revo-
lutionary Russia were those which Marx had assigned to the bourgeoisie—the
economic development and industrialization of an agrarian anachronism. The
Italian syndicalists insisted that, in the final analysis, “history” would require that
the Bolsheviks discharge “bourgeois” responsibilities by industrializing their
nation’s economy. The syndicalists echoed the judgment of Enrico Corradini:
that the “Bolsheviks in Russia were performing the same function as the revolu-

tionary bourgeoisie in pre-industrial Europe during the French Revolution.”
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Italian syndicalists, like the Nationalists of Enrico Corradini, simply re-
peated the admonitions of Engels. In 1850, when Engels addressed the issue of
revolution in economically primitive environments, he affirmed that any revolu-
tion that attempted to achieve social results that exceeded the productive capacity
of the economy was destined to fail. Under the circumstances, any revolutionary
effort to achieve the stated goals of Marxian socialism in economically backward
environments would inevitably find itself driven back to exceedingly “narrow
limits.” When revolutionaries like the religious visionary Thomas Muenzer, for
example, sought to “cmancipate the oppressed” in conditions of limited eco-
nomic development, the effort could only be abortive. In a primitive economic
environment, the leaders of an “extreme party” could do little more than con-
struct “castles in air.” What could actually be accomplished was dependent not
upon the subjective will or intentions of revolutionaries, but “on the level of
development of the material means of existence.”*

Since the Bolsheviks had captured a primitive economy, their task could not
be the easy production of equality and abundance promised by the nineteenth-
century socialism of Karl Marx. Their task could only be the arduous “right-
wing” rapid economic modernization and industrial development characteristic
of the “bourgcois cpoch.” If industrial development was not the inheritance of a
preceeding period of bourgeois enterprise, revolution in the twentieth century
required that the task be discharged by “classless” revolutionaries. Ttalian syn-
dicalists, Nartionalists, and Futurists were to argue that those revolutionaries
would be Fascists, not Marxists.” Fascism, they argued, was the socialism of
“proletarian nations.”

By 1921, Fascist thinkers, who included in their number radical Marxists,
Nationalists, and philosophical Idealists, maintained that if the task that con-
fronted retrograde Russia was the rapid development of its productive forces,
nothing less could be said of the tasks that confronted the revolutionaries of the
Italian peninsula. Several things followed, if the argument was accepted. If the
task of revolution in backward economic environments was the rapid industrial-
ization and material development of socicty, then many of the policies imposed

on a prostrate Russia by the Bolsheviks were “ahistorical.”

If growth and
modernization were the tasks of revolution, then class warfare and the abolition
of private property were clearly counterproductive. Disciplined collaboration of
all productive elements in a stable system would be a condition of rapid and
sustained economic growth.”

If a retarded economic and industrial system was to be extensively and
intensively developed, the continued existence of private property and the incen-
tives that ownership afforded served a clear purpose in what remained essen-

tially a “bourgeois cpoch.” The ownership of property provided performance


http:revolution.11
http:counterrevolutionary.29

136 FASCISM AND BOLSHEVISM

incentives, and the existence of a market provided a rational pricing system,
essential to any program of economic development. If rapid industrialization
and economic maturation were revolutionary responsibilities, private property
recommended itself. The continued existence of private property contributed to
conditions critical to the overall process of accelerated and technologically so-
phisticated growth.*

Fascist critics argued that once the purpose of revolution had been made
transparent, hierarchical direction and control recommended themselves.* De-
velopment was understood to be a complex enterprise. It required political
stability, collective commitment, and the provision of incentives in political ar-
rangements that werc structured and controlled. Developmental nationalism
required the existence of a tutelary state—something the Bolshevik revolution-
arics pretended not to understand.®

Beyond that, it was clear to Fascists, as developmental nationalists, that
revolution in primitive sociocconomic systems would require not only an exem-
plary state presence, but individual and collective discipline and self-sacrifice as
well. With only limited welfare benefits available, moral incentives would have
to supplement them 1if collective effort were to be mobilized.” There would be
material incentives, but the primitive state of the national economy precluded
the possibility that material incentives alone would be sufficient to gencrate the
energy required.* It would be necessary to elicit from the masses both self-
sacrifice and an abiding commitment to the survival and enhancement of the
community.** Nationalism would have to be an inextricable component of the
revolutionary enterprise.™

Fascism inherited the bulk of those arguments from the radical Marxists
who, by 1919, joined its ranks as organized National Syndicalists.* The National
Syndicalists had argued that ltaly, a “proletarian” nation, with a population that
exceeded the support capacity of its soil, lacking raw materials, and capital-poor,
would never escape the trap of collective poverty and powerlessness in the
modern world unless political and social revolution united all its people in a
disciplined national enterprise of systematic, expanding, increasingly sophisti-
cated production. Such a program would necessitate a state-sponsored sacrificial
program of frugality, intensive labor, and collective enterprise in the cffort to

create a “Greater Iraly.”%

Material incentives were useful, but the ultimate en-
ergy had to be forthcoming from the enthusiasm of masses, mobilized to the
national purpose in *heroic” commitment.*’

Fascists were convinced that economic development constituted a reality
that imposed itself on revolutionaries in backward economies. “Its iron laws”
were considered “infrangible.” Among the “infrangible laws” was that which

required that “those who abolish property rights during the early phases of
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rapid industrial growth and economic modernization must necessarily restore
them . . . and those who attempt to do without spiritual, intellectual and moral
hierarchies during the unfolding process are constrained to reestablish them.”
Fascist intellectuals argued that the failures of the Bolsheviks in Russia were
object lessons confirming the necessities of a market economy predicated on
private property, the existence of a hicrarchically structured state, and a program
for mass mobilization in an enterprise of national regeneration.* Even beforc
Fascism came to power, the National Syndicalists argued that Lenin’s Bolsheviks
had failed to understand the logic of their circumstances and, as a consequence,
had brought ruin to tsarist Russia and its associated territories. The Bolsheviks
had thrown Russia into turmoil in the pursuit of “proletarian internationalism,”
“class warfare,” and egalitarian “soctalism.” The outcome was the destruction of
much of the productive potential of Imperial Russia. By 1921, the Bolshevik
revolution had brought the former Russian empire to the brink of total collapse,
and its population to destitution.

By 1920 or 1921, most of the Marxist critics of Bolshevism in the ranks of
[talian National Syndicalism had already marshaled themselves under the gui-
dons of Fascism. As a conscquence, orthodox Marxists dismissed their criticisms
of Bolshevism as the flawed reasoning of Marxist apostates. Leninists chose to
dismiss their arguments and gave themselves over to an interpretation of ltalian
Fascism devoid of substance and innocent of insight.

Not only did Marxist—Leninist theoreticians fail to understand Fascism, as a
consequence of their dismissal of the substantive analysis of the Italian National
Syndicalists, they were compelled, as a consequence, to attempt to put together
their own interpretation of the curious revolution they had imposed on economi-
cally primitive Eastern Europe. To that end, between November 191g and May
1920, Nikolai Bukharin, one of Bolshevism’s major ideologues, produced a man-
uscript that attempted a Marxist explanation of the events that had overwhelmed
Russia.

Bukharin sought to deliver a persuasive interpretation of how Marxist revo-
lution might take place in an environment not only devoid of an industrial base,
but lacking the proletarian masses necessary for armed rebellion.® What re-
sulted was a somewhat quaint manuscript that set the pattern for Marxist—
Leninist responses for the next quarter-century.

In his Preface, Bukharin counselled the proletariat, the “Prometheus class”
of world history, to prepare itself for the “inevitable pain of the period of transi-
tion” between capitalism and the liberation of communism.’* That pain and
privation were costs that would have to be borne by the Russian people was the
consequence of the peculiar circumstances that surrounded the death throes of
industrial capitalism. Nothing in the corpus of traditional Marxism suggested
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that the revolution and the transition to a socialist society would involve priva-
tion of hiblical proportions.™ Lenin’s State and Revolution, written almost imme-
diately betore the October Revolution, seemed to suggest that while the revolu-
tion itself would involve the violence of smashing the “bourgeois state” and all its
“repressive adjuncts,” the transition from capitalist to socialist society would be
relatively painless.

In his account, Bukharin argued that revolution in Russia had been so difh-
cult because it had been the first expression of what soon would be a universal
uprising against world capitalism. He maintained that the Great War signaled
the advent of the anticipated “General Crisis” of industrial capitalism. He main-
tained that the Great War had been the final tremor of a dying capitalism.
Compelled by the secular decline in the rate of profit, the rulers of capitalist
society had been driven by cupidity and intense competition into cataclysmic
armed conflict.” The war that followed had exacted its revenge. 1t had destroyed
the cconomic foundations of international capitalism. Driven to war in an effort
to restore their profits, capitalists had condemned their system to extinction,

The war had drawn off millions of laborers to serve as cannon fodder in the
trenches of Verdun and Flanders. The massacre of young men had cost the
systermn hundreds of millions of man-hours of labor, as well as a “massive anni-
hilation of productive forees.” The losses in manpower and capabilitics fatally
impaired a system already grievously wounded by the extraordinary burden
placed upon it by the need to supply the appurtenances of war. In Bukharin’s
judgment, once the war was over, capitalism would not be able to reconstruct the
international capitalist cconomy. Capitalism had lapsed into the final crisis pre-
dicted by Marxist theory. As a consequence of that eventuality, the proletarian
revolution had become inevitable and inescapable.

Marxism—Leninism had no choice but to lead a “proletarian” revolution in
circumstances largely devoid of proletarians. Revolutions are made where they
can be made. Like Lenin, Bukharin was convinced that revolution in Europe
and in the most advanced capitalist states would follow close on the heels of the
revolution in Imperial Russia. The postwar socialist revolution had become as
“historically inevitable™ as the final crisis of capitalism.”

To fail to mount a revolution in such circumstances, whatever the seeming
proscriptions of classical Marxist theory, would be criminally irresponsible. It
would condernn humankind to unimaginable privations. It would postpone the
advent of socialism at a time when the catastropic contraction of economic
activity that would irresistibly follow capitalism’s final crisis would threaten the
very survival of the species. Human beings would languish in preindustrial
destitution.

For Bukharin, the fact that Bolshevik Russia found itself in desperate eco-
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nomic circumstances was not the consequence of failing to understand the re-
sponsibilitics of fomenting revolution in primitive economic conditions; it was
the price paid by a vanguard for participation in what would inevitably be a vie-
torious tide of “proletarian revolution.” The worldwide victory of socialism
would bring the missing industrial potential of capitalism with it, as a prize.”® So-
cialism would have its material foundation, and the integrity of classical Marxist
doctrine would be restored.

For Bukharin, the entire Bolshevik enterprise was perceived as an elaborate
holding action, a preliminary for the final “ineluctable, and inevitable” univer'sal
proletarian revolution.” With the adherence of the world proletariat, the social-
ist revolution would finally deliver on the promises of Marxism.

Out of this argument, what was to become the orthodox standard intcrprct:li
tion of fascism was to be fabricated. Fascism was conecived of as an extension of
the strategics employed by moribund capitalism to secure a future. Just as inter-
national capitalism had driven the world to war in a frantic effort to halt the
declining overall rate of profit, so ltaly’s ruling bourgeoisie had created, subven-
tionized, and directed Fascism to the same purpose. The defeat of the “pro-
letarian revolution” in Italy meant that the peninsula was doomed to lapse into
the most primitive forms of productive conditions. Wherever Marxists failed to
foment the required revolution, the inability of capitalism to restore the produc-
tive levels of the prewar period meant a rapid decline in living standards and
privations of a magnitude that would be intolerable. Only systematic rccour'sc w
violence and terror, inflicted amidst appeals to mystic irrationalitics and ritual
chauvinism, could sustain so retrograde and reactionary a system.

As we have seen, this was the interpretation of fascism produced by Marxist
theory. It was to mesmerize not only Marxist - Leninists, but the majority of
Western academics as well. It was the product of abstract reasoning from suspect

premises. A

Italian syndicalists had traversed much of the ground covered by Bukharin
before the First World War. Those syndicalists who had joined the Fascist ranks
after the war, probably without having read Bukharin’s account, implicitly re-
jected all the principal theses of his Economy of the Period omen.ci:i‘on. First anfi
foremost, Fascists rejected the notion that the revolutionaries of the twenti-
cth century could anywhere expect a “saving international revolution™ to so.lvc
urgent national problems.” Iralian Syndicalists, Nartionalists, and ns‘o—ldcallsts
all argued that the internationalism in which the Bolsheviks had invested so
much confidence was a fiction. It was a fiction because the reality of the world
was that limited associations of persons, identifying themselves through con-
ceived or real affinities, sacrificed and struggled to enhance their survival poten-
tial in contests with similarly disposed groups in similar circumstances.” At
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various times and in various climes there would be different in-groups and
different out-groups—but there would always be groups animated by disposi-
tions that were group-sustaining.’ In the world of the twentieth century, a
seamless internationalism that failed to recognize the intense nationalism that
arose in response to real and fancied humiliations was an implausible fiction that
flew in the face of overwhelming evidence.,

Given the ¢conomic and strategic demands of the modern world, the nation
had become, for Fascist theorists, the most effective vehicle for group competi-
tion and survival. Fascist theoreticians always argued that Marx and the Marxists
never understood the contemporary force of nationalism, because they failed to
recognize its sources in the evolutionary history of humankind and its function
in the modern world. As a result, Marxists always underestimated the psycho-
logical roots of national scntiment and so failed to appreciate the cffectiveness of
in-group identification and the utility of national symbols in the mobilization of
the masses in the service of a collective enterprise.

If nationalism was an expression of an affirmative identification with a com-
munity sharing similar interests in an environment of intense competition, Fas-
cists argued, then internationalism was a doctrinal fiction that served only the
policy concerns of “sated” nations, those “plutocratic” commedity- and capital-
exporting communitics, that sought to insure their unrestricted access to market
supplements and investment outlets in the less developed regions of the world.!
Internationalism was the “moral” pretext for economic imperialism. Either that,
or it served as the last refuge of timid souls.

Fascists argued that there was very little substance in the internationalism of
Marxism—Leninism. There was absolutely no evidence that "proletarian masses”
identified themselves with any expression of internationalism. The Great War
had demonstrated that human beings identificd with communities of limired
compass, and that internationalism was an empty dream. Fascists argued that
internationalism served conservative, rather than revolutionary, purposes in the
world of the twentieth century. The advanced industrial natons, exploiting the
less developed economies on their periphery, were the conservative advocates of
international stability and peace.

“Proletarian nations,” those beset by economic limitations und general pov-
erty, could only be ill served by internationalism. Internationalism was a product
of late capitalism, serving the “free trade” interests of imperialism and designed
to disarm the resistance of the poor. The notion that nations suffering economic
retardation in the modern world might be salvaged by some kind of interna-
tional proletarian revolution was, at best, delusional ** It was far more likely that
any commitment to internationalism would leave economically backward na-
tions the victims of exploitation —in a state of perpetual dependency and inescap-
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able underdevelopment. Long before the “New Left” of the 1970s discovered
“dependency theory,” the first Fascists had given it critical space in their inter-
pretation of the modern world.

Fascist arguments were more critical of Bolshevik theoretical justifications
than was suggested by their dismissal of internationalism and their invocation of
a version of dependency theory. Very carly in the period, for example, Mussolini
argued against the claim that industrial capitalism had exhausted its potential
and that the Marxist apocalyptic “final crisis” was at hand. Mussolini held that
not only had industrial capitalism survived the Great War, but that it gave every
evidence of embarking on an expanded cycle of growth. He went on to maintain
that “capitalism has just commenced its trajectory of growth. . . . There are
immense continents such as Asia, Africa, Australia, and a large part of the
Western Hemisphere, that await development. Capitalism remains almost exclu-
sively European, while it is clear that it is destined to become global "%

Given the rejection of some of the major premises of the Marxist interpreta-
tion of the economic, political, and social circumstances of the early twentieth
century, Fascist intellectuals dismissed the entire argument extended by the carly
Bolsheviks. The Bolshevik revolution was not “inevitable.” It was an adventure
conducted by those who imagined themselves Marxists, but who had no clear
conception of what they were about.

By 1924, the theoreticians of Fascism had rejected all Bukharin's arguments.
Capitalism had not exhausted its potential, and the international proletarian
revolution would not save the Russian Revolution. The Bolsheviks would have
to make do with what they had. In doing with what they had, the Fascists
argued, the Bolsheviks would find that they would be driven to fall back on
nationalism, restore the preeminent and directive state hierarchy that sustains it,
and embark on a developmental program for the devastated national economy.®

For at least those reasons, Mussolini insisted not only that Marxism was
irrelevant to Russian circumstances, but that it was irrelevant to the history of
our time. Mussolini conceived of the world as divided into advanced, “pluto-
cratic” nations and those nations that were less developed. The industrially
advanced nations would continue to profit through the expansion of capitalism—
Marxism had very little relevance for them, Those nations that were “late de-
velopers,” on the other hand, required not Marxist revolution, “proletarian inter-
nationalism,” or “class conflict,” but a state-directed strategy of rapid, massive,
sustained economic growth and technological development.®

Mussolini argued that reality had thrust that truth on a reluctant Lenin. By
1920, Lenin had attempted to restart the Soviet economy with the improvisations
of his New Economic Policy. He had allowed the reemergence of some private
ownership and the restoration of free markets for the sale of some agricultural
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produce. He had allowed private enterprise on the margins of the system he had
created. And he was prepared to make generous concessions to foreign capitalists
if they would invest capital in, and help manage, the newborn “socialist” com-
munity. At some stage in that involutionary process, Lenin, the anti-capitalist
Marxist revolutionary and irrepressible anti-nationalist internationalist, Japsed
into extending concessions to capitalists and capitalism, as well as enjoining the
revolutionary “proletarians” to serve their “socialist fatherland.™®

By 1924 or 1925 it had become obvious that there would be no “saving
revolution” in the West that would rescue the failing "proletarian” revolution in
what had becn the empire of the sars.” Among the Bolsheviks, there was a
scramble to provide a Marxist rationale for the unanticipated sequence of events
and the implications it brought in its train, It was evident that Lenin had no clear
idca of what was transpiring, nor did he offer a clear program of resolution.
Even before his death in 1924, it scemed obvious that Lenin had lost control of
his revolution.

In 1917, two months before the Bolsheviks seized state power, Lenin had
written that, following the victory of the proletarian revolution, the abolition of

w

the state burcaucracy would be the most distinguishing feature of the “dictator-
ship of the proletariat.” At that time, Lenin was convineed that the revolution
would inherit the institutional maturity of an advanced industrial economy.
According to the notions of traditional Marxist theory, Lenin believed that by the
time of the revolution, monopoly capital would have so simplified production
and arculanion that immediately after the “proletarian” scizure of power, the
postrevolutionary economy could be governed by exceedingly simple opera-
tons—registration, fAling, and regulation—nonmarker clerical activities that
could be performed by any literate person.® Lenin imagined that there would be
no need for a professional state bureaucracy in a “proletarian dictatorship.”

In retrospect, 1t scems evident that either Lenin knew nothing about the
primitive state of the Russian economy, or he imagined that the Bolshevik
revolution would be immediately followed by world revolution. If the latter was
the case, it soon became apparent that there would be no “saving revolution”
from the industrialized West that might deliver the vast resources, technology,
plant, and institutional and managerial sophistication required to render social-
ism viable.®” As a consequence, once it became clear that the revelution would be
confined to the political boundaries of the former Russian empire, Lenin was
compelled to create a complex bureaucratic state apparatus to ensure the most
elementary productive efficiency of the retrograde, primitive cconomy under his
control.

In the years between the Bolshevik coup and his death, Lenin lamented the
“primitive conditions” of postrevolutionary Russia. He complained of the “semi-
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Asiaric incompetence” and “barbarism” of the Russian working class. He recog-
nized that what the Bolshevik cconomy required was “Prussian railroad effi-
ciency plus American technology and organization of trusts plus American
public school education,” and so forth.” In effect, what the emerging Soviet
Union required was economic and industrial maturity. That economic maturity
would have to be purchased by the revolutionaries by desperately hard labor.
ltaly’s National Syndicalists had been right. The tasks faced by the revolution
were not those Marx had identified as “liberating”; they were tasks that could
only be discharged under the direction of an authoritarian state.

Before his death, Lenin recognized that his government would have to feed,
clothe, and house an entire population. At the very least, the new government
was required to “keep going until the socialist revolution |was| victorious in the
more developed countries.” The new regime could not endure unless “large-
scale machine industry” and all its adjuncts could be put together in marginally
industrialized Russia.” In order to satisfy its responsibilities, the Bolshevik lead-
ership undertook a “strategic retreat” to “re-create” a form of capitalism that
would be “subordinate to the state and serve the state.”” The unabashed appeal
to the tutclary, managerial, and hicrarchical state confirmed ull the anticipatory
judgments advanced years before by the Ttalian National Syndicalists and the
heretical Marxists among the Fascists.

Once Lenin passed into history, thuose who followed were compelled to
pursue some variant of the course he had initiated. Before his death, Lenin made
Josef Stalin General Scerctary of the Party, and it was Stalin who decided to
embark upon an intense program to “build socialism in one country.” Bolshe-
vism had taken on all the major features of a developmental dictatorship. By the
time Stalin made that decision, anyone with independent judgment could recog-
nize what had happened. By then, even Bukharin recognized that the circum-
stances in which the “proletarian revolution” found itsclf required a develop-
mental strategy vastly different from anything to be found in the works of
traditional Marxism.

Bukharin advocated a developmental strategy involving the collaboration of
the proletariat, the peasantry, and the bourgeoisic under the auspices of the
“proletarian state.” Over and above the conditional collaboration of classes, the
state would ensure the civil peace and order essential to rapid industrialization
and development.” The nonregime Marxists in Europe, including those who
had passed into Fascst ranks, had been correct. “Socialism” in the Stalinist
Soviet Union had devolved into a state- and party-dominant system that would
have been totally unrecognizable to Marx or Engels.

“Marxist Russia” had been transformed into a developmental nationalism.
The state, with all its “bourgeois” attributes, was restored. It would ensure social
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tranquility, control labor, extract surplus, and mobilize resources to serve the
ends of the “socialist fatherland,” all under the auspices of a hegemonic party
dominated by a “charismatic leader.””* Already at that stage in the process of
involution, there were many Marxists and non-Marxists who recognized the
emerging features. Bukharin, originally a major architect of the new political
system, began to be troubled.

Evgeni Preobrazhenski, certainly less troubled, provided a new “Marxist”
rationale for the emerging system. Because the post-Leninist system required not
only restarting a stalled economy, but its extensive and intensive growth, Pre-
obrazhenski recommended a program of “primitive socialist accumulation” of
capital that, by the late 1920s, would grow into massive “tribute” to be extracted
from the peasant and urban working classes. Incalculable sums were to be
invested by the state in a capital-intensive developmental program.

Once the decision had been made to industrialize a peasant economy, the
new Soviet state assumed more and more onerous extractive functions in order
to supply the capital necessary to fuel and sustain cconomic growth and develop-
ment. It also assumed more and more directive functions as thosce parts of the
economy allowed to operate through market exchanges contracted. More and
more of public life was governed by a complex hierarchy of burcaucratic state in-
stitutions responsible only to a small, self-selected committee of party stalwarts.
“Soviet patriotism” provided the focus for collective sacrifice and obedience—
and Josef Stalin loomed ever larger over the entire system as the Vozhd, the
“Leader” and “Father of Peoples.”

In the course of all this, the entire system took on the further properties of an
epistemocracy. Rule in the Soviet Union was reserved exclusively to those who
knew and accepted the “Truth.” In 1924, Trotsky had unselfconsciously insisted
that all Marxists commit themselves to the proposition that the Communist
Party (Bolshevik) was “always right.””> By the time Stalin assumed dictato-
rial control, “Marxism—Leninism”—the “only true social science”—legitimated
single-party rule and was accorded the role of inerrant guide to the conduct of all
Marxist revolutionaries. Just like Fascism, Stalinism had discovered that charis-
matic rule implied that leadership must be understood to be “always right.”
Leadership, party, and state dominance of an entire complex system could ra-
tionally be justified only by a claim to inerrancy.

By the time of these developments, Bukharin’s misgivings were irrepressible.
He began to allude to the “fascist” features of the emerging system.”® By the early
1930s, the “convergence” of Fascism and Stalinism struck Marxists and non-
Marxists alike. In 1934, Drieu La Rochelle was “profoundly convinced that

Stalinism was a semi-fascism.””” By the mid-1930s, even Trotsky could insist that
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“Stalinism and fascism, in spite of deep difference in social foundations, are
symmetrical phenomena.””®

During those years, a number of Fascist authors alluded to the doctrinal and
institutional features shared by Italian Fascism and Stalin’s socialism. They did
so in part to affirm the “universality of the Fascist idea” and in part to confirm
the predictive competence of the carliest Fascist theorists, whose schooling in
traditional Marxism had led them to anticipate the kinds of social and political
instrumentalities that the accelerated cconomic development of a primitive econ-
omy would require in the modern world.

As early as 1934, Fascists had argued that “in the course of its development,
the Russian revolution has gradually given evidence of fully abandoning Marxist
postulates and of a gradual, if surreptitious, acceptance of certain fundamental
political principles identified with Fascism.”” Just as the National Syndicalists
had suggested, Bolshevism could be viable only if it abandoned the substance of
the Marxism it pretended was its inspiration.

More than that, toward the end of the 1930s, serious Fascist theorists sought
to emphasize the fact that Bolshevism, as a form of Marxism, had entirely
misconstrued the challenges of the contemporary world. Soviet doctrinal litera-
ture continued to feature internationalist, democratic, anti-statist, and socialist

themes

at a time when Stalinism was becoming increasingly more nationalist,
authoritarian, and statist, and manifestly less socialist.®

By the 1930s, Stalinism had transformed itself in its efforts to respond cffec-
tively to challenges it had not anticipated and with which it was not prepared to
cope. In attempting to address the problems generated by the effort to industrial-
ize the Sovict Union, the Stalinist regime reinterpreted the central theses of clas-
sical Marxism and “dialectically” transformed the anarcho-syndicalist and anti-
statist ideas of Lenin into “political formulae calculated to galvanize the Russian
people to the service of industrial development and nationalist purpose.”!

With the redefinition of the goals of the revolution came a series of program-
matic revisions. There was no longer any pretense of “proletarian” or working-
class control of the means of production. Production, its organization, and its
management were all state-governed. Labor unions became agencies of the state,
“transmission belts” for directives from the Kremlin. By the mid-1930s, Stalinism
had created the most complex, hierarchical, authoritarian state structure in his-
tory.82 Together with the state, Stalin created one of the most impressive coercive
machines ever. For national security, vast quantities of scarce capital and technol-
ogy were invested in the Soviet armed forces. Never again was Russia to be de-
feated in battle because of its “backwardness.” The military was to become a dom-

inant Soviet institution, and its heroes were to serve as models for Soviet citizens.
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For domestic security, resources were lavished on agencies designed 1o con-
trol an unarmed population through state-sponsored demonstrative and prophy-
lactic terror. Together with state control of information and education, all these
population management mechanisms produced the requisite compliant behav-
ior. Gone was the "left-wing” frenetic anti-nationalism, anti-statism, and anti-
militarism of the early days of the revolution that had made socialism the mortal
enemy of “right-wing” Fascism.” There was a pervasive recognition that Stalin-
1sm, as a system, had “dialectically thrown overboard the principles in whose
name” the Bolshevisk revolution had been undertaken, and that “Marxist—
Leninist principles” had been transformed into their “ ‘contraries,” that is to say,
the ideas that provide body and substance to the Fascism of Mussolini,”#

Fascist theoreticians pointed out that the organization of Soviet society, with
its inculcation of an ethic of military obedience, self-sacrifice and heroism, total-
itarian regulation of public life, party-dominant hierarchical stratification, all
under the dominance of the inerrant state, corresponded, in form, to the require-
ments of Fascist doctrine®

The people of the Sovier Union were urged to work and sacrifice in the
collective effort to assure their nation’s greatness, to secure its historic bound-
aries, and ensurc its sovereignty in a hostile world.® Sovier citizens had a mis-
sion, determined not by class consciousness or simple cconomic imperatives. It
was a mission informed by Soviet patriotism, by a compelling sentiment of
community, and an irresistible sense of obligation—all imparted by systematic
inculcation through central control of general education. All this, Fascists ar-
gued, constituted a clear recognition that Marxism, in whatever guisc, had failed,
and that “the Kremlin was ready to tread the path already undertaken by
Fascism.™

Towards the end of the 1930s, few Fascist intellectuals denied that the social
and political system put together in the Soviet Union substantially overlapped
that fashioned by Fascism.® Whatever distinctions were drawn, and however
emphatically those distinctions were insisted upon, no Fascist intellectual failed
to note the significant insttutional and behavioral similarities of Fascism and
Stalinism.

In 1933, after the Fascist regime had passed through periods of relative
liberalism and economic laissez-faire, Mussolini announced that “corporativism,”
the preferred productive system of the Fascist state, involved the “complete
organic and rotalitarian regulation of production with a view to the expansion of
the wealth, political power and well-being of the Iralian people.” As early as the
end of the 1920s, Fascists had spoken of the corporate state as “controlling,
coordinating and harmonizing all the forms of productive energy” that contrib-
ute to the progressive increments in material wealth of the nation.*
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With that characterization of the Fascist state, Fascist theorists were pre-
pared to acknowledge that not only had Soviet “communism gravitated in-
creasingly to the right, . . . Fascism had moved increasingly toward the left. The
conviction that there was an absolute antithesis between Moscow and Rome on
matters dealing with the national economy, was false.” Fascist intellectuals antic-
ipated that both systems would ultimately fuse, to produce the general outline of
an economy that satisfied the needs of the twentieth century”!

Fascism’s major intellectual spokesmen did not hesitate to identify the sim-
ilarities of Fascism and Stalinism. Ugo Spirito, one of Fascism’s foremost theore-
ticians, maintained that Fascism and Bolshevism, as the two revolutionary sys-
tems of the modern world, shared fundamental affinities. He argued that those
athnities would ultimately lead to a “synthesis”: Fascism, a “superior revolution-
ary form,” would absorb “everything alive and fruitful” to be found in that
Bolshevism that had already abandoned the critical postulates of Marxism.”

Mussolini himself argued that because of the singular conditions of the
twentieth century, the “corporate solution” would “force itself o the fore every-
where.” He was convinced that the Soviet Union had already traversed much of

the distance between the “Sovietism” of the Bolshevik revolution of 1917 and a
3

it

futurc Fascism, through the “crypto-fascism” of Joscf Stalin.”

Within the similarities, Mussolini identified some of the major distinctions
separating Fascism from Swalinism, Among them were Fascism’s qualified de-
fense of private property and a disposition to proceed “circumspectly in the field
of cconomy.”™™ Fascism, he maintained, was prepared to experiment with vari-
ous forms of control and guidance of the nation’s economy but was ill disposed to
exclusively bureaucratic institutionalization.” In Fascist Italy, the basic features
of an essentially market economy were to be preserved.

The fascism that Mussolini anticipated would become dominant in the twen-
tieth century would be a fascism having all the major attributes of the Stalinism
of the Soviet Union, but allowing private property and the market, to provide
both a rational price structure for the entire system and some measure of overall
productive efficiency.”® The suppression of private property and the market in
the Saviet Union of Josef Stalin was sufficient, in the eyes of Fascist theoreticians,
to distinguish it from the paradigm.

Stalinism was only one of the modern systems gradually adapting itself to the
model. Fascist theorists fully expected to see such systems ultimately transform
themselves into perfect analogs of the model they had provided on the ltalan
peninsula. They fully expected the twentieth century to be a century of Fascism.

By the end of the 1930s, ltalian Fascism had entered its final phase. War had
been successfully fought in Spain, and Fascism had embarked upon the acquisi-
tion of colonies that it imagined would provide the raw materials fundamental to
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the self-sustained and self-sustaining industrialization of the falian peninsula.””
By the middle of 1937, Fascism was being drawn further and further into the
maelstrom of what would be the Second World War.

For Mussolini, Fascist Italy faced the “plutocratic nations” in what he con-
ceived to be a decisive contest for sovereign independence, cultural autonomy,
space, resources, and international prestige.™ The inequities of the modern
world were to be finally resolved.” The “proletarian peoples” would finally
secure their place in the sun.

Fascism was consumed in the world war that followed. What it left behind
was an interrelated set of concepts that afforded an interpretation of Stalinism,
an accounting of the revolutionary movements of our time, and an interpretation
of how Fascism itself was to be understood. Through the two decades that
followed the advent of Fascism on the Italian peninsula until its disappearance in
the Second World War, Marxist—Leninist thinkers persisted in the interpretation
of fascism they had jerry-built out of the conjectures of Nikolai Bukharin.
During the interwar years they had used this interpretation to very little theoret-
ical effect. Captives of that interpretation, Marxist—Leninist theoreticians failed
to understand not only their own system, but almost everything of importance
that was occurring around them. In the decades that followed, they and the
regime that Marxism—Leninism had built were swept away. Out of the collapse,
the anticipated Russian fascism made its fulsome appearance.

Fascism, Marxism, and Race

That Soviet Marxists, with the collapse of the regime they had legitimated for
seven decades, found themselves drawn to some variant of fascism is explicable,
it can be argued, once one understands something of Mussolini’s Fascism. With-
out the thicket of confusions that impaired Marxist thought after the failure of
anticipated revolution in the advanced capitalist countries, the reactive national-
isn that had always inspired Russian radical thought took on the logic of Fas-
cism. Fascism spoke to the revolutionary leadership of those nations that con-
ceived themselves as treated as inferiors by the “advanced powers.” The informal
logic of reactive nationalism reveals itself in the postures assumed by less devel-
oped countries in the twentieth century.

With the collapse of the Soviet Union from “superpower” to a nuclear armed
“third world nation,” the entire psychology of a humbled nation is engaged. In
the ruins of the former Soviet Union, humiliation and despair fuel a reactive
nationalism that should be familiar to those who know something of revolution
in the twentieth century. The mythic appeals to a glorious past, the anti-liberal
and anti-democratic posturing, the irredentist reconstruction of empire, the ap-
peal to a “magnificent state,” and the anticipated role of “heroic” elites—are all
reminiscent of the Fascist revolution.

Beyond that, however, is something more ominous. [f Marxism in less devel-
oped environments is condemned to devolve into some form of fascism, how
much of fascism will be accommodated in the process? One of the features of
fascism that Western academics have tended to identify as peculiarly “right-
wing” is “racism.” Racism has been made the defining property of “right-wing
extremism” and singularly characteristic of fascism.

That racism has surfaced in the political notions of Russia’s new nationalists
and old communists has created a puzzle for those who divide the political
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universe into left and right wings. Because of the presence of “racist thought”
among former communists and current nationalists in Russia, many commenta-
tors have begun to refer to the “die-hard communists” of Eastern Europe as
“right-wing extremists.” Entirely unsclfconscious about the paradox involved in
such creative naming, these commentators have stumbled on a feature of senes-
cent Marxism they would rather leave unexplored.

There is an interesting historic connection between Marxism and racism that
is rarely considered. That contemporary Marxists have found refuge in one or
another form of racism has perplexed analysts, simply because no thought is
given to that connection. Most recently, the convoluted ethnobiological work of
Lev Nikolaevich Gumilev has become a doctrinal favorite among those Marxist—
Leninists in post-Soviet Russia who have made the casy transition from “left” to
“right.” Gumilev’s major work, Ethnogenesis and the Biosphere, was written as a
supplement to, and an application of, the historical materialism of Karl Marx,
and was published as such by the Marxist-Leninist state publishing house before
the definitive collapse of the Soviet Union.!

Concerned with the risc and fall of civilizations and the formation and de-
cline of ethnoi, Gumilev’s work has been assessed as “racist” by critics.” Whether
credible or not, 1t is clear that Gumilev’s discussions turn on the evolution of
ethnic communitics that, in time, stabilize themselves as nations and civiliza-
tions—not simply as soctoeconomic and political communitics, but as “biophysi-
cal realities . . . surrounded by a social envelope of some sort.”

Gumilev insists that his concepts have nothing to do with traditional racial
theories, but he does speak of ethnogenesis as a complex biological process thar,
over time, sces ethnoi organized as tribes, clans, city-states, and more complex
conhigurations, ulumately to find expression in the history of nations. He speaks
of ethnoi as “stable collectives of individuals each of which opposes itself to all
other similar collectives.™

In opposing themselves to out-groups, the survival needs of ethnoi compel
the cultivation of behaviors “by which the interests of the collective will become
higher than personal ones.” Gumilev holds that “group sentiment,” out-group
enmity and in-group amity, is a common element in the evolution of ethnoi and
the history of nations, and that collectivities must inculcate norms of behavior
that enhance the survival, perpetuity, and prevalence of the community.?

The entire life of ethnoi is sustained by emotions of attraction and repug-
nance, of self-sacrifice, commitment, discipline, and “drive.” Ethnoi arise, ex-
pand, stabilize, contract, and decay in response to “an irrational . .. passionate . ..
craving for power” that invests not only individuals, but entire ethnoi, in the
perpetual struggle for survival and triumph that is at the center of ethnogenesis.’
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The ethnoi that survive and prevail in that struggle, create “superethnoi”—
civilizations that shape the history of the world.

Ethnoi are “natural,” complex products of geography, genetic mixture, biol-
ogy, group afhnities, economic, cultural, and political influences all finding ex-
pression in a mode of production, language, faith, and a sense of historic destiny.®
Each ethnos results from the “creation of a new stercotype of behavior” that
defines it, with each new “stereotype” arising from “peoples’ instinctive ac-
tivity.”” The new “stereotype” is cultivated in each political community by sanc-
tioned social norms communicated through education and often through symbol
and ritual.

However one wishes to interpet all this, Gumilev’s ideas share considerable
similarities with Fascist doctrine as formulated by some of Fascism’s most nota-
ble thinkers. There is the suggestion that nationalism and some form of “racism”
share some relationship in the ideologies of reactive nationalism. In Fascism,
explicit biological racism played only a marginal role.® It bore very little, if any,
similarities to the biological determinism that was at the heart of Hitler’s Na-
tional Socialism. Fascism’s “racism” was a form of racism that grew out of the
intense nationalism that animated the system. As such, it was an integral part of
Fascist doctrine before the appearance of National Socialism. It was a predictable
product of reactive nationalism.

A case for the contention that some form of racism is a product of reactive
nationalism can be made by considering Fascist thought as a paradigmatic in-
stance of reactive nationalism. Fascism gave rise to a form of racism that the
more competent Fascist thinkers articulated, Fascist intellectuals celebrated, and
which, in our own time, Marxist—Leninists have begun to mimic.

Fascists identified their revolution with a “new era of [national] develop-
ment.” This notion implied that the international community had entered into a
protracted period of revolution in which poor and less developed nations would
be compelled to put together a strategy designed to allow them to effectively
compete against those nations that enjoyed the advantage of early industrializa-
tion.!” Such a strategy almost invariably involved “proletarian nations” in a
program of rapid economic development in order to produce a domestic indus-
trial base for industrially retarded nations capable of providing credible defen-
sive potential as well as substantial power projection.

Given these sorts of convictions, Sergio Panunzio, one of the regime’s most
prominent ideologues, identified the “breaking out of the vicious circle of under-
development” as one of Fascism’s principal responsibilities. Italy, capital-poor,
oppressed by the burden of overpopulation, and without natural resources,
would have to undertake an arduous program of rapid industrial development
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and cconomic growth if it were to survive and prevail in the frenetic competition
of the twentieth century. Sustained, intense collaboration between all population
elements, under the superintendence of an authoritarian “national discipline,”
would be required if that were to be accomplished. !

To assure the requisite discipline, a “unitary and monolithic” state would
have to assume pedagogical, administrative, security, and executive responsibili-
ties that would provide in such a way that “everything was within the state,
nothing outside the state, and nothing against the state.”" For Fascism, the state
must, of necessity, be “totalitarian,”!?

For Fascists, the nation, given structure by the state, was understood to
atford the promise of collective and individual realization, without which life
was without meaning or purpose. The nation was conceived of as the gift of
antecedent generations, the moral foundation of self-realization, the hope for
oneself and one’s children, and the inspirational “myth” of the present. Given
explicit form by the state, the “nation” was the central empirical and normative
concept in Fascist theory. It was the nation that must arm itself in order to pursue
its renovative mission. A nation united, inspired by its antiquity and its accom-
plishments, led by a charismatic elite, and informed by a strong state, would
create the material means necessary to prevail against “plutocratic” enemies.

In theory, Marxists refused to consider the possibility that nationalism could
serve any such ends. For Marxists, nationalism had to be a subterfuge, a contriv-
ance employed by the “class enemies” of the proletariat to serve capitalist inter-
ests and corrupt revolutionary “class consciousness.”

For Fascists, nationalism was their primary “myth,” and around that “central
and dominant” concept, all the “thought, doctrine and literature of Fascism”
collected itself.'s It was a mythic “exaltation of the Fatherland” that was to serve
as the emotional foundation intended to assure system maintenance and the
realization of developmental goals.'® The nation, its history, its past glories, its
antiquity and its attainments all occupied space in the political imagery of Fascist
mobilization.

In Italy, in the decade before and the two decades of the regime, proto-fascist
and Fascist theoreticians generated an enormous body of doctrinal literature
devoted to an analysis and explication of the concepts nazion and nationalism.\?
Some of the most interesting and important material in this body of literature
was the work of some of the century’s most gifted political theorists —Roberto
Michels among them.!® Michels was not only a classic political theorist, he was a
major Fascist ideologue as well "

Michels, unlike the Marxists of his time and since, treated the concepts nation
and nationalism seriously. He treated both as historical products, the consequence
of popular response to a shared culture, a common history, and psychological
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suggestion, in a specific historic environment.”® Michels, like many proto-fascist
and Fascist theoreticians, was prepared to argue that human beings were intrin-
sically disposed to identify themselves with one or other collectivity —which one
being determined, in large part, by time-conditioned circumstances.?! Within
the loose constraints of those circumstances, suggestible masses could be led by
resolute elites.”

For proto-fascist and Fascist thinkers alike, human beings were understood
to be, by nature, social, associative, political creatures. They seck out, and live out
their lives in association with, their similars. Language, culture, territorial af-
finity, social visibility, religious conviction, together with the memories of an-
cient glories, a shared history, or an anticipated future, provide the grounds for a
durable sense of in-group identification.?? Nationalism was one dramatic form
assumed by that identification and could be expected to recur in the course of
revolutionary crisis throughout the twentieth century.

In the course of history, identification of the individual with a group, a tribe,
a city-state, or a nation would be the product of a number of complex influences.
The community with which individuals identify could be the result, among
other things, of demanding collective enterprise, external threat, or economic
necessity. It could be the consequence of enduring humiliation, the result of a
sense of inadequacy in the face of challenge by out-groups, or the reactive
product of real or perceived predations suffered at the hands of others.® In the
modern era, it was argued, national sentiment is very often the reactive product
of group athrmation in the face of challenge, provocation, threat, oppression,
and hopelessness.” Michels framed all these notions as though they were lawlike
regularities.

Michels, like those who preceded him and those who followed him, argued
that in the modern world it is the nation with which the individual characterisa-
cally identifies. Lesser communities—tribes and city-states—no longer offer the
prospect of protection, opportunity, and survival they once did.”* Michels argued
that although humankind had harbored the disposition to organize itself in self-
regarding communities since time immemorial, only in the modern period had
the nation served that purpose.” In the modern world only the nation can
provide the resources and capabilities sufficient to ensure the survival and pros-
perity of the individual in the face of challenge.®

Given this kind of assessment, proto-fascists and Fascists alike rejected the
entire theoretical schema offered by classical Marxism as an interpretation of
nationalism in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.?” For Michels, national-
ism was a time- and circumstance-specific response to the generic human dis-
position to identify with some determinate group of similars. It was natural to
the human condition.
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The sense of nationhood—nationalist sentiment—was the group response to
prevailing objective conditions as well as psychological suggestion. In some spe-
cial circumstances—as the result of trauma associated with international or do-
mestic confict or catastrophic economic failure, for example—human beings
hecome particularly susceptible to group-building influences ™

Nation building is a concrete instance of the human disposition to identity
with one or another or a collection of organized aggregates. This disposition is
the product of a psychology shaped in evolutionary ume by the protracted
human struggle for survival in hazardous environments.! In almost any con-
ceivable “natural” environment, survival threats overwhelm the solitary individ-
ual and recommend his identification with a larger community. Those ill dis-
posed to identify with a larger group perish. Individuals who do so identify tend
to have a greater survival potential and correspondingly higher reproductive
rates. Over time, those given to identification with a community of similars
predominate among populations everywhere. Given such convictions, all major
Fascist thinkers could argue that Homo sapiens was, by nature, a social animal

Nationalism is the reaction of human beings as group animals to the chal-
lenges and risks of the twentieth century—and a function of the incitements and
suasion of elites.” Nationalism 1s the abiding sense of belonging that fosters the
individual’s identification with an articulated community wherein he not only
survives, and perhaps prospers, but in which he defines himself as well* Na-
tionalism, Fascists argued, would be a recurrent and inevitable feature of the
revolutionary twentieth century.

In effect, all Fascist ideologucs, whether social scientists, jurists, philosophical
idealists, or apologists, explicitly rejected the classical Marxist notion that nation-
ality and the sentiment of nationality were simple reflections of elite economic in-
terests.”® They also implicitly or expressly rejected the liberal notion that individ-
uals, in the “state of nature,” survive in solitary “freedom” and only come together
as a consequence of a social contract predicated on self-regarding interest.

Fascist theorcticians of the caliber of Michels, Giovanni Gentile, Sergio Pa-
nunzio, and Carlo Costamagna put together an understanding of nationalism
that conceived of it as a historic product influenced, but not determined, by
affinities of ethnicity, language, history, and culture.’ The sense of nationality is
established, cultivated, and enhanced by intellectual elites who use all the instru-
ments of suggestion, moral suasion, and pedagogy in its furtherance.”

In one of the more important pieces of legislation of the Fascist regime, the
nation was spoken of as “an organism having ends, life, and instrumentalities
superior in power and in duration to those of the individuals or aggregates of
individuals of which it is composed. It is a moral, political and economic unity
that achieves integral realization in the Fascist state.””® For Fascist theoreticians,
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the state is the concrete embodiment of the nation. While the state 1s “trans-
historical” in essence, since every organized aggregate of human beings requires
governance, at any given time it is the product of that time’s psychology and that
time's circumstances.® At any of those junctures, the state provides concrete
form to the material provided by history.*

Fascists argued that in the modern world, the state, particularly the state that
has charged itself with a revolutionary mission, discharges enormous respon-
sibilities. In its revolutionary commitment to the creation of a “Greater Nation,”
it must restore lost territories, defend its boundaries, protect its culture, assurc
the continued prosperity of the community by securing its productive base,
provide for its freedom from the dominance of foreign influence, mediate be-
tween the assertive corporate interests of business and labor, inculcate the princi-
ples that enhance collective life, as well as train successive generations of thosc
who will implement national policy.*!

By the end of the Great War, the first Fascists were consistently arguing that
the primary task of a truly revolutionary state would be the “salvaging, protect-
ing and assisting |the nation’s| magnificent industrial development,” the founda-
tion of a new and greater ltaly.®? As early as 1914, Michels had counseled Italians
that only industrialization could assure them a place in the modern world.* All
this would require enormous discipline, self-sacrifice, and commitment to the
larger community.

Fascists always considered the world a hostile place—a place in which com-
petition was intense and weakness a fatal flaw. Tt was a place in which the
“hegemonic nations” had seized not only most of the earth’s surface, but its
resources as well, and in which the advanced industrial powers systematically
sought to thwart the industrialization of those less developed, in what was scen
as a veritable ™
The sense of disadvantage—the conception that the nation, hoth poor and

class struggle” between nations.™

less developed, might forever remain the servile inferior of the more advanced
industrialized powers—became a constant incitement among Fascists. The ap-
peal to the glories of the past and hope in the future were calculated to mobilize
effort, discipline performance, provide noneconomic benefits, and ensure un-
coerced commitment.

Fascists maintained that for those nations undergoing late development, it
was necessary to tap the deep sense of humiliation, the prevailing feeling of
collective privation that typified their populations, if revolutionary leaders were
to mobilize them to developmental enterprise. In order to sustain the tempo of
development once undertaken, Fascist theorists were convinced that it would be
necessary to engage whole populations at the most profound level of collective
sensibilities.
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In order to mobilize the forces for revolution and to engage and sustain an
entire population in a renovative and transformauve enterprise, “nonlogical”
appeals through sign, symbol, and ritual helped to assure commitment, obedi-
ence, and endurance. Fascists anticipated that all developmental regimes would
have to assume some of these strategies if they were to be successful in the
twenticth century. There was little that was “irrational” in any of this. Fascist
social theorists argued that the vast majority of human beings characteristically
respond to emotive appeal, to symbols and ceremonial ritual. Fascists rejected
the notion that human beings in general could be moved to intense labor and
selfless sacrifice through exclusively rational appeal. In their judgment, most
human beings were largely creatures of passion, ideals, will, and impulse—a
conviction that is not uncommon among contemporary social psychologists.

Fascists were convinced by the arguments found in works like those of
Gaetano Mosca, Vilfredo Pareto, and Gustav Le Bon, that individual and collec-
tive human action, more likely than not, was motivated by suggestibility, passion,
and “nonlogical” influences.” The judgment that such was the case was not
consequence of mystical intuition; it was based on the then available sociological
evidence. Fascist judgments in this regard were the result of rational calculation.
In order to undertake mass mobilization, to succced in cliciting compliance
behavior, it would be necessary to engage the passions, the ideals, and the senti-
ments of subject populations.®

Fascists argued that the intensity with which the entire collection of group-
building sentiments were cultivated, celebrated, and rewarded created the condi-
tions for the appearance of “charismatic” leaders among “suggestible” masses.*”
More than that, those same group-building sentiments produced a propensity to
conceive the community as organically bound together not only in moral union,
historical continuity, and culrural homogeneity, but through biclogical affinity
as well.#

Even before the march on Rome, Mussolini indicated that Fascism had
dedicated itself to creating out of the forty million citizens of the peninsula a
“great family,” united by blood in “one single pride of race™ and steeled by an
abiding “racial solidarity.” The biological continuity of a people that had given
the world the “grandeur of Rome” and the “Universal Church,” as well as the
art, science, architecture, and literature of the Renaissance, was identified as
“racial.” Fascists regularly spoke of Italians as a “race” of “sublime heroes” who
had made their prodigal contributions to civilization against all odds.” The race
was traced back to the earliest antiquities of the Italic peninsula.

More often than not, the term race was used as though it were synonymous
with people or nation.’* As the regime matured, however, an entire body of
literature was produced that provided the term with relatively specific biological
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reference.” In its most sophisticated use, the term race was used among scholars
and social scientists in Fascist Italy to refer to a breeding population that had
been subject to relatively fong reproductive isolation. Such a population, isolated
by geography, in-group sentiment, out-group enmity, culture, or politics, re-
producing within the confines of a restricted breeding-circle, would gradually
take on properties, “stereotypical behavior,” that could be represented in terms of

<

statistical modalities—sometimes spoken of as “national character” or “racial
traits.”

The best of the theoreticians in Fascist Iraly entertained a conception of race
as a dynamic constant, the product of geographic and social isolation, attendant
inbreeding, natural and artificial selection, and genetic variability.> According to
the thesis, any “breeding-circle,” isolated by whatever circumstances, was a po-
tential race.”

Fascists thus spoke of nations as “races in formation,” infilling the nation
with still more significance, “Long established nations,” it was affirmed, can,
over time, “solidify themselves into races, become new races.” Thus, there was
talk of a “mesodiacritic” Iralian race, formed in rclatively “pure” breeding isola-
tion for almost a thousand years.”

These notions concerning race developed, in substantial part, before the ad-
vent of National Socialism in Germany. Fascist racism was not mimetic. Inde-
pendent of National Socialist influence, Fascist racism, together with statism,
developed effortlessly and coherently out of reactive nationalist enthusiasm. In
fact, major Fascist theoreticians, more often than not, rejected the “materialisuc”
implications of biological determinism that typified the racism of Hitler’s Ger-
many.” Race, for Fascists, whatever the mixed ethnic elements out of which it
arose, was a historic product, forged over an extended period of time in the
crucible of rule-governed institutions.™ It was shaped by politcal will and sus-
tained by a sense of cultural integrity.”

For our present purposes, what is most interesting in these theoretical de-
velopments is the fact that some of those most responsible for the argument were
originally radical Marxists. However unorthodox their Marxism may have been
as revolutionary syndicalists, Marxists in Italy recognized them as “comrades in
socialisn.” Some scholars have found it difAcult to understand how some of the
most radical Marxists of pre—First World War Iraly could, by the commence-
ment of the Second World War, lend their intelligence to any doctrine of racism
whatsoever. Yet, there are precedents and significant instances which suggest the
real possibility that Marxism and Marxists in the revolutionary crises of the
twenticth century have followed a similar process of transformation that has
concluded not only in emphatic nationalism, but in one or another form of
racism as well.
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Among the revolutionary syndicalists who ultimately contributed to the
articulation of the Fascist doctrine of “natioracism,” Roberto Michels, Sergio
Panunzio, and Paclo Orano were perhaps the most important.® They made a
transition, common to an entire class of Marxist radicals, from being the advo-
cates of a proletarian, anti-capitalist, universal social revolution to being adepts
of nationalism, statism, and a form of racism.

In our own time, we have witnessed a similar process in the last days of the
Soviet Union. By that time, Lev Gumiliev’s “ethnogenesis” had captured the
imagination of some of the foremost intellectuals in the ranks of Marxism—
Leninism. Gumiliev’s “ethnogenetic Eurasianism,” alive with the notion of the
evolution of ethnoi from tribal communities to nation-states to civilizations,
traces an intellectual course all but identical 1o that of the “racism” of paradig-
matic Fascism. By the time of the disappearance of the Soviet Union, Gumiliev’s
“racism” had captured the imagination of Gennadi Ziuganov and his “national
patriotic” Marxist—Leninists.

Among the leaders of the Communist Party of the Russian Federation, the
“racist” conjectures of Gumiliev have found a place. Reactive nationalism is so
emotionally intense that it is not difficult to understand the urgency with which
the nation is given more than a philosophical rationale, but one that is endur-
ing—not only historical, economical, cultural, and philosophical, but biological
as well,

The “racism” of the anti-democratic opposition in post-Soviet Russia is the

<

predictable product of an intense reactive nationalism. It is a “natural” product
of the intense emotion associated with the nationalism of deprived and humili-
ated peoples. That rcactive nationalists have a tendency to invoke an enduring
biological basis for their nationalism is evidenced by the history of contemporary
revolutionary thought. A singular example of the relationship, in fact, is pro-
vided by the life history of Moses Hess, the “communist rabbi” credited with
having made a communist of Karl Marx.

More than half a century before the Fascist march on Rome, Moses Hess
wrote a singular tract entitled Rome and Jerusalem. He followed an intellectual
itinerary remarkably like that of the Marxist syndicalists of pre-Fascist Italy.
Deeply involved in the Marxist movement of his time, Hess wrote a treatise in
which his ideological cohorts were surprised to discover that he argued for
“nationality” as a “force” independent of the “economic and class” determinants
that governed “bourgeois socicty.”! Between the years when his intimacy with
Marx and Engels led to his collaboration in the preparation of some of their most
important theoretical works and the publication of Rome and Jerusalem in 1862,
Hess made the progression from ineluctable, universal “class revolution” to
emphatic Jewish nationalism and an unmistakable form of racism.®
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Hess was candid in accounting for the changes in his ideological position,
With the publication of Rome and Jerusalem, he spoke of reaffirming a sentiment
he had denied for two decades—a sentiment he believed that he had literally
suppressed beyond recall. Hess credited the rebirth of his Jewish nationalism to
his recognition that history had entered a “new age of nationalism,” in which the
future of humankind would be shaped by nationality. Whereas, as a young man,
he had allowed “the suffering of the proletariat in Europe” 1o anesthetize him to
the suffering of his own “unfortunate, maligned, despised, and dispersed peo-
ple,” the reality of nationality had reoriented his consciousness. “After twenty
years of estrangement,” he rediscovered the cause of his people and finally
allowed his “Jewish patriotism” to find expression. Hess had become a reactive
nationalist. The humihation suffered by his “unfortunate, persecuted, and ma-
ligned people”™ compelled Hess to mobilize his energies in their service.” In and
through them he sought fulfiliment.

Typical of reactive nationalism, Hess made a point of the unique gifts of his
humiliated people. More than an effort to simply shicld his people from op-
probrium, Hess reminded his contemporaries that it was historic “Jewish ge-
nius” that provided the “sced of a higher and a more harmonious development”
for all mankind.* He was convinced that “Judaism alone has divine revelations”
that reveal “the unity and holiness of divine law in nature and history.”® Not
only had the Jews provided the world with the substance of Christian thought,
Hess insisted, but it was a Jew, Spinoza, who laid the foundation for all modern
philosophical, social, and political reflection.® In fact, Hess reminded both Jews
and Gentiles alike that it had been the destiny of the Jewish people, “since the
beginning of time, to conquer the world—not like heathen Rome with its force
of arms, but through the inner virtue of its spirie ™%

For Hess, the Jews constituted a nation that, however humiliated and de-
spised by those more powerful, was of primary historical significance. Hess
enjoined Jews to unite and mobilize themselves around a program of national
development in the Holy Land, the land of their ancestors. 1f the New Israel was
not to succumb to a “parasitic way of existence,” Hess went on, if it were to
maintain its own population and sustain itself with equity and security in the
modern world, it would have to develop its own “science and industry” on
“its own soil,” secure in its own “national independence.”® Jewish nationalism
would have to be largely autarkic and developmental.

The reaffirmation of Jewish nationalism would have to be redemptive, and
that program of redemptive development would be sustained by a “cult of na-

tionality,” “the primal power of nationalism.” It would be carefully cultivated by
“the patriotic spirit of |Jewish] prophets and sages [that would serve] as an anti-

dote to destructive rationalism.” There would be the promotion of symbolism
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and ritual to reinforce the reawakened national spirit and inform the “restora-
tion of the Jewish state,” because Hess argued that the “masses are never moved
through intellectual abstractions towards progressive ideas, whose mainsprings
everywhere lie far deeper than the socialist revolutionaries themselves knew.”®
Hess was convinced that natonalism was a “natural and simple sentiment,” sus-
tained and enhanced by traditional ritual observance, symbol, and song. Emo-
tion reinforced the patriotic determination to prevail in the inevitable strife that
accompanies development.”

For Hess, one of the principal functions of nationalism would be the dissipa-
tion of class tensions during the desperate struggle for the creation of the Jewish
state. “On the common basis of Jewish patriotism the . .. poor and rich will again
recognize themselves as the descendants of the same heroes” who suffered the
“two thousand year martyrdom and . . . carried aloft and held sacred the banner
of nationality.””"

Hess’s plan for the patriotic revival of the Holy Land recognized that the
nation, in order to realize its purposes, would have to be organized as a state and
establish and maintain the social institutions that would effect its purposes.”? The
state would appeal to Jewish and non-Jewish capital to establish and foster the
growth of “Jewish organizations for agriculture, industry and commerce in
accordance with Mosaic, 1.e. socialistic principles.” Whatever the transfer of
capital and talent, the new Jewish state would not allow foreign dominance of
the process.”

All this displays the major features of reactive, developmental nationalism.
Morc than that, it also exemplifies a further property of the intensive nationalism
that inspires the entire process. Hess's nationalisim took on manifest racist fea-
wures, affording a firm biological basis for the sense of identity, community, and
collective destiny on which his nationalism depended. Hess spoke of the Jews as
a “primary race,” apparently one of the races rooted in the origins of humankind.
It was a race that “remained indelibly the same throughout the centuries.””

There is no doubt that, for Hess, race provided the biological foundation for
Jewish nationalism. For him, “all of past history was concerned with the struggle
of races and classes. Race struggle is primary; class struggle is secondary.” In fact,
he argued that “life is a direct product of race, which patterns its social institu-
tions after its own innate inclinations and talents,””

Hess’s racism seems to have artsen spontaneously out of the intensity of
reactive nationalism. In and of itself, that need not necessarily be ominous. Hess
conceived of racial differences as contributing to a diversity in development that
would ultimately culminate in a world in which racial and social inequities
would resolve themselves in universal harmony.”®
The history of the twentieth century does not allow one to be sanguine with
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respect to all this, however. Some notable Fascists voiced humane sentiments
very much like those of Moses Hess. Balbino Giuliane, a minister in the Fascist
government, for instance, insisted that the regime held that “all human beings
deserve respect because they are human beings bearing the imprint of divine
creation; like us they love and have responsibilities; like us they labor, directly or
indirectly, in the enhancement of civilization.” He went on to insist that “the
Fatherland, at its foundation, is humanity itself seen and loved in the distinct and
concrete form provided by life.”””

None of this precluded the promulgation of anti-Semitic and anti-
miscegenation legislation during the tenure of the regime. However benign the
sentiments expressed by representatives of the regime, an exacerbated national-
ism generated a form of racism that shaped domestic policy at the cost of civil
liberties and public freedoms.”™ The signal tragedies that have attended racial
conflict in the twentieth century make it extremely difficult to review racial doc-
trines with equanimity. None of this can be gainsaid, but the purpose of the pres-
ent review is not to credit the protestations of benignity on the part of doctrinal
racists, but rather to trace the transformation of Marxism from a universalistic,
class-determinate creed to a nationalism that takes on racist overtones.

Marxists, from the very inception of Marxism, have, with some regularity,
transferred their loyalty from class warfare to nationalism—and, just as fre-
quently, to some form of racism. There have been historic instances when that
transfer has been catastrophic in its consequences.

Evidence that it has not been difficult for Marxists to make such a transition
from proletarian international revolution to nationalism, and from there to some
form of racism, is found throughout the history of modern revolution. Tralian
revolutionary syndicalists provided by no means either the first or the only
instance. Moses Hess provided a dramatic, illustrative instance of the same
phenomenon before the turn of the century.

Some Marxists have traversed the distance from orthodox Marxism to na-
tionalism and thence to racism at exorbitant cost to humanity in general. There
has been at least one instance of a major Marxist theoretician transforming his
Marxism into an expression of racism and thereby bringing tragedy to an entire
generation. More than a century before Marxists in the former Soviet Union
began to attempt to buttress nationalism with allusions to racial origins and
racial continuities, Ludwig Woltmann made the same transition.

Born in Selingen, Germany, in 1871, Woltmann joined the German Social
Democratic Party before he was twenty-cight and became one of his nation’s
most competent Marxist theoreticians. In 18go, he published his Der Aistorische
Mazerialismus, which was so faithful and competent a treatment of classical
Marxism that Lenin recommended it to all his followers.” By the first years of
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the twentieth century, Woltmann was overwhelmed by a growing preoccupation
with the future of Germany. He had been transfixed by what he took to be
Germany’s inestimable contributions to civilization. He had convinced himself
that German influence was to be found wherever human beings had made
scientific, literary, architectural, and graphic arts progress, though this was no-
where acknowledged. Germans were treated as inferiors. Woltmann's reactive
response was to discover trace evidence of German creativity in the military,
political, and literary achievements of France and the artistic, scientific, and
literary accomplishments of the Italian Renaissance.® Employing physiological
blondism as a marker, Woltmann traced German creative influence throughout
Europe.

In the course of his studies, Woltmann noted that not all German nationals
shared the same overt somatic traits. He observed variability in the population.
He began to draw a sharp distinction between Germans in general and members
of what he called the “German race.”™ This race was pandiacritic, its members
sharing overt, measurable, heritable properties that identified them.

By 1902, Woltmann had begun to raise so many objections to the orthodox
Marxism that had originally inspired him, that even Marxist revisionists were no
longer prepared to consider him a “Party comrade.” Woltmann dismissed tech-
nological dynamics, relations of production, and class struggle as determinate
factors in world history and scttled instead on group sentiment, nationality,
ethnicity, and racial biology.® In his reactive quest to assure Germany a place in
the modern world, Woltmann abandoned the proletarian revolution for national
and, ulumately and exclusively, racial regeneration. Marx, Woltmann main-
rained, had neglected the organic basis of human development. Quoting from
Das Kapital, Woltmann pointed out that Marx had indicated that the productive-
ness of labor and, by implication, all subsequent social history was “fettered by
physical conditions . . . all referable to the constitution of man himself (race,
ete.)."® Apparently, Woltmann argued, Marx was prepared to recognize that the
inherent, biological properties of human groups might influence the course of
history, but he had failed to pursue this insight. By the time of his death in 1go,
Woltmann had not only entirely abandoned Marxism, he had also dismissed
nationalism as secondary to the spiritual rebirth of Germany. He had surrended
himself entirely to the biological racism that, in time, would inspire the ideology
of Adolf Hitler’s National Socialism.®

Woltmann was not the last Marxist to allow his nationalism to transform
itself into homicidal racism. The experience in former Yugoslavia is recent
enough. There, Marxists, often from the highest ranks of the Communist Party,
have employed nationalism as a warrant for the “ethnic cleansing” that has

horrified the contemporary world.®
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That Marxists, throughout the twentieth century, have abandoned the ortho-
doxies of their ideology and transferred allegiance from class to nationalism and,
to some measure, to racism is reasonably well attested. The massive defection of
Japanese Marxists to the national cause in the years between the two world wars
is yet another arresting instance of the same phenomenon. In the interwar years,
between 1929 and 1933, successive groups of Japanese Marxists, members of the
Communist Party of Japan—some members of the Central Committee of the
Comintern—underwent “conversion (tenko)” and made the transition from pro-
letarian internationalism to reactive, developmental nationalism.*

Sano Manabu, perhaps the most prominent among them, in the course of
time formulated a program of national socialism that abandoned international-
ism and sought to embrace the nation (kokutai) and protect the race (minzoku).*’
His conversion to the cause of the nation, like that of his party comrades, was
genuine. Marxism had failed to address the problems that afflicted a moderniz-
ing Japan facing the multiple threats that international tensions brought in their
wake. Neither class warfare nor international revolution could redress the short-
ages of raw materials, enhance the amount of arable land, or augment the limited
fossil fuels available to Japanese industry. Only national socialism could redress
Japan’s national disabilities in its contest with the advanced industrial nations.

By the end of the 19205, and particularly after it became apparent that Japan
might face a war on the Asian mainland and increasing opposition from the
advanced industrial democracies, many Japanese Marxists were forced to make a
choice between the defense of the nation and adherence to Comintern policies
that gave every appearance of being in the service of the Soviet Union. [t became
morc and more evident that Marxism, either in the form left as an inheritance by
Marx or in the version provided by Lenin or Stalin, offered little that might
resolve the policy dilemmas of the Japanese,

By the end of 1933, the majority of the leadership of the Communist Party of
Japan had detected, seeking reconciliation with the kokutai, to once again pursue
their destiny as members of the Japanese people (kokomin). Class warfare and
proletarian revolution had dissolved in the solvent of nationalism.

Between the mid-1930s and the Second World War, Japanese Marxists
sought to transform Marxism and Marxism—-Leninism into a political ideology
that would allow the Japanese people to resist what were perceived to be the
economic and military predations of the advanced industrial powers.® There
was a frantic effort to conceive of a state structure and a national policy that
could remove the Western preserve in China and shepherd the Japanese nation
through its survival crisis to marure industrialization, national independence,
assured sovereignty, economic self-sufficiency, and international respect.

Independent Marxists like Ryu Shintaro had by that time conceded that
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Japan required not “proletarian revolution,” but an intense collaboration of all
classes in the interests of expanding the nation’s “productive power.”® Japan’s
dense population, its lack of domestic capital, its dearth of immediately available
entrepreneurial skills, as well as the absence of those resources necessary for
industrial growth, together with the perceived indisposition of the Western
powers to allow its economic expansion into East and Southeast Asia, were all
cited as compelling reasons for the abandonment of orthodox Marxism or any of
its extant anti-national variants, What Japan required was not Marxist revolu-
tion, but sufficient “living space” to assure its immediate survival and the per-
petuity of its “singular racial gifes.””

Japan’s problem was scen as that of any less developed nation in the years
between the two world wars. There was the perceived need to create a powerful
national state, capable of mounting an adequate response to the economic, mili-
tary, and cultural threats that attended Western imperialism and assuring the
protection and survival of the “superior Japanese minzoku.””' Japan's Marxists
followed the same trajectory of ideological transformation as Moses Hess and the
[ralian revolutionary syndicalists decades before.

The declining Soviet Union witnessed very much the same phenomenon. As
the system went into irreversible decline, ycars before the final collapse, Marxist
theoreticians abandoned the orthodoxies of the past to support various forms of
nationalism, and some of them, as has been suggested, abandoned themselves to
the rankest expressions of biological racism.”

We have become increasingly familiar with the attempts of Marxists to deal
with the critical problems of the twentieth century. Fascists had early anticipated
something like this process taking place in all Marxist—Leninist systems. What is
suggested by all this is that Fascist theorcticians anticipated some of the principal
features of revolution in our time-and gave expression to their insights in
“theory.” It also appears that the failure of Marxism to address the issue of
national sentiment contributed both to its general irrelevance to our own time
and its decay. Nationalism frequently grows out of such decay, fertilized by the
frustration cxperienced by Marxist theoreticians disillusioned by the failure of
their inherited doctrine to even address, much less solve, the most vexing prob-
lems of our ume.

Since statism and elitism frequently accompany the emergent developmental
nationalism that results from Marxism’s compounded failures, revolutionaries
often have awesome coercive power at their disposal. Since such nationalism is
frequently, if not always, nurtured by an abiding sense of individual and collec-
tive humiliation, it is not uncommon to find it accompanied not only by bellig-
erence, but by homicidal rage as well. Possessed of power and animated by rage,
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what results may well be the kinds of horror that history has documented in the
mass murders of the twentieth century.*

A racism that arises out of a nationalism born of failure, real or perceived
status deprivation, and protracted exposure to threat may be capable of unim-
agined bestialities. This is the fear that haunts many commentators who see only
future horrors in the rise of nationalism in the former Soviet Union.™

Even those Fascist theoreticians who foresaw so correctly the changes that
would ultimately transform Marxist—Leninist systems and who so well appreci-
ated the failures of Marxist theory never anticipated all that would emerge out of
the revolutions the twenticth century. To a significant extent, Fascist ideologues
never really understood what it meant to say that not Marxism, but “Fascism

[was| the idea of the twentieth century.™”



"Fascisms”

[t seems unlikely that we will ever have an adequate explanation of why acade-
micians, Marxist and non-Marxist alike, have generally failed to understand
Fascism, Fascist theory, or fascisms in general. Still less likely is the prospect of
ever fully understanding the peculiar relationship between Marxism, Mussolini’s
Fascism, and modern revolution.

Nonetheless, the disintegration of Marxism into developmental nationalisin
and its accommodation of one or another form of racism in its effort to prove
itself relevant to our time are instructive. The Fascism of Ttaly’s heretical Marx-
ism has demonstrated its durability and its appeal to a wide variety of revolution-
aries in the twentieth century.

It is hard to account for why so much of this has remained obscure. Part of
the answer may lie in the fact that Ttalian Fascism was identified at its very
inception as implacably “anti-Marxist.” In reality ltalian Fascism was more anti-
Leninist, in its insistent anti-nationalism, than it was specifically anti-Marxist.
Many of the principal theoreticians of Fascism, as we have seen, had been
schooled in Marxism and, like Giovanni Gentile, demonstrated a competence i
the material that won the admiration of Lenin himself.?

The fact was that the philosophical neo-idealism that served Fascism as its
normative foundation shared its origins with orthodox Marxism through their
common connection to Hegelianism, Both had a conception of human beings as
intrinsically social animals. Like Marx, Gentile rejected the “liberal” conviction
that human beings are best understood as independent, self-sufficient monads,
possessed of inherent freedoms, interacting only at their convenience.?

Fascism and Marxism were both collectivist in orientation, and fundamen-
tally anu-liberal. They shared a conception of society as an organism in which
individuals survived and matured into persons only as constituents in complex,
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interdependent relationships. Implicit in such notions was the tenet that society
somchow had priority over the individual. It was a philosophical belief that
perceived individuals as essentially and “naturally” social in character. In conse-
quence, the liberal view—that persons entered into social relationships only as a
consequence of calculation—was dismissed as an immoral hction. It was a view
that remained constant among both Fascists and Marxist—Leninists throughout
the lives of their respective regimes.’

None of this was at issue when the leadership of Tralian socialism identified
those Marxists who had come out of its ranks to fight in the Great War as
“rencegades.” As has been suggested, the breach in the ranks of socialism was the
consequence of a difference regarding Italy’s participation in the First World
War. The Marxists who had rejected the official party position with respect to
ltaly’s neutrality in that war were deemed traitors to socialist universalism.
Rejecting neutrality and universalism, they had become nationalists.

By the end of the First World War, those same Marxist heretics sought the
fulfillment of the nation’s promise. Having dismissed the possibility of pro-
letarian revolution, they sought development, enhancement of the nation’s pres-
tige, restoration of lost lands, and acknowledgement of ltaly’s place among the
major powers. They opposed themselves to the anti-nationalism of ofheial social-
ism. They were to become the first Fascists. As anti-nationalists, the more ortho-
dox ltalian Socialists and revolutionary Leninists totally rejected the Fascist
position. As Leninists, the pro-Soviet revolutionary Marxists found Fascism a
direct competitor on the peninsula. Given the arcumstances, it was politically
expedient to define Fascism as “anti-Marxist” and “right-wing” in principle. The
relationship was deemed adversarial, and the armed conflict that followed fixed
this characterization indelibly in history.

The consequence since then has been that Fascist and Marxist—Leninist
systems have been dealt with as antpodal. Both Marxist and non-Marxist ana-
lysts have tended to accept the thesis at considerable cognitive cost. The issues
that divided the first Fascists from their adversaries turned less on Marxism per
se than on an assessment of the options opened to a marginally industrialized
Traly in a world of Darwinian conflict.?

The differences between Fascism and Marxism that arose out of the First
World War were inflamed by the enmities bred of the long, venomous, violent
conflict in the postwar period. The conflict reached such an intensity that Marx-
ists of whatever variety refused to acknowledge the heretical Marxist origins of
the first Fascism.® Marxists attributed the “defection” of some of their foremost
intellectuals simply to venality and opportunism. The next step in the logic of
denial was to conceive of Fascism itself as venal and opportunistic. The final
step was to see Fascism as the “tool of capitalist reaction,” since only monied
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“reaction” could offer enough in benefits to those motivated by nothing more
than personal material advantage.

The very intensity of recrimination led Marxists and leftist enthusiasts ot all
sorts to insist that Fascism could be nothing more than the defense of capitalism.
This was deemed the “reality” of Fascism. The result was a densely written
interpretative “theory” of Fascism that had little to recommend it but that
succeeded, above all, in misleading both Marxists and non-Marxists. The intel-
lectual costs were only slightly less than the price paid by Marxists in revolution-
ary failures. Few ever succeeded in understanding the real threat posed by
fascism for the twentieth century.

However flawed, this entire treatment of Fascism influenced all subsequent
assessments attempted by Marxists and non-Marxists alike. A more profitable
analysis of Italian Fascism in particular and generic fascism in general might do
better to begin with the recognition that Marxism—Leninism and Fascism share
a common origin in response to some common problems. In fact, some of the
more astute non-Marxist analysts of our time have acknowledged that Marxism
and Fascism were animated by a “related ideology” and employed “almost
identical and yet typically modified methods.™

As has been indicated, many Fascist theoreticians, throughout their active
political lives, acknowledged the affinities between Fascism and Marxism—
Leninism.” There were even [talian Marxist—Leninists—including Nicola Bom-
bacci, onc of the founders of his nation’s Communist Party—who conceived of
Fascism as the only viable form of Marxism for economically retrograde com-
munities.® In the years that followed, many other Marxist—Leninists acknowl-
edged as much, and many more offered confirmation not only by adopting
Fascist policies, but by articulating a Fascist rationale in their support.

Among academics in general, Fascism and Marxism have been dealt with so
long as diametrical opposites that there has been a general failure to treat their
intrinsic affinities with the skill and attention they deserve. After more than half
a century of puzzlement, it would seem that the time has come to attempr an
assessment of Fascism, fascisms, and contemporary Marxism that might illumi-
nate, rather than obscure, some of the major features of the revolutionary twen-
tieth century.

As has been argued, many of the earliest Fascists, as well as some of Ttaly’s
first Nationalists, were originally Marxists. They subsequently shared many
affinities with the Marxist—Leninists of the interwar years, and the surviving
Marxist—Leninists of the present continue to display properties thar have always
been part of the criterial definition of fascism.”

Of criterial definitions of fascism, there is an abundance. In general, they
share overlapping properties that have been rehearsed throughout the present
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discussion,!” What has been absent has been an accompanying “explanatory™ text
that would supply the grounds for the observed similarities. Marxists, as we
have seen, have sought to radically distinguish fascism from Marxist—Leninist
regimes by identifying the former with a defensc of “moribund capitalism.”
However impaired their effort, it has influenced intellectuals everywhere in the
world. In the absence of a persuasive alternative text, there has been a manifest
failure on the part of most academics and political analysts to recognize the
similarities of “leftist” Marxist—Leninist systems and paradigmatic “rnight-wing”
Fascism. Marxist-Leninists themselves either failed to see, or attempted to ex-
plain away, the common traits.

More and more frequently, in the recent past, it has been observed that some
of the maost obvious traits of Marxist—Leninist movements and regimes tend to
approximate those of fascism. [t has been more and more regularly acknowl-
edged that there is “a tendency . . . for the extremes on the right and left, to
meet.”!! The criterial traits of the one overlap, in significant measure, those of
the other. The resemblunces between Fascism and Marxist—Leninist regimes are
substantial. If those resemblances are to be treated as anything more than curi-
osities, they must be associated with some common factors that, taken together,
provide some understanding of complex past events and allow some anticipation
of future events. Such treatment generally appears as a discursive “text” in which

”

“causal” factors are associated with shared similaritics. Observed similarities are
related to socioeconomic and political factors in an explanatory narrative,

Each of the features that constitute the grounds of a family resemblance is
characteristically selected because that trait is somehow deemed important to the
explanatory text. Traits are related to each other in a nexus that adds an increased
measure of plausibility to the narrative. The traits themselves are directly or
indirectly observable, contribute to easy storage and retrieval, result in the provi-
sion of reasonably discrete but related categories, assist in the formulation of
complex hypotheses, and in general further empirical theory generation.

The facr that Marxist theoreticians insisted on a fundamental distinction
between fascism and Marxism—Leninism, because they chose to identify Italian
Fascism with the defense of capitalism, confounded any analysis that might have
arisen from the evident fact that fascism and Marxism—Leninism shared not
only observable insttutional properties, but some elemental socio-philosophical
affinities. Even Leon Trotsky, who recognized the “fateful similarities” between
fascism and Stalinism, failed to pursue the analysis o any cognitive purpose,
because he could not disabuse himself of the notion that the Soviet Union was a
“workers’ state” and Fascist Italy was not. Inextricably caught up in the notion
that revolution must be either “proletarian” or “bourgeois,” Marxists never really
understood reactive nationalism, developmentalism, or the political dynamics of
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the twenticth century. As a consequence, they failed to understand very much
about the twentieth century.

The more Marxist theoreticians spoke of “internationalism™ and “proletarian
democracy,” the more nationalist and authoritarian their systems became. The
more they spoke of “proletarian democracy,” the more clearly did rule pass to the
national political, technical, and bureaucratic “state bourgeoisie.”

Whatever the acknowledged similarities, however, to this day many have
continued to distinguish fascism from Marxist~Leninist systems presumably
because there is an insistence that onc cannot understand what “fascism means”
unless one can appreciate what “lics behind the hatred and destructiveness |it]

to fascism-—and any attempt to deal with the subject independent of that recog-
nition is dismissed as evidence of cognitive impairment.'?

Any account of generic fascism must deal with the issue of the high emo-
tional salience and attendant violence that accompanied almost all its manifesta-
tions. At the same time, it must also be acknowledged that such features were as-
sociated with almost every mamifestation of revolution in general and Marxism
Leninism in particular.

Every serious commentator has cited the highly charged cnvironment in
which ltalian Fascism developed. Fascists themselves acknowledged that Fas-
cism could only “live in an armosphere of strong ideal tension.”” Marxist—
Leninists were rarcly as candid, but it is hard to overlook the excess of emotion
that accompanied almost all their revolutionary activities. At some point in their
history, almost all revolutionary movements display very much the same inten-
sity. They are almost invariably attended by violence. For some reason, however,
fascist intensity and fascist violence have been seen as unique. Fascists werce
peculiarly “xenophobic” and “pathologically ethnocentric.”™ They were given
to “ultranationalism,” and their violence and genocidal fury were its natural
by-products.’

Such accounts enjoy a certain measure of plausibility. The first Fascists were
fervent nationalists. Iralian Fascism was a form of reactive, anti-democratic,
irredentist, developmental nationalism. ' [t conceived of itself as a reaction to the
treatment of lralians as a backward, supine, servile, dependent people in an
international universe dominated by advanced industrial nations.'® At its incep-
tion, Fascism’s self-assertiveness evoked a deeply felt afhrmative response among
large sectors of the population of post—First World War Italy. After their sacri-
fices in the Great War, Italians demanded that Iraly be treated as an equal by the
“Great Powers,” and no longer as a mendicant among the powerful.

The reactive passions of the first Fascism extended across boundaries of
gender, class, category, and age. Although at first composed disproportionately
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of young veterans of the Great War, membership in the ranks of Fascism soon
included substantial numbers of the urban and rural middle classes, as well as the
proletariat of the manufacturing centers. For its intellectuals, and those popula-
tion elements caught up in its political theater, Fascism was, in substantial part,
the vital, aggressive, intense, regenerative response of a long-suffering and proud
people to the arrogance of the “Great Powers.”

That the First World War provided the occasion for the rise of Fascism can
hardly be gainsaid. The charged environment of domestic internal conflict and
the economic, political, diplomatic, and military challenges from without all
contributed to its eventuality as well as its aggressiveness. The availability of
millions of mobilizable young men, schooled in war, gave Italian Fascism an
inimitable and forbidding aggressive individualiry.

But other revolutionary movements were to arisc in the interwar years and in
the years after the Second World War that did not share those same immediate
circumstances or demographic resources, and yet, in the course of time, took on
many, if not all, of the major features of fascism. Fascism seems to respond to far
decper collective needs than a simple reaction to the dislocations of international
war or some specific economic crisis.

Fascism, as some contemporary Russian analysts have suggested, scems to be,
at least in substantial part, an expression of collective outrage. It arises from a
sense of profound and protracted, real or fancied, group humiliation. In the
nincteenth and twentieth centuries such humiliation was often a direct or indi-
rect result of economic retardation. The inability to mect the military challenges
of the advanced industrial nations often left less developed nations with an en-
during sensc of inefficacy and inferiority, which revolutionary minorities often
succeeded in stoking into a reactive frenzy.

Under the acgis of such minorities, a mobilizing rationale may flow very
easily from reactive nationalism, to a rage for domestic homogeneity, to cthno-
centrism, to xenophobia, and, in the most extreme instances, to justification of

murderous violence against indigenous “indigestible” minoriues or foreign op-

ponents—and “fascist traits” make their commonplace appearance. What is sig-
nificant is that Marxist—Leninist regimes have gradually assumed an increasing
number of just such traits. State-sponsored violence against citizens, mass mur-
ders, and, at the extreme, genocidal carnage, have come to typify Marxist—
Leninist systemns with no less frequency than they have their fascist counterparts.
In fact, Marxist—Leninist systems have destroyed more of their own nationals
through systematic political violence than any fascist regime ever did.””

In the effort to come 1o grips with all this, the suggestion has been made that
an explanation of such collective dispositions is to be found in the emotional in-
tensity of the critical identification of individuals with a community of similars.
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Very recently, comparativists have put forward the argument that throughout
history human beings, in the course of their individuation, have identified with
groups of limited compass.!® In those communities, individuals find recognition,
a sense of self, and self-esteem. But when the host community is humiliated, the
individual is humiliated as well. The individual’s search for personal worth
through “self-transcendence” in the community is frustrated—with reactive hos-
tility as its natural consequence.'’

The social science literature devoted to collective life is rich with allusions to
the individual’s identification with his or her community.” Individuals achieve a
level of recognition and a sense of personal worth as part of a group. In the past,
individuals identified themselves with their tribes or clans or city-states in order
to achieve the desired sense of self-esteem. Many contemporary social scientists
speak of the disposition to identify with a collectivity as a generie human trait.”

By the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, as part of this universal process,
individuals tended to identify themselves with the nation-state, the ultimate
repository of sanction, the final arbiter between alternatives open to the commu-
nity, and the supreme defender of life lived in common.® The contemporary
argument is that nationalism is the modern form of tribalism, and thus that
thwarted nationalism can give rise 1o anachronistic, barbaric violence.

In the very recent past, others have spoken of the “struggle for recognition”
that is at the center of the individual’s life lived in common, making allusion to
the critical role that group life has played in the psychosocial process of self-
articulation throughout the twentieth century.” The clear intimation of these
kinds of sacial science speculations is that if a human being fails to find requisite
recognition through normal group life, he or she seeks it in “unnatural” group
life—in an extreme seasitivity to real or fancied slights directed at their commu-
nity, an aggressivencss in defense of that community, a tendency to exaggerate
the accomplishments of their group, and a readiness to sacrifice themselves or
others in its service.

These dispositions have been observed in exaggerated form among the popu-
lations of communities undergoing late economic development during the latter
part of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth century. In the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries economic growth and technological development
have largely determined rank in the order of nations. The place occupied by a
person’s nation in that order significantly influences each individual’s sense of
worth.

In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, retarded economic development
carried so many disabilities in its train that it soon became evident that the
national community, whatever its past, would suffer grievously at the hands of
others unless it could effectively protect itself economically, politically, and mili-
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tarily. The drive to industrialize became a project at the conclusion of which
nations expected to achieve the necessary military capabilities to ensure survival,
security, and stature. In the process, their populations, individually and collec-
tively, would find satisfaction in the "powerful experience of self-transcendence”
in a community enjoying international recognition.?

Frustration in the course of such a complex resolution precipitates “irra-
tional” and “pathological” responses. Influenced by an indeterminate number of
time-specific, local intervening factors, forms of exacerbated reactive national-
isms make their appearance. Thus we are told that although human beings,
throughout history, have identified with groups of restricted membership, find-
ing in them a sense of personal identity and accomplishment, in our own time,
nations serve as the vehicle of individuation and self-affirmation. “When a
people, having gone through the first phases of economic modernization, is
denied both national identity and political freedom,” one can expect frustration

s

to intensify all features of group life. “Thus,” the account proceeds, “it is not
surprising that the two Western European countries to invent fascist ultrana-
tionalism, Italy and Germany, were also the last to industrialize and o unify
politically, or that the most powerful nationalisms in the immediate aftermath of
World War 1] were those of Europe’s former colonies in the Third World. Given
past precedent, it should also not surprise us that the strongest nationalisms of
today are found in the Soviet Union or Eastern Europe where industrialization
was relatively late in coming” —and, one might add, where populations have
long suffered from a sense of inadequacy and conceive their treatment at the
hands of the more industrialized nations as humiliating and demeaning.®

However synoptically expressed, what all this suggests is that under certain
conditions, human beings, as group animals, become particularly mobilizable
and eminently aggressive. In the twentieth century those conditions engage a
disposition shared by human beings “since time immemorial” w intensively seck
personal fulfillment in a national “community of destiny.”? Should all this be
persuasive, the face that Fascist recruitment in Italy, Bolshevik recruitment in
Russia, and Chinese Communist recruitment in revolutionary China were never
really governed by class or status considerations becomes easily comprehensible.
Revolutionaries in industrially retrograde environments, whatever their political
persuasion, have always recruited wherever they could; and nationalism, overtly
or covertdy and in the last analysis, supplied the ideological solvent of class,
category, or status differences. Anyone, or any group, that did not or could not
merge without remainder into state-engineered homogeneity became an “out-
sider,” an enemy, and the potential object of violence.

The iniual attractiveness of specifically fascist appeal in such circumstances
is to a sense of national, not class, outrage. Fascism appeals to the abiding
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conviction that an entire people has been systematically, over a long period of
time, humiliated by its more “advanced” counterparts. Ultimately, Marxist—
Leninists were to exploit essentially the same sentiments, and, in time, class
appeals were transformed into “patriotism,”

What distinguished Fascists in all this was that Fascist intellectuals provided
an unambiguous ideological rationale. Fascists invariably perceived the world as
a place in which privileged nations sought to maintain and perperuate their
hegemony against the demands of the “proletarian poor.”” It was a view of the
world in which the dignity, security, and life of the poor are purchased and
assured only through national struggle. In the judgment of Fascists, struggle and
competition are at the heart of every human activity; and in the modern world,
the struggle between poor and rich nations shapes events and determines fu-
tures.” Contemporary Marxist—Leninists, with their allusions to the struggle of
“socialist” nations against “imperialist” nations, say, increasingly and emphat-
ically, very much the same thing.

In the contemporary world, there is a general recognition among less devel-
oped communities that an effective defensce of group life can only be undertaken
and sustained by the development and maintenance of an adequate economic
base.”” The adequacy of that basc is largely determined by technological innova-
tion and industrial growth. Within such a conception of the world, national
economic development becomes critical to the self-esteem, security, and prestige
of peoples who have remained essentially agrarian in a world environment
increasingly dominated by industry. In the modern world, the struggle for sur-
vival makes rapid industrialization an inescapable necessity for late developers.
What is eminently clear is that rapid industrialization and modernization are
undertaken not to reduce poverty or restore equity or achicve universal har-
mony. Industrialization is the necessary condition for sccuring the nation, for
fulfilling the nation’s mission, for restoring “lost” territories, and for uplifting
the self-estcem of entire peoples.

It became abundantly clear to the first Fascists that the cxigencices of defen-
sive, and ultimately offensive, military power required the heavy equipment and
technological sophistication made available only through fairly substantial in-
dustrialization. The revolutionary demand for “national cconomic develop-
ment” was thus driven not by a search for wealth or to sustain a program of
“proletarian redistribution,” but by a recognition of its necessity for the establish-
ment and expansion of domestic and international power.*

For Fascist intellectuals formulating their thought at the beginning of the
twentieth century, the world was composed of competing national units, each
animated by a tradition as old as the life of the community. For Italy that
tradition was Roman, and for Fascists, it deserved to survive and prosper even
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against the overwhelming material power of the “demoplutocracies.”®! In the
judgment of the leaders of Fascism, only a strong, centralized state, animated by
an ideology of obedience, class collaboration, and an ethic of heroic self-sacrifice,
could manage extensive and intensive industrial development and economic
growth—the necessary preconditions for national salvage, reconstruction, and
transformation in a world of intense competition.

These were the central convictions of Fascism, and they can serve, for the
purposes of classification, as the criterial properties of generic fascism. The
collectivist persuasion, the nationalist sense of mission, the anti-democratic stat-
ism, the militarism, and the posturing that tend to accompany such regimes are
familiar to comparativists. In a political environment animated by a rage for
unanimity, the invidious out-group, ethnic, racial, or class discrimination that
often follows is equally well known, whether that system identifies itself as
Fascist or not. All the traits of such political and economic regimes are the
tunctional by-products of an intense, reactive nationalism. They are all found, in
varying strengths, in the failed experiments in Castro’s Cuba and Kim I Sung’s
Democratic People's Republic of Korea. Their violence against “unassimilable”
groups can vent itself in incarceration or deportation—uor, in the last analysis, in
mass murder.

In the recent past such systems have been observed, often in caricature,
among the less developed nations of sub-Saharan Africa. They were found in
uncertain variants compatible with their national traditions during the interwar
years in Getulio Vargas's Brazil, and after the Sccond World War some of the
same features surfaced in Juan Peron’s Argentina.* They are found in truncated
forms in the Arab and Islamic dictatorships in the Middle East at the end of the
rwentieth century.™

The ideology of late industrial development cxpresses itself in a set of fea-
tures that has now become increasingly familiar. Whatever their postures at the
beginning, movements of anti-democratic reactive nationalism take on, over
time, common traits. Compelled by functional requirements, in an environment
of threat, contemporary reactive nationalisms tend to display common ideologi-
cal and institutional features. Thus, at its inception, Bolshevism spoke a language
and sought ends totally alien from those that typify reactive and developmental
nationalism. Only with the passage of time and under the pressure of circum-
stances did Bolshevism transform itself into one of fascism’s variants.

Similarly, among those movements and regimes identified as “fascist” during
the interwar years were some initially lacking some of the essential proper-
ties identified here as central to the concept. Among the successor states that
emerged from the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian Empire at the end of the
First World War, for example, were anti-communist movements of reactive
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nationalism, which academics have traditionally identified as “fascist,” that were
initially devoid of the developmental features typical of the species or sub-
species. Anti-communist nationalists in Hungary and Romania, as cases in
point, initially sought the defense of their traditions in a program that was
essentially anti-, or at least, nondevelopmental. Such reactive nationalists sought
Hungarian or Romanian palingenesis in defense of the virtues of the peasant
smallholder and the traditional economic systern—against the seductive “corrup-
tion” of foreign “stock-jobbers” and “shopkeepers.” Nationalist revolutionaries
in the successor states of the Austro-Hungarian Empire sought national salva-
tion in a return to the cultural roots of their nations’ preindustrial past.

While such ideas were predominant, for example, in the early years of Hun-
garian “fascism,” by the mid-1930s, the “vast majority of radicals thad]| sue-
cumbed to the inexorable logic of their militant nationalism once they realized
that the exigencies of military power . . . made the industrialization of the
country inevitable.” Thus, initially anti-developmental Hungarian revolution-
aries, like the Bolsheviks before them, were driven by the irresistible logic of
their circumstances to promote the industrialization of their domestic economy.
The effort to secure the nation in a world of intense competition compelled
Hungary's fascists to attempt to industrialize under authoritarian auspices.

Of course, cach such fascism has its own history. Reactive nationalists in
Romanla, for example, understood their several movements to be a response to
circumstances that found the people of Romanta threatened by the real proba-
bility of permanent international “inferiority.”® They fearcd that the nation
would forever be subject to the yoke of foreigners.”

In 1938, the Romanian Encyclopedia, in formulations that have long since be-
come familiar, complained that imported manufactured commodities were sold
in Romania at high prices, while domestic primary goods were purchased abroad
at “very low prices”—affording the wealthy industrialized nations every advan-
tage in economic exchange. It was argued that, as a consequence, Romania was
in danger of “being permanently a colony, open or disguised, of the foreigners.”*

The imtal response to this common sense of national vulnerability on the
part of what is now generally referred to as Romanian fascism was, in many
respects, unique. In making what they considered an appropriate response, the
anti-communist intellectuals of the Romanian Legion of the Archangel Michael
appealed to the virtues of peasant life and religious mysticism to supply the
nation’s renovative strength.®¥ According to the ideologues of the legion, tradi-
tional virtues and an absolute commitment to God and the Savior, Jesus Christ,
would make Romania “honored and powerful.” In fact, there was something
reminiscent more of primitive cargo cults than of paradigmatic Fascism in the
original ideology of Corneliu Zelia Codreanu, the leader of the legion.*!
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In the organizational manual of the legion, members were admonished to
pray to “the mysterious forces of the invisible world. . .. Those forces . . . will
provide for your defense. . . . They will sow panic and terror among your
enemies, paralyzing them. In the final analysis, victories do not depend on
material preparations . . . but on the collaboration of spiritual forces.”

Codreanu, the charismatic “Captain” of the movement, seems to have been a
genuine mystic who distinguished his movement from Fascism by insisting on
its religious inspiration. While he clearly sought a “great and powerful Ro-.
mania,” he conceived of his salvific mission as essentially religious in character.
The “new men” who were to be created by the legionary regime would be
heroic, loyal, obedient, diligent, and self-sacrificing—as they are expected to be in
all movements of reactive nationalism-—but, more than that, they would be
“pure of heart,” because God could dwell only in a pure heart. Where purity was
absent, there Satan dwelt.

Codreanu’s entire strategy was “spiritual.” At the very foundation of his
program for Romanian renewal was a grucling process of spiritual regeneration.
Codreanu intended to transform the best of Romanians into transcendent “new
men” who would create a “new Romania.” None of this involved industrial
development and economic growth. Codreanu’s “new men” would be ascetics,
not modernizers. They would deny themselves the most clementary indul-
gences, not to supply capital for the growth of heavy industry, but to sanctify
themselves. Codreanu’s “new men” would commit themselves to chastity and
poverty, the better to overcome the temptations of the flesh. Fasting was under-
taken as a purification prior to prayer in the effort to render themselves worthy
of the intercession of the invisible spiritual forces they invoked.®

Other than the regenerative liturgy that informed legionary practice, there
was really no explicit social, economic, or political policy that uniquely character-
ized the revolutionary program of the legion of the Archangel Michael or its
Iron Guard. Codreanu took pride in the fact that the legion had no specific

% What there was, was a collection of ideas common to reactive na-

program.
tionalists. The thinkers of the legion spoke of the creation of the Romanian
nation as a product of millennia of struggle, ethnic conflict, and religious per-
secution. They spoke of the nation as a product of reproductive relationships and
traditional culture, of a continuity in place, biology, and history.?” General favor
was accorded corporativist ideas, the organization of functional economic cate-
gories under the superintendence of the state.” Governance was understood to
be, in principle, hierarchical and authoritarian. The ideal was totalitarian—the
total integration of all individuals, classes, sects, and functional components into
the resurgent nation.” But there was no enthusiasm for technological develop-
ment or the creation of domestic industry. It was only after the murder of
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Codreanu in 1938 that the ideology of the movement, for whatever reason, took
on more of the developmental features of paradigmatic Fascism. The work of
Mihail Manoilescu, attracted to leadership after Codreanu’s death, brought new
dimension to the doctrines of the movement.

In a manner almost entirely absent in the works of Codreanu, lon Motza, or
Horia Sima,™ the ideologues of the legion, Manoilescu spoke of the necessities of
industrial development in the twentieth century. He addressed the issue of the
exploitation of the less developed agrarian economies of the world at the hands
of the advantaged “plutocracies.” He spoke of national rebirth through the
agency of rapid economic development and industrialization and of maintaining
political control, through the institution of a single party, over an economy
undergoing major systemic changes.”

Thus, by the beginning of the 1g40s, ignoring the chaos that surrounded
Romania, the legion of the Archangel Michael and the Iron Guard ook on some
of the more elemental attributes of paradigmatic Fascism. By the early 1940s, one
major feature distinguished the legion of the Archangel Michael and the Tron
Guard from the Fascism of Mussolini—its implacable anti-Semitism.

Unlike the sometimes anti-Semitism of Fascism, the anti-Semitisin of the

legion was central to its every political conviction. Legionaries saw the Jews as
the unregenerate enemies of Christ. Those who could not have Jesus in their
hearts made a place for Satan. Like all fascisms, the fascism of the Iron Guard
had its distinguishing characteristics. At the center of the regenerative ideology
of the legion and its guard was their concept of “ethnic purity.” In substance,
what this meant was a dogged purge of all Jewish influence from Romanian life.
The putative Saranic influence of the Jews and its expression in the “Jewish
question” served as the linchpin of the ideology of Codreanu and his legion in
ways that were totally absent from the thought of Fascism’s major intellecruals.
In the judgment of the intellectual and political leadership of the legionary
movement, development and corporativism were entirely secondary to the reso-
lution of Romania’s Jewish question.” Anti-Semitism was an irrepressible con-
stant in the nationalist writings of the intellectuals of the legion.

Unlike the anti-Semitism of National Socialism, Romanian anti-Semitism
was religious, not racist, in derivation. Legionaries insisted that the Jews, promi-
nent in the economic and intellectual life of Romania, constituted a threat to its
“true” Christian culture. Romanian fascism, reactive in origin, elitist by disposi-
tion, irredentist in intention, and, during its final years, resolutely developmental
in character, was, 1n a clear sense, sui generis. Like Fascism, it was prepared to
protect property and social distinctions if they contributed to the nation’s pro-
gram of survival and prevalence. Like Fascism, it was multi-class in origin and
recruitment, with a preference for peasant members and peasant values.®
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It was doctrinal anti-Semitism and doctrinaire religion that distinguished the
legion from Italian Fascism. While Mussolini, like Stalin, entertained a form of
vulgar anti-Semitism and after 1938 imposed anti-Semitic legislation on Iraly,
the Jewish question was never an essential component of Fascist ideclogy any
more than it was of Stalinism.>* While Fascism, and (ultimately) Stalinism,
accommodated religion, religion did not constitute the core of their respective
belief systems.”

In retrospect, it has become evident that revolutionary and anti-democratic,
reactive, and developmental nationalisms had emphatic similarities. Marxism—
Leninism, almost from the moment of its accession to power in 1917, was
compelled to embark on a course of intensive economic growth and industrial
development even though such a program had no place in 1ts original revolution-
ary agenda. Economic, civil, and political rights were sacrificed in the service of
extensive and intensive growth. By the time Josef Stalin assumed control of the
process, it had become clear that if the Soviet Union were to survive, more than
anything else, it would be required “to overtake and outstrip the advanced
technology of the developed capitalist countries.” Like Fascist Italy, either the
Soviet Union would “outstrip” the advanced industrial democracies, or it would
be “forced to the wall.”™” By the time Stalin held sway over the system, the entire
program of Lenin’s “proletarian revolution” had been transformed into the
forced-draft industrialization of the Soviet Union in order to "emancipate” the
“whole of Russia from the yoke of world imperialism” and transtorm i¢ “from a
colony into an independent and free country.”™ The Soviet Union of Josef Stalin,
like the Ttaly of Mussolini’s Fascism, had assumed the major features of a reactive
developmental nationalism.

Like Fascism, Marxism—Leninism in the Soviet Union, under authoritarian
auspices and single-party rule, undertook the rapid industrial and agricultural
development of a nation facing international threats of a magnitude that jeopar-
dized its survival. In its pursuit of security, the leadership of the Soviet Union
exploited its industrial and agricultural labor force in order o fuel its programs
of development. The Soviet Union was a “poor and retrograde” community in a
world of aggressive, advanced industrial powers. In its defense, everyone was
expected to make sacrifices; but it is evident that the sacrifices fell more heavily
on the workers than on the bureaucracy or the political elite.

As has been argued, the first Fascist theoreticians anticipated most of those
developments. In a world in which the more advanced industrial powers “colo-
nized” those that were less developed, one did not need much sophistication to
anticipate the reactive rise of developmental nationalisms on the periphery. How-
ever uncertain the goals of the Bolshevik revolution may have been for Marxist—
Leninists at its inception, for Fascist theoreticians, the revolution in economically
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retrograde Russia was actually the first of many “revolutions of poor nations . . .
against the . . . tyranny of [established international] capitalism.”®

Stalin recognized that in less developed countries “the struggle against impe-
rialist oppressors” would produce a nationalism that would act as a "powerful
predominating factor,” drawing “the revolutionary forces of the country to-
gether into one camp.”® In effect, whatever one might have expected from
Marxist “theory,” Stalin was prepared to recognize the multi-class nature of
“revolutionary forces” in those industrially and economically less developed
countries that found themselves confronting “imperialism.”

Whatever the political dynamics of the Maoist revolution in China, in retro-
spect it 15 evident that Chinese Communists sought the rapid industrial and
economic development of their nation in the effort to establish its sovereign
place in the modern world. However confused and incompetent Maoist strat-
egies of national development proved to be, there is little doubt that their pur-
pose was the establishment of China as a major power in the modern world. At
its most coherent, Marxism under Mao Zedong meant reactive nationalist eco-

nomic and political policies.”! However much Maoism was larded over with

Marxist jargon, its purposes uleimately became manifestly clear in its behavior.

Against the threats and power of foreign imperialism, Maoists sought to restore
China to its rightful place at the “center of the world.” Once this is understood,
all Mao’s invocations concerning “class struggle” and “proletarian internacional-
ism” are seen as obstructions to what were, in fact, the primary tasks of the
revolution.

On the Chinese mainland, only the death of Mao freed the leadership of the
People’s Republic of China from the anti-market prejudices of orthodox Marx-
ism. Only then were China’s “capitalist roaders” free to embark on a program of
rapid economic and industrial growth—the real purpose of the long Chinese
revolution. Only then could they allow the effective existence of private property,
the exercise of individual initiative, and the pursuit of personal profit to influence
the allocation of resources as well as the investment of capital. Only after the
death of Mao could the Marxists of Communist China allow property, profit,and
personal initiative to fuel the impressive industrial growth that has distinguished
post-Maoist China from its Maoist past.” With the attendant transformation, the
distinctions between generic fascism and Chinese Marxism—Leninism have be-
come increasingly threadbare.

By the mid-rggos, the inspiration for the Herculean efforts of the mainland
Chinese to develop their nation economically turned on “love of country” and
continued resentment of “the humiliations” suffered by China at the hands of
“foreign aggression.”® By that time, all notions of domestic “class struggle” had
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been abandoned. In their place, a conception of an international struggle be-
tween “poor” and “rich” nations was embraced without equivocation.®

Not only are “class distinctions” to be tolerated in post-Maoist China, but the
leader of the Communist Party of China, Jiang Zemin, instructed the party to
foster the union of all Chinese, whatever their “class,” in the effort to further
national development. The party was counseled to reconstruct itself “under the
new banner of nationalism.”® For the most modern spokesmen of contemporary
China, patriotism, the commitment to the national state, has become a cardinal
virtue to be invoked and/or inculeated in the masses of the mainland. Patriotism
has become a form of national affect ignited by a communal celebration of the
millennial culture of China. Where the memory of past glories is absent or weak,
it must be stoked by ritual incantation.® Nothing less was advocated by Fascist
pedagogues in the 1930s.”

The ideology that today legitimizes the rule of the Communist Party of
China is identified as “socialism with Chinese characteristics.” It is a “socialism”
that has long been familiar to fascists. It is a socialism in which economically
defined classes collaborate, under the aegis of a single-party state, in the fur-
therance of national developmental purpose. As a reactive nationalist, elitist,
etatist, authoritarian, irredentist, anti-democratic, developmental, single-party-
dominant, and increasingly militaristic regime, post-Maoist China shares an
unmistakable family resemblance to paradigmatic Fascism.®

What was used in the past to distinguish the class of fascisms from Marxist—
Leninist regimes was the latter’s doctrinal objections to private property and the
existence of a market through which the bulk of resource allocations were made
and commoditics were exchanged for money. With the passage of time and
changed circumstances, Marxist—Leninists in the tormer Soviet Unien, i post-
Maoist China, and in Vietnam have shown themselves prepared o tolerate
private property and market influences in accelerated cconomic development.
As a consequence, the distinctions between “left” and “right” single-party, elitist,
nondemaocratic growth regimes has become increasingly less substantial.

In Fascist Italy, private property and the market were treated as instrumental
to government purposes. Lrrespective of the massive intervention of the Fascist
state, the exchange of goods and services in the market supplied the price struc-
ture by virtue of which allocations could be rationally undertaken, profits fixed,
wages established, and collective goals pursued.®

However different Marxist—l.eninist systems were, and are, from paradig-
matic Fascism, given their different histories and national circumstances, the
family traits are evident. Both systems conform to the informal, but demanding,
logic of anti-democratic reactive developmental natonalism. A syndrome of
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properties emerge out of all this—too familiar by now to warrant rehearsal. It
features the traits of a class of reactive, developmental nationalisms that includes
many of the late developing countries of the twentieth century, of which Italian
Fascism was the illustrative instance.

Acknowledging all this, there is a sense in which specialists like Renzo De
Felice are correct. There was only one Fascism, that of Benito Mussolini.™ It was
a product of the First World War, without which it would not have existed.” No
other movement had its history, and no other movement, by definition, could
have had its history. That granted, everything in the world is unique in the same
way and the same sense. Everything in the universe has had a unique history; but
there is very little cognitive profit in acknowledging that. With an insistence on
the uniqueness of every single thing, speech itself, not to speak of empirical
generalization, becomes impossible. We would be condemned to experience the
world, but never to have any cognitive purchase on it.

The fact is that we do generalize, typologize, classify, and taxonomize, We
tease out similarities and observe family resemblances. We stipulate meanings
and offer operational definitions—all in the effort to bring order to our domains
of inquiry. We do this for “pretheoretical” purposes, in order to provide, on
occasion, for the easy storage and retrieval of otherwise complicated informa-
tion. We somctimes do it for heuristic purposes, to suggest what to look for
among instances of the same putative category of objects or events. And some-
times we do it to establish functional relationships between categories of objects
and/or events. All this we do in the hope that viable theory will be forthcoming.

Social science has not been particularly successful in generating predicative
theory.” Historians and social scientists have provided us with relatively infor-
mal typologies and taxonormics intended to provide us some pretheoretical lever-
age on understanding. Thus Richard Pipes recently reminded us that “Bolshe-
vism and Fascism were heresies of socialism” and shared important species traits,
a fact that was early acknowledged by Mussolini himselt.”

That differences nonetheless distinguished the two can hardly be gainsaid,
Bur differences distinguish any two things—and we still categorize, typologize,
and generalize.
> Mussolini’s Fascism was very different from Hider’s National Socialism, as
from Codreanu’s legion. More interesting than the confession of differences is
the question of how the remaining similarities are to be classificd. Given the his-
tory of all these revolutionary movements in the twentieth century, perhaps the
most reasonable way to classify them would be to identify a genus, “reactive, de-
velopmental nationalism,” of which “democratic” and “nondemocratic” would
be distinguished as species. Developing India, for example, might fall under the
rubric of a “democratic” reactive, developmental nationalism.”™ Under the spe-
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cies “nondemocratic” one might find reactive nationalist authoritarianisms and
autocracies as subspecies as long as they gave evidence of developmental intent,
“Fascisms”™ would be a subspecies of nondemocratic, reactive, developmental
nationalisms. The criterial properties of the subspecies would include possession
of a formal ideology inspired by a collectivist socto-philosophy, a clear commit-
ment to accclcrate(ll;{croxvmrp»ig growth ar}d dcyelopmcm, an institutionalization
of elitism and hicrarchical arrangements, “charismatic government,” mass mobi-
lization, and the mculcatlon’ of an ethic of essentially militaristic service and
sacrifice, as well as extensive state control of the cconomy and the flow of
information.

As reactive nationalisms, elements of “masculine protest”™ would be evident.
Uniforms would be prevalent. The military would serve as a model for citizens.
There would be an emphasis on unanimity in opinion, faith, and sacrifice.
Political discourse would feature the language of “manhood,” war, struggle, and
sacrifice. Irredentism would be a common, if not universal, feature of the sub-
species. There would be an aggressive agenda to restore the nation’s “true”
boundaries. Equally common would be the appearance of a singular “charis-
matic leader” who would be identified with the “never-setting red sun” or the
“millennial genius” of his nation. Should the system survive, charisma would be
routinized or bureaucratized. An cffort at autarkic self-sufficiency would epi-
sodically recommend itself. There would be constant appeal to past glories and a
call to a transcendent mission.

Among the subspecies, religious fundamentalisms, various forms of non-
specific authoritarianisins, some racisms and nativisms, as well as incoherent
fascisms, would be found—all members of a subspecies sharing some family
resemblance. While such a resemblance urges itself upon comparativists, it is not
clear what measure of similarity is required to define categories. Even less clear is
how similarities are to be quantified. As a consequence, there are questions of
degree. How much mobilization must take place if 2 movement or regime is to
qualify as “mass mobilizing”? Should that mobilization find expression in politi-

“cal party mobilization? What might qualify as a “formal ideology”? And how

much intervention in the economy qualifies as “extensive”? How many of the
traits must a regime display in order to qualify for entry? And what of move-
ments that have not established themselves as regimes? How is one to treat the
ideology of a movement that is at demonstrable variance with regime behaviors?

There is, in effect, no end of questions. And there are no easy answers, As in
all the informal sciences, what is required s judgment. Taxonomic efforts are
pretheoretical. They are undertaken to bring order into an otherwise disorderly
universe of inquiry. In the search for order, it is logically possible to generate an
“infinite number of schemes.”” [n the human sciences, those that are, in fact,
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attempted are, more often than not, intended to bring not only order with them,
but understanding as well.

“Understanding” can be taken to mean the reduction of puzzlement con-
cerning some complex sequence. Evidence for its success is an avowal on the part
of an audience. “Understanding” can also be taken to mean that some recom-
mended ordering of things make possible “generalizations about how the pres-
ence, absence, or clustering of certain combinations of variables affect politics.”™
“Theoretical understanding” can be taken to mean that the generalizations
forthcoming are testable and afford a measure of predictive competence.

With respect to this final understanding, social scientists have not been nota-
bly successful. They have perhaps been least successful in their treatment of
Fascism, fascism, Marxist theory, and Marxist—Leninist systems. As a conse-
quence and for the foreseeable future, we will probably not have much that
might pass as theoretical understanding of some of the most important political
phenomena of our time.

In such parlous circumstances, we can offer very little insight into the future
of a “Russian fascism,” or the more Kkely “Chinese fascism” that will occupy
space in—and threaten the peace of—the twenty-first century. For all that, in
some indeterminate future, perhaps a century from now, social scientists will
wonder why we failed to predict the political eventualities of their time, given
what they would then perecive to have been the clear anticipations provided by

our own.

Appendix:
The Devolution of Marxist “Theories” of Fascism,
A Narrative Chronology, 1919-1935

First Period: 1919-1924 The Fascist movement was formally founded in March
1g91g. It was an uncertain collection of groups and individuals, whose ideological
orientations ranged from those of the left-wing revolutionary national syndicalists to
those of the iconoclastic Futurists of F. 'T. Marinetti. Veterans of the First World War
comprised, numerically, the largest single component.

The characteristic Fascist political posture was resistance to the threat of socialist
revolution on the Tralian peninsula. Fascists specificaly opposed the anti-nationalism
and the class warfare commitments of organized socialism. The socialist response
was to identify Fascism with “reaction.”

At its first appearance, and with its rise to prominence, efforts to provide an
interpretative account of Fascism were made by relatively unknown socialist authors
like Julius Braunthal (an Austrian Social Democrat) and Julius Deutsch (a German
Social Democrat). Fascism was immediately identified as a “creature™ and/or a
“tool” of simple “class” reaction against the inevitability of the “progressive” world
revolution of the “working class.”

Fascisim’s class sponsor was taken to be the “bourgeoisie.” Neither the term bour-
geoisie nor how any such class might create this kind of movement or render it obedient
was explored with any rigor. This disability continued throughout the entire period
of Marxist speculations concerning Fascism as u specific and fascism as a generic term.

Such interpretations were by-products of a long Marxist methodological and
empirical tradition that defined politics in terms of omnibus bourgeois interests as
opposed to those of a “Promethean proletariat.” Neither definition of critical terms
nor empirical cvidence to support the claims of Marxist commentators was forth-
coming. It was clear that the earliest interpreters were uncertain which elements of
the collective bourgeoisie had ordered, subventionized, directed, or utilized the
Fascists in their war of resistance to progress.

Second Period: 1924-1926 The first scrious intellectual efforts at interpretation
appeared. Gyula Sas (Aquila) (1893-1943), a Hungarian Marxist, produced for the
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Comintern Information Department one of the first reasonably coherent accounts of
what Marxists understood Fascism to be. He identified the leaders of Italian industry
as the occult masters of Fascism. Klara Zetkin (1857-1933), the German head of the
women’s section of the Comintern and member of 1ts Central Committee, followed
the lead of Sas and conceived Fascism as the simple instrument of major industrial
interests in Iraly. The evidence in support of that account was supplied by the
unilateral interpretation of the first legislation passed under Fascist control of the
[ralian political system.

Third Period: 1927-1930 By now it had become evident that it was far from
satisfactory to interpret Fascist political behavior exclusively in terms of the interests
of the Italian industrial bourgeoisic. Many more interests appeared to be involved.
Palmiro Togliatti (1893-1964), Ttalian Communist Party mentber and a member of
the Presidium of the Comintern, argued that Fascism represented an entire consor-
tium of propertied classes on the Twlian peninsula. This meant that it would be
difficul, if not impossible, 1o identify any political consequences of such control.
Fascism could conceivably formulate, pursue, and implement contradictory policy
practices without confirming or disconfirming any or all claims that sach acuvities
were class-based. Whatever Fascism did could be interpreted as serving one or
another bourgeois interest.

Fourth Period: 1931-1935 During this period, Fascism revealed itself o be more
than a function of the peculiarities of Latin circumstances and Latin temperament.
Adolf Hitler’s National Socialism made its appearance in one of the most advanced
nations of Europe. What Marxists sought was a comprehensive account that was
applicable to both Italy and Germany, as well as to those fascist-like movements that
had emerged in various other European and non-European environments during
the same period. A “standard version” of what would pass as the “Marxist theory of
generic fascism” appeared with the publication in 1934 of the work of Rajani Palme
Dutt (1896--1g74), an Indian—English Marxist—Leninist, who argued that fascism
was the specific reactionary response of finance capital 1o the apparent “gencral crisis”
that had overwhelmed industrial capitalism 1n 1929.

Karl Marx had left his followers with a theoretical cxpectation that the average
profit rate of capitalism must at some point inevitably sink to “absolute zero,”
bringing the entire Western industrial enterprise to a halt. Palme Dutt interpreted
the Great Depression of 1929 as that anticipated final crisis. Since there could be no
rational resolution of such a crisis, the masters of Western capitalist industry, the
finance capitalists, acted as sponsors, organizers, financiers, and directors of fascism
in their effort to artificially sustain their revenues. Hitler and Mussolini were the
“supine agents” of their creators. They were assigned the task of monopolizing their
respective industrial systems in arder to produce goods at planned low levels, so as to
maintain sustainable profit levels.

Fascists were to destroy education in order to suppress technological innovation
in a system that, according to traditional Marxist theory, derived profits exclusively
from human labor, Fascism was designed to obstruct any industrial improvements,
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because capitalism, in its final crisis, was compelled to reduce productivity. Moribund
capitalism was committed to a “new dark age”—and fascism was its instrument.

As a consequence, the standard of living throughout the capitalist countries must
gradually, but systematically, decline. The means of production must be destroyed,
because improvement in those means would generate increases in supply that could
not be distributed by capitalism at a profit. According to the thesis, the declining rate
of profit was the nemesis of industrial capitalism. Fascism was the spawn of that
“internal contradiction,” finance capitalism’s pathological response to its final crisis.

In 1935, the substance of this account appeared in a report authored by Georgi
Dimitroff (1882—1949) that served as the main report of the Seventh Congress of
the Communist International, thereby receiving the ofhicial imprimatur of Soviet
Marxism-Lenmnism. Generic fascism was “the open terrorist dictatorship of the most
reactionary, most chauvinistic, and most imperialistic elements of finance capital.”

Trotskyists like Daniel Guerin (1904-1988) attempted to make the same case at
approximately the same time. Other Marxists, not athliated with cither wing of
Marxism—Leninism, argued that the official standard version was impaired in a
number of critical ways.

Even before the closc of the fourth period, a major work by the German Marxist
Franz Borkenau (1goo—57), “The Sociology of Fascism,” which appceared in the
Archiv fuer Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik in February 1933, argued that the
standard version was predicated on the notion that the “historic tasks” of fascism
were to retard economic growth and industrial modernization, when in fact fralian
Fascism sponsored developmental programs for the Italian peninsula. Atabout the same
time, the Austrian Marxist Otto Bauer (1881--1938) argued thar generic fascism had
demonstrated political independence from any specific bourgeois faction and operared as
an “independent force” sustained by a mudti-class base. It was the product of a
political environment in which no single class could dominate.

Fifth Period: 1936-1940 This period was characterized by important intellectual
developments. While the official Marxist~Leninist interpretation remained that of
Georgi Dimitroff, 1t was evident to many that Fascism could not be dismissed as
opportunistic,

While the vagueness and ambiguity of the term bowrgeois allowed fascism to be
identified, in some sense, with the class required by traditional Marxist theory, the
clear evidence of its developmental properties and political independence could not
be accounted for so easily. Fascism could be identified with the bourgeuisie, because
1t provided protection for private property and for the role of private enterprise in economic
activities, but it could not be identified as a creature or rool of capitalism. More than that,
Leon Trotsky (1879—1940), an anti-Stalinist Marxist—Leninist, recognized the “sub-
stantial similarities” between fascism and Stalinism.

Sixth Period: 19411949 The ¢ffort to provide a convincing interpretation of ge-
neric fascism largely ceased during the period of the Second World War and its
immediate aftermath. Soviet intellectuals simply repeated the standard version of
1935, and the employment of what were taken to be the defining properties of
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generic fascism became increasingly commonplace. Fascism was seen to be a bour-
geois political system, designed to defend private property and industrial capitalism.
Its overt political features included (1) the leadership principle (rule by a charismatic
figure); (2) a hegemonic party (single-party rule); (3) large-scale state intervention in
the economy (state monopoly capitalism); (4) extensive control over education, com-
munication, and social life; (5) nationalism, chauvinism, and aggressiveness; (6) mili-
tarization of the economy; (7) invocation of an obedience and sacrifice ethic; in (8) the
service of a national mission; with (g} the restoration of lost lands as part of a
comprehensive policy of return to national grandeur.

The “fascist powers” were defeated in the course of the Second World War, but
Mao Zedong (1893—1976) identified the forces of Republican China as a “fascism”
that had survived, and he proceeded to pursue the resolution of a civil war that had
heset mainland China since the 1920s. The definition of Chinese fascism was under-
stood to conform to the standard Marxist—Leninist account of the interwar years.
The leadership of Republican China was the tool of the generic Chinese bourgeoisie or
the “foreign imperialists” or both together.

Seventh Period: 1950-1¢62 Little in the way of responsihle interpretation of ge-
neric fascism was attempted during this period. The lines of struggle had been
drawn, and the Korean War (1950-53) had pitted the United States and its allies
against the Soviet Union, Mao’s China, and North Korea: the “impermalists” against
the “worldwide proletarian revolution.”

The death of ]. V. Stalin (1878-1953) precipitated cvents that gave impetus to
changes in the official Marxist—Leninist interpretation of fascism. N. S, Khru-
shchev's denunciation of Stalin in 1956 created intellectual space in which Sovicrand
non-Soviet Marxist—Leninists and Marxists could attempt a more cognitively per-
suasive interpretation of fascism.

At the end of this period in ltaly, the Communist Party theoreucian Paolo Alatri
argued that Italian Fascism was multi-class in origin and, while bourgeois “in essence,”
developmental in character. In some sense, it was a variant of “bourgeois dictatorship”
that shepherded the economy of the peninsula from one to another, more progressive
level, The relationship between the owners of property and industry and Fascist rule
was not direct. Fascism was no longer seen as simply a “class phenomenon,” butas a
complicated political system that arose in a complex political environment.

Eighth Period: 1963-1969 At the end of the seventh period, because of growing
bilateral tension, the Marxists of Mao Zedong began to identify the Soviet Union as a
“robber imperialist state.” Krushchev was declared a “number one capitalist-roader”
attempting to restore capitalism to the Soviet Union, creating thereby a “socialfascist
dictatorship.” ‘The increasing intellectual independence that appeared with the
Khrushchev “thaw” saw scholars such as Alexander Galkin arguing that fascism,
hitherto arbitrarily interpreted in accordance with the contrived artificialities of the
Comintern, might best be characterized not as a product of the “final crisis” of
capitalism, but as a response to the demands of a “new stage” in the development of “state
monopoly capitalism.” The leadership of fascism was neither the creature nor the tool of
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any specific class, if class is defined in terms of the ownership of the material means of
production.

According to this evolving thesis, fascism was a sort of “Bonapartist” political
system, which, while serving the “general interests of the bourgeoisie,” was not
created, sustained, controlled, or directed by the bourgeoisie. Under crisis condi-
tions, fascism ushered the capitalist industrial system from one level of development
to another. It was simply one form of modern state monopoly capitalism, with the
traditional prerogatives of capitalists surrendered to a politically independent dic-
tatorship capahle of dragging industrial capitalism into wars of mass destruction.

At ahout the same time, Mihaly Vadja, a member of the Hungarian Academy of
Sciences, argued that [talian Fascism, in particular, was a “progressive” response to the
crisis of industrial capitalism on the peninsula. The “proletarian forces” that threat-
ened Ttaly with socialist revolution after the First World War were “reactionary,”
hecause, had their demands been met, Italy would not have been able to accumulate
the capital, retain the entrepreneurial talent, or provide the incentives for economic
growth and industrial development. Had the socialist revolution prevailed in post—
First World War Italy, that country would have languished at the level of marginal
industrial growth.

It is in this context that the major work of Nicos Poulantzas (1936-79) appeared
in Furope. His was clearly an effort to provide some Marxist-Leninist understand-
ing of the worsening Sino—Soviet split.

If fascism could no longer be identified as a direct consequence of bourgeoisie
ownership of the means of production, it might hetter he seen as a result of political
class struggle between elements of the bourgeoisie—agrarian, petty, commercial, indus-
trial, and financial. Further, since such “class struggle” was political, it need not be
dircetly associated with the ownership of property; so “fuscism” could exist in environ-
ments innocent of private property and capiralist industry. All that was required was a
collection of persons who entertained bourgenis intentions—a “class” of “capitalist-
roaders.” Thus, it could be argued that the Soviet Union, where private property had
been abolished with the revolution, had been transformed into a “fascist state.”

The Soviet Union had estahhished a new class system in which those who con-
trolled collective property could employ it to their advantage. To protect their
“social-fascist state,” the Soviet Union’s “capitalist-roaders” took on all the subsid-
iary properties of traditional fascism. They become oppressive with respect to their
domestic population and aggressive and exploitative in dealing with their neighbors.
Poulantzas had supplied a Maoist interpretation of fascism that allowed the Soviet
Umion to be identified as an exemplar of the class.

Ninth Period: 1970-1980 What Poulantzas had done was to provide, for West-
erners, a fairly coherent account of generic fascism as that account became standard
in the writings of the intellectual and political leaders of China’s chaotic “Great
Proletarian Revolution.” Yao Wenyuan, Zhang Chungiao, and Wang Hongwen had
made their case in essays that had been widely distributed throughout China and the
West as a vindication of Beijing’s denunciation of Soviet fascism.

At about the same time, commencing before the end of the preceding period,
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various Soviet authors came to perceive Mavism as a form of “petty bourgeois revolu-
tionism” and an identifiable form of fascism. Not only had the Chinese leadership
declared Soviet Marxism a “class enemy,” but by the first years of the rg70s they had
begun a rapprochement with the “imperialist” United States.

Since Marxist—Leninists in general no longer identified fascism as the instru-
ment of a particular class of property owners, it might be associared with any
collection of persons in authority, controlling but not owning property, who used
their power for their own benefit. Such persons could be found in any “socialist”
environmernt.

Soviet authors cited the “bourgeois character” of the leadership of Maoism, its
anti-intellectualism, its aggressiveness, its invocation of force in the service of poliri-
cal ends, its express nationalism, its reliance on mass mobilization through ritual and
liturgy, its appeals to charismatic leadership, its fostering and sustaining of single-
party dominance of the system, its militarization of the economy, as well as its
flirtation with “imperialism,” as evidence of a Chinese fascism. Chinese Marxist—
Ieninists, in turn, identified the reintroduction of market elements into the com-
mand economy of the Sovier Union, Moscow’s increasing appeals to the state and
national interests, its use of military force against “fraternal socialist states” such as
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland, together with its domestic “restoration of
capitalism” and its abandonment of proletarian values, as compclling evidence of its
fascist character.

By the end of the period, Marxist—Leninist commentators in both the Soviet
Union and the People’s Republic of China were characterizing the political, eco-
nomic, and social system of the other as fascist. Fascism was perceived in terms of
political intentions rather than any empirical class properties. A fascist political and
economic system was one that supported material class, sectoral, and regional differ-
ences and was geared to the industrial and technological maintenance and expansive
support of an institutionalized mnilitary. It was a system that had abandoned class
warfare as a “key element” and was nationalistic, essentially chauvinistic, and terri-
torially aggressive. [ts leadership was animated by a conviction of its own inerrancy.
It was essentially anti-liberal, anti-democratic in practice, elitist in disposition, and
episodically mass-mobilizing.

On g September 1976, Mao Zedong died. China was immediately plunged into
political crisis. Mao's hand-picked successor, Hua Guofeng, was dismissed, and
Deng Xiaoping acceded to power. The leaders of Mao’s Gang of Four, architects of
the devastating Grear Proletarian Cultural Revolution, were arrested.

At the same time, the protracted economic crisis of the Soviet Union steadily
worsened. Various desultory attempts were made to reform the dysfuncrional com-
mand economy. A series of ineffectual leaders succeeded Leonid Brezhnev,

Final Period: 1981-1995 In 1985 Konstantin Chernenko died and was succeeded,
on 10 March 1985, by Mikhail Gorbachev. The Soviet Union subsequently lapsed
into a systemic crisis from which it was not to emerge.

By then, Western Marxists like Charles Bettelheim had identified the reformist
systemn introduced into China by Deng as fascist. Chinese domestic critics like Wang
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Xizhe rendered similar judgments. The Marxist—Leninist theory of fascism, trans-
formed by six decades of revision, served as grounds for such judgments.

In the Soviet Union, Marxist—Leninist theoreticians who were opposed to Gor-
bachev’s “new thinking” finally articulated those theoretical, institutional, and prac-
tical differences between “Marxism-Leninism™ as it had dogmatically been pre-
sented throughout the Soviet period and the truly revolutionary ideology that
promised salvation to the threatened Russian state and the people it served. Sergei
Kurginian and Alexander Prokhanov prepared a “spiritual” and “patriotic” pro-
gram for the “national-patriotic forces” organized behind Gennadi Ziuganov, leader
of the Communist Party of the Russian Federation, The proposed program, de-
signed to salvage the nation in its mortal struggle with foreign powers, was predi-
cated on extensive class collaboration, qualified defense of private property, and
employment of market adjuncts to direct the economy. Russia was to continue its

%

“historic responsibilities” as the Eurasian “gatherer of lands™ and recover its domi-
nance throughout what had been the Soviet empire.

The national-patriotic forces committed themscelves to the restoration of Russia’s
status as a major military power. They anticipated a political system that would not
suffer from the disabilities of liberalism. The entire ideological system was sup-
ported by an appeal to the ethnobiological convictuons of Lev Gumilev (1912—92),
who understood nations to be biocthnic units structured over time, sustained by an
in-group amity and an out-group enmity that found expression in patriotism, and
which, under special leadership, in times of “passion,” entered into a process of
major territorial and cultural expansion. Gumilev argued that all these notions were
fully compatible with the Marxism-Leninism that inspired them.

What almost everyone else has maintained is that Gumilev's ideas share major
theoretical affinities with the “natioracism” of Fascism. Further, both Kurginian and
Prokhanov have acknowledged the general similarities of their ideological convic-
tions with those of classical Fascism. In substance, the ideology that inspires the
national-patriotic forces of Ziuganov’s Communist Party shares demonstrable re-
sermblances to the Fascism of Mussolini. The nationalism, the domestic class collab-

“

oration and the international “class conflict,” the commitment to a vanguard party
and rapid domestic cconomic and technological development, the irredentism and
the potential appeal o autarky, the inculcation of a work, obedience, and sacrifice
cthic, are all classical Fascist postures. Marxism~Leninism, as a consequence of its
own internal “dialectic,” has transformed irself into what is manifestly a form of
paradigmatic Fascism.,
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instructive; see Gentile, Genesi e struttura della socierd (Florence: Sansoni, 1946).

14. “Myth” was understood to be the necessary elemental motivator of popular mobiliza-
tion. Individual and collective action, informed by reason and interest, was inspired hy
sentiment and moral incentive. See the discussion in Sergio Panunzio, 1l sentimento dello stato
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7. This material varies in quality and focus. There are excellent historical treatments of
the concepts in books like that of Renato Soriga, L'idea nazionale italiana dal secolo XVIII
all'unificazione (Modena: Soliani, 1941), together with discursive and analytic assessments to
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zoceo, 1934-3g). The Nationalists merged with the Fascists in February 1923,
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arguments.
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Partito Nazionale Fascista and one of Fascism’s most able intellecruals. See Paolo Orano,
“Roberto Michels: Pamico, il maestro, 1l camerata,” in Studi in memoria di Koberto Michels
(Padua: CEDAM, 1937), pp. 9~14. In the preface to his Limperialismo italiano (Rome: Li-
braria, 1914), p. v, Michels reported that he had long been intellectually occupied with prob-
lems related to “the fatherland, the nation, and natienality.” Thus, long before his conversion
to Fascism, Michels occupied himself with the historical, political, psychological, and moral
problems of nationality and navonalism. See his Pasriotismus und Erhik (Leipzig: Felix Diet-
rich, 19ob); idem, “Le Patriotisme des Socialistes Allemands ¢t le Congres d’Essen,” Le Move-
ment Socialiste, 3rd ser., 10, no. 2 (1908} 5-13; idem, “Zur historischen Analyse des Pa-
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1y. See A. James Gregor, Phoenix: Fascism in Our Time (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transac-
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and 3.
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“isolated atoms,” but were, in essence, “social heings.” Fascism was, in principle, collectivistic,
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ments of the neo-idealism of Giovanni Gentile which Mussolini allowed o appear as part 1 of
the ofhcial Doctrine of Fascism. Sce the general arguments in Gentile, Che cosa & i fascismo.
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uals might identify. While human beings are understood to be essentially social animals,
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outlet. Sce Michels’s essay “Patriotism,” in First Lectures in Political Sociology (New York:
Harper, 1949), pp. 156—1060. See also the discussion in Alfredo Rocco, “La dottrina politica del
fascismo,” in Roceo, Scritts e discorsi polivicd (Milan: Guftre, 1938), vol. 3, pp. 11vo~1101.

22. Sce the discussions in Michels, Firsr Lectures, chaps. 2, 3,6, and 8.

23. See Panunzio’s reference to the study of groups in Appunti di dottrina generale dello
stato: Realita e wdea detlo staro (Rome: Castellani, 1933), pp. 83-84. Panunzio’s account reflects

N

that of Enrico Corradini, “La vita nazionale,

B

" in Discorst politici, pp. 35-50.

24. Sce the discussion in Roberto Michels, Der Parriotismus: Prolegomena su seiner soziolo-
gishcen Analyse (Munich: Duncker & Humblot, 1929}, pp. 1, 10~12, and the early formulations
of Enrico Corradini, L'ombra della vita (Naples: Ricciardi, 19o8), pp. 285287, These notions
were repeated regularly in standard Fascistliterature; see, e.g., Gentile, Che cosa & i fascisme, pp.
18-21, 277, Dino Grandi, Le origini e la missione del fascismo (Bologna: Cappelli, 1922), pp. 52—53.

25. See, e.g., Panunzio’s discussion of the First World War having “incited” the “national
idea” (Lo stato fascista {Bologna: Cappelli, 1925/, p. 70).

The humiliations suffered by the nation were a constant theme in Fascist literature. See,
e.g., Panunzio, Che cos’é il fascismo, pp. 14-15; Gentile, Che cosa é il fascismo, pp. 18, 19, 21, 26—
27; see the discussion in Paole Orano, Lode al mio tempo 1895~ 1925 (Bologna: Apollo, 1926),
esp. pp. 7486, Grandi, Le origini e la missione del fascismo, pp. 52—54; Rossoni, Le idee della
ricostruzione, pp. 32, 56.

Panunzio put the entire discussion in the context of contacts and conflicts between groups
organized as nations. The “sentiment of nationality™ as natiopalism arises in the modern
world in “antithesis to other nations” (Panunzio, Popolo nazione stato, p. 43, o. 10},

26. Corradini advanced very much the same argument carly in the century. See the entire
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discussion in Enrico Corradini, “Le nazioni prolctaric ¢ il nazionalismo,” in Discorsi politici,
pp. 105118,

27. Michels, “Neue Polemiken,” pp. 130-131.

28, See Panunzio, Teoria generale, p. 54, and the early characterizations by Corradini,
L'ombra della vita, pp. 285-287.

2¢. See in this context Michels, “La guerra Europea al lume del materialismo storico,” La
Riforma Sociale, 3rd ser., 25 (1914): 945—957.

30. Thus, Sergio Panunzio speaks of a “national sentiment” that is a function of tme and
circumstances. See Panunzio, I sentimento dello stato, pp. 65-66. See also his remarks on the
necessities of survival in a world of competition in Che cos'8 i fascismo, p. 62.

31. All this echoes the rationale for nationalism and a strong state cmbodied in the
Nationalist thought of the turn of the century. See Corradini, “La vita nazionale.” Michels,
like most Fascist theoreticians, was familiar with an entire body of literature dealing with
“mass” or “crowd” psychology and the disposition of humans to organize themselves in
aggregates of “similars.” Treatments of group psychology were common among pre-Fascist
Ttalian Syndicalists and Natonalists. Sce, e.g., Paolo Orano, La psicologia sociale (Bari: La-
terza, 1902), and Corradini, “Nazionalismo e imperialismo.” in La rinascita nazionale, pp.
1431725 see Gregor, Ideology of Fascism, pp. 72--85.

32. See Benito Mussolini, Dostrina del faseismo (Milan: Hoepli, 1935), chap. 1, para. 2; and
Gentile, Genesi e struttura della societd, p. 41. Genule was the author of pt. 1 of the Dortrina del

Sascismuo.

33. This, of course, was a constant theme of Fascist theoreticians. See, ¢.g., Gioacchino
Volpe, History of the Fascist Movement (Rome: Novissima, 1930), pp. 17, 20, 28. For the more
ahstract, metacethical version of clitism, sce Gentile, Origind e dottring del fascismo, p. 54.

34. This idea appears in the official Dosring del fascismo, chap. 1, para. 2, authored by
Gentile. It is an idea that is intrinsic to the tradivonal German Idealism of Hegel and was
adopted and adapted hy Gentile. In this context, see H. S, Harris, The Social Philosophy of
Giovann: Gentile (Urhana: University of llhinots, 1g6o).

35. The basic rationale for Fascist totalitarianism was the same for all its apologists. The
differences hetween them turned on ontological, epistemological, and methodological orienta-
tions. While critics have made much of the differences hetween ontological idealists like
Gentile, sociological positivists like Michels, and legal philosophers like Panunzio, it is hard to
argue that Fascist ideology was “inconsistent™ or “incoherent™ as a conscquence. Fascist
idealogy was as coherent as any revolutionary ideology in the twentieth century (one need
only consider the ideological curiosities of the “Marxism” of Fidel Castro or Mao Zedong to
recognize the rruth of this claim). In this context, see Nino Tripadi’s discussion of the distine-
tions between Gentile's “immanent idealism™ and Mussolini’s “positive realism™ (i fascismo
secondo Mussolini [Rome: Borghese, 1971]). One comes away with a sense that for all political
purposes the differences arc no differences.

Michels’s rejection of the Marxist treatment of hoth concepts marked his final alienation
from traditional socialism and his increasing approximation to what would ultimately become
Fascism. Consider Michels’s discussion in “La guerra Furopea al lume del marterialismo
storico.”

36. Perhaps the most important of Gentile’s works in defense of Fascism is his posthu-
mously published Genesi e strutrura della societd; perhaps the most important of Panunzio’s
works 1s his Teoria generale; see Costamagna, Dottrina del fascismo.

37. On the influence of elites, see, e.g., Camillo Pellizzi, Fascismo—Aristocrazia (Milan:
Alpes, 1925); Michels, Der Patriotismus, chap. 1, esp., pp. 50~53; and Gentile, Origini ¢ dottrina
del fascismo, pp. g—11.
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38, Mussolini, “La Carta del Lavoro,” in Dotrrina del fascismo, p. 278.

3¢. This argument can be traced back to the first revolutionary syndicalist discussions of
law and society. See Panunzio, “Prefazione,” in Persistenza del diritro.

40. See Panunzio, Teoria generale, p. 27, and idem, Lo stato fascista, p. 49. “Without the
state, there is no nation” {Costagmagna, Dottrina del fascismo, p. 183).

41. Panunzio, Teoria generale, p. 40; see, ¢.g., Rossoni, Le idee della Ricostruzione, esp. pp.
17, 32, and 20. See, e.g., Costamagna, Dowtrina del fascismo, pp. 105-111. Panunzio, in this
context, refers to the pedagogical obligations of the modern state. See Teoria generale, p. 59;
Gentile speaks of “Fascist education” as “national education” intended to generate a “common
fundamental national conscience” (Giovanni Gentile, Fascismo e culrura [Milan: Treves, 1428,
pp. 70-71).

42. Mussolini, “Direttive,” in Opera ommia, vol. g, p. 25g. See A. James Gregor, Young
Mussoling and the Intellectual Origins of Fascism (Rerkeley: University of California Press, 1976),
pp. 215-220.

43. See Michels, L'imperialismo italiano, pp. 56-57.

44 See Virginio Gayda, L'economia di domani (Rome: Giornale d'Tralia, 1941), esp. pp.
13f., 23, 24, 28, 40, 82, 83. This was a constant theme in Fascist literature and hecarne a major
argument in the rationale for Italy’s participation in the Second World War. For the earlier
period, see Celestino Arena, L'espansione econornica in regime corporativo (Rome: “Diritto del
lavoro,” 1929), pt. 1.

45. See Arthur Livingston’s “Introduction” to Gaetano Mosca, The Ruling Class (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1939). Mosca regularly alludes to the fact that individuals are "guided”
by both their “passions and [their| needs” (p. 287), a conviction central to Fascist strategies for
governance. Fascist theoreticians always argued that the appeal to “passions” was critical to
the rule of populations. This is not, in and of itself, “irrational.”

Pareto regularly alluded to the “nonlogical” sources of individual and collective political
action. See, e.g., Dino Fiorot, Politica ¢ scienza in Vilfredo Pareto (Milan: Commumitd, 1975),
pt. 2, chap. 1, and Luigi Montini, Vilfredo Pareto e il fascismo (Rome: Volpe, 1974).

Gustav Le Bon, Psychology of the Crowd (London: Benn, 1952) repeats the same views. All
Iralian syndicalists were influenced by such views, and some of them, like Paolo Orano, passed
directly into the Fascist ranks after the conclusion of the First World War. In this context, see
Orano, La psicologia sociale.

46. See the discussion in Guido Bortolotto, Massen und Fuehrer in der faschistischen Lehre
{Berlin: Hanseatische Verlaganstalt, 1934).

47. There is a variety of Fascist accounts of charismatic leadership, but Bortolotto’s Massen
und Fuchrer in der faschistischen Lehre is among the better ones. Michels’s comments are
instructive and provide insights into the Fascist notions of elite and charismatic leadership.
See Michels, First Lectures, chap. 6.

48. Panunzio, Il sentimento dello stato, pp. 6560, 73 n. 29, and Teoria generale, p. 34.

49. Benito Mussolint, “Discorso di Bologna,” in Opera omnia, vol. 16, pp. 240, 243.

50. Mussolini, “La politica interna al Senato,” in ibid., vol. 21, p. 201; idem, “11 venticin-
quennio del Regno di Vittorio Emanuele 1117 in ibid., p. 343; idem, “Discorso a Genoa,” in
ibid., vol. 22, p. 138,

51. See Roberto Michels, Lavoro e razza (Milan: Vallardi, 1924), p. Ix; et po 0

s2. See the discussion in Gregor, /deology of Fascism, chap. 6.

53. See Corrado Gini, Nascita evoluzione ¢ morte delle nazioni (Rome: Littorio, 1930), esp.

p. 100, n. 31; G. Acerbo, [ fondamenti della dottrina fascista della razza (Rome: Unione Edi-
toriale d’Iralia, 1940), p. 25; and N. Timofeeff-Ressowsky, “Genetica ed evoluzione” and
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“Sulla questione dell’isolamento territariale entro popolazione specifiche,” Scientia genetica, 1
(1939).

54. Sec the discussion in the “Introduction” to Mario F. Canella, Kazze umane estinte ¢
viventi (Florence: Sansoni, 1942); idem, Lineament: di antropobislogia (Florence: Sansoni, 1943),
chap. 1;and idem, Princip di psicologia razziale (Flarence: Sansoni, 1y41), chap. 1.

55. Aldo Capasso, Idee chiare sul razzismo (Rome: Augustea, 1942), p. 21; see Guido
Landra, “La razza ltaliana nella teoria dell’ologenesi,” Difesa della razza, 2 (5 Apr. 1939): 10.

56. The authors of the official *“Manifesto of Fascist Racism” referred, therefore, to an “Ital-
1an race.” While there was a clear insistence that the “race” not be “contaminated”™ by “mis-
cegenation” with “alien” types, these authors refused to attribute “superiority” toany given race
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Ausgewachlte Schriften (Cologne: Akademische Verlag, 1962), which I have used as a guide to
retranslate Moses Hess, Rome and Jerusalem (New York: Philosophical Library, rgs8), Page ref-
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historische Materialismus, pp. 326-327. See the discussion in Ludwig Woltmann, Dwe Dar-
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Thought in the Twentieth Century (New York: Random House, 1968), pp. 181-18¢.
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War without Mercy: Race and Power in the Pacific War (New York: Pantheon, 1986}, p. 32g, and
Cullen Hayashida, “Identity, Race and the Blood Ideology of Japan” (Ph.D). diss., University
of Washington, 1976).

92. See the discussion in Mikhail Agursky, Contemporary Russian Nationalism: History
Revised (Jerusalem: Hebrew University Press, Jan. 1g82).
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26. Griftin, Neture of Fascism, p. 195.
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41. Weber, “Romania,” p. 524.
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