
PREFACEPRIVATE 

When I was young, my grandfather used take me on long walks through the Bushwick‑Ridgewood section of Brooklyn where he lived.  He was a thin man, and had seemed frail for as long as I can remember, but he could walk for hours on end.  We would wander on warm summer evenings past the long rows of decaying brownstones, stopping from time to time to talk with one his old friends --most had long since died or moved--  or to buy bread, cheese, wine and oil in one of the little delicatessens which lined the main streets.  We would wait under the elevated tracks for the clatter of the trains, and climb up on the railroad trestle where my father had played when he was a young boy.  And we would talk.  

It was a profoundly mysterious world that entered when I was with him, deeply at odds with the world of suburban tract homes, regimented grammar schools, and sanitized post─conciliar Catholicism in which I was growing up.  It was a world filled with a dark and impenetrable sadness but also with a terrible hope which I longed more than anything to understand.  He would speak of his childhood, and of his native Trapani ──of how his mother had died when he was young, and of how his father had him apprenticed to a blacksmith "which was the same thing as be a slave."  His master didn't feed him, and he was forced to fend for himself, stealing fish from the nets of unwary fishermen, and roasting them with garlic, lemon and olive oil on the hot anvil in the foundry.  He spoke of leaving Trapani in the midst of an epidemic and of being held in quarantine for months, of living "seventeen man to one room" on the Lower East Side of Manhattan, and of how he learned to be a fabric cutter, bought a house and raised a family.  He spoke of raising canaries "I used to lova so much when the little ones they come alive," of making wine, stealing olive oil from supermarkets, and of how we should come to visit him more often.

At other times he would take me into the basement of his house where he had a small workbench, and he would show me the various tools he had made.  He seemed to be able almost magically to turn any thing one gave him into almost anything else.  His capacity for labor was like a magical force which reorganized and transformed everything with which it came into contact.  

Woven into this nostalgic tapestry,  ──which otherwise was not too different from the sad reminiscing of any octogenarian── were threads of a history the real dimensions of which I would only gradually come to understand.  My grandfather would speak of his days a militant in the International Ladies' Garment Workers Union, of how "the work they busta their ass and geta noth' in return," because "the boss he is a no good scound' what he lives ona other people work. So we maka the union."  He would speak of the days of the "popular front" struggles with an exhilaration which can only be called religious.  

I remember, somewhat later, during the 1972 general election, a kind of family council, at which my father asked my grandfather who he was planning support for President.  My grandfather answered,


McGov' non e vera socialista, pero Nix' he is a crook.  I vota McGov'.  

The old Liberal‑Democratic machine of Representative Emmanuel Cellar was in decay, so he organized a group of 12 and 13 year old kids, most of them African American, who called themselves "Samuel's Friends" to work the election, and carried the district handily.  (My grandfather's name was Salvatore.  His friends called him Sam.  The Black kids, not knowing the name Salvatore, assumed that his real name was Samuel).

Like most Italian men of his generation, my grandfather was radically anticlerical, and would have nothing to do even with the "reformed" post‑conciliar church in which my father had become something of a leader.  Once when we were passing a church he stopped, turned towards me as though in a fury and said


A priest he is a no good. He is a womanize and steals the people's money.

He pulled out the ice pick which he always carried with him "for killa the scabs" and drew it across his throat saying 


We fixa good. We killa. Excepta the friar.  They are ona side of the poor.

Still, he was profoundly religious, and especially devoted to the blessed virgin. Once, we showed him a picture of Our Lady of Sorrows, Maria Addolorata, being carried in procession in his native Trapani.  He looked closely at the picture, his face overwhelmed with an unspeakable sadness and said.


I know thata wom'.  She isa very sad.  The police they killa her son.  So sad she is, we worship her for it.  I am not sure, but her son I thinka they calla him Jes'."

My grandfather's stories spoke to me of an aspiration for a better world, of a deep sadness but also of a terrible hope, ──of a struggle which I longed more than anything to understand ──no, to enter into, to become a part of, and to carry on.

My father held a similar vision --but articulated it in very different language.  He turned down an appointment to Annapolis, which my grandfather's cunning had extracted from some Brooklyn ward heeler, to fight fascism in Europe.  When he returned from the war he studied engineering under the GI bill, at Princeton, Columbia, and New York University, and went on to establish a construction management firm which, for a time, was the leader in its field.  Construction management, for those who are not familiar to the discipline, is essentially the application of the principles of modern scientific management to the construction industry --historically one of the technologically most backward, and politically most corrupt sectors of the economy.  The  firm grew, in large part, because of the massive expansion of the public sector during the 1960's.  My father was a builder of schools, of hospitals which, under the Hill Burton Act were required to dedicate a portion of their services to low-income communities, and of vast installations for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration.  By the end of the decade he was bringing home blue prints for "new cities" he planned to build, cities which would be integrated from the very day of their foundation, which would guarantee decent housing, education, and health care for working class families, which would have public transportation systems that rendered the automobile superfluous.  I would spend hours just contemplating the plans for those projects, which seemed to me to be a kind of technological New Jerusalem, a fulfillment of the human potential for productivity, power, knowledge and solidarity.

The anticommunist hysteria of the 1950's made the socialist option an impossibility for my father's generation.  Like most second generation Italian Americans he was a loyal Democrat, and during the 1950's drifted back towards the Catholic Church.  There was, however, more than a little of the socialist utopia in those plans for new cities which we would pour over on cold winter evenings.  And his Catholicism, while it preserved elements of the older devotionalism, was first and foremost a religion of salvation through ethical conduct and service to the community.

These were the years of the New Frontier and the Great Society --years when it really seemed that scientific innovation and civic responsibility would at long last triumph over humanity's millennia of ignorance and egoism.  The aspirations of the period were perhaps best captured by the popular science fiction series Star Trek, which depicted a society in which not only had poverty and hunger been vanquished and racial and national contradictions overcome, but everyone performed useful, challenging labor.  The only hierarchies were those based on ability, and even these were remarkably fluid. James T. Kirk, the 34 year old starship captain, was a kind of cosmic Jack Kennedy, grouping around himself the expertise he need to complement his own decisive (and sometimes reckless) leadership.  For those of us who grew up in the 1960s, society on the model of Star Trek seemed not only possible but inevitable.  It was only a matter of time.

The election of 1968 was something of a disaster for our family.  The new Republican Administration ushered in a long period of reduced investment in the public sector.  And my father's firm, which had always made contributions to progressive Democrats, was placed on the Administration's blacklist.  Entire projects, including the one new city to progress beyond the visionary stage, were impounded.  Now in my teens, I watched helplessly as the market gradually destroyed what my father's hard work had built up.  

It was this, more than anything that set me on the road to socialism.  Intensely religious when I was very young, around the age of eleven or twelve I became alienated from the Church, both because the irrationality of its dogmas conflicted with the scientific world view I was absorbing at school, and because the conservatism of the hierarchy seemed to conflict with the intensely solidaristic values of the Christian tradition in which I had been raised.  I was elected Vice President of the Student Council at age 12 as an open Communist, and the next year, when we moved to Chicago, became active in electoral politics, working first for George McGovern, and then for a number of progressive Democratic candidates for the Illinois state Assembly, learning the art of politics by struggling toe to toe with some of Mayor Richard J. Daley's most experienced precinct captains.  By night I would read revolutionary novels ──Malraux's La conditione humaine, Gorky's Mother, early Soviet Science Fiction── and began to find in the political struggle that sense of meaning and direction, and that experience of transcendent solidarity, which the Roman Catholic Church could no longer provide.  Later, at the University of Chicago, I attended Paul Ricoeur's lectures on "Ideology and Utopia," and began to steep myself in the writings of Hegel, Marx, and Lukacs.  But I also developed, thanks to the efforts of a medieval historian by the name of Karl Morrison, a sense of the larger philosophical tradition of which these revolutionary thinkers are the culmination.  So I poured over Plato and Aristotle, Augustine, Aquinas, and Bonanventura, as well as Marx and Hegel and Lukacs. In 1977 I moved to New Haven, and spent two years at Yale University, studying the  Hebrew Scriptures, the New Testament, Luther, Calvin, and Edwards, while continuing my militance in community struggles and my private study of the Marxist tradition, under the tutelage of a Polish emigre literary critic.   I was content with neither traditional Christianity, which seemed to deny the possibility of realizing in this world the very values it conserved and promoted, nor with the secular left, which seemed to have lost sight of the solidaristic values immanent in the struggle for socialism, and to have become mired in a sterile productivism.   

In 1979 I returned to Chicago.  Those were heady days for the left.  The economic stagnation of the 1970's seemed at long last to be opening up into a real crisis, and municipal governments all around the country were in disarray.  In just over one year, the city of Chicago faced strikes by teachers, police, and firemen, turned the public hospital over to Hyatt Corporation, and raised transit fares by 66%.  To many of us it seemed there was a real opening for the left.  Then in 1980 Ronald Reagan was elected president, and when his program was announced it seemed that we might be able to draw together ──under communist leadership no less── a broad front of resistance to austerity and militarism.  And so I threw myself into the struggle, building a small community organization in West Englewood, preaching on the virtues of socialism in a tiny Lutheran Church, and serving on the steering committees of several ill fated popular front and united front formations.  I was even named "Secretary of Transportation" in former Chicago Alderman Dick Simpson's "shadow government" for the State of Illinois!  By August, however, it became apparent that we had no base outside the ethnic minority communities, where despair and social disintegration made organizing almost impossible.  Our base organizations atrophied as the real implications of Reagan's victory began to take hold of the popular consciousness, and our popular fronts disintegrated in a frenzy of sectarian strife.

During roughly this same period, I became involved in a study of Italian immigrant and ethnic history at the University of Illinois, and conducted some sixty interviews with Italian Americans, only to discover that a significant minority were anticlerical Christian socialists like my grandfather.  I returned to Sicily for a time and conducted more interviews, finding that the tradition there was alive and well.  In conjunction with the study, I began reading in the social and religious history of Sicily and the Mezzogiorno ──about Joachim of Fiore, the Calabrese abbot who foretold the coming  a "Third Age of the Holy Spirit" in which all goods would be owned in common, and about the Franciscan Spirituals who embraced his doctrines, which catalyzed peasant revolts throughout Europe during the fourteenth century.  It was the excommunication of these fraticelli by Pope John XXII, which alienated the rural masses of Sicily and the Mezzogiorno from the Church, and which lay behind my grandfather's anticlericalism, which made an otherwise inexplicable exception for the friars.  And it was their communist spirituality which for the background of his socialism. I read as well, in a little book by Eric Hobsbawm, about what he condescendingly called the Primitive Rebels of Sicily, about the fasci contadini, the peasant leagues  which struggled for land and liberty in the period just before the great emigration of the 1890's ──and who prosecuted this struggle in the name of the Gesu Socialista.  

Reflecting on this history in the light of the current situation of the left in the United States, I became convinced that the story of this religious socialist tradition had something very important to tell us about the nature of the socialist project.  It was becoming increasingly clear to me that I was heir to a tradition which deserved to be studied and preserved.

In 1981 I moved to San Francisco, where I continued my studies, pursuing a doctorate in Religion and Society at the Graduate Theological Union.  During my three years in San Francisco I was exposed to nearly every dimension of the communist movement as it existed in the United States at that time  ──party building, united front, and popular front, solidarity work, electoral politics and "theoretical struggle."  I learned a great deal, particularly from my comrades in what eventually became the New Democratic Movement.  At the same time, there seemed often seemed to be very little effort to re‑examine the nature and prospects of the socialist project in the light of the sustained failures the communist movement both internationally and in the United States. My persistant criticisms of the leadership meant that I was eventually excluded from all positions of responsibility.  So I devoted myself to teaching and writing, deepening my grasp of social theory generally, and of the Marxist tradition in particular.  I focused my attention on the Marxist critique of religion, which was undergoing profound revision in the light of events in Latin America and elsewhere in the Third World, and steeped myself in the works of Antonio Gramsci, Jose Carlos Mariategui, and their interpreters. I pulled together the results of my research in Chicago, and presented an earlier version of this study in 1985 as  my doctoral dissertation.

My dissertation  argued, on the basis of my analysis of Italian  immigrant socialism, that the social basis for the emergence of socialist consciousness lies in the traditional communal institutions and the popular religious traditions of the working class and peasantry.  The principal task of the communist movement, I argued, was to engage in an ideological struggle over the political valence of these religious traditions, which, I believed, could form a bridge to the formation of socialist consciousness.  Concretely, I advocated a strategy which integrated congregation or community based organizing with political education.  

The intervening years have been devoted to testing the strategic implications of that study.  In addition to teaching at the University of Dallas, the University of Pittsburgh, Carlow College, and other institutions, I served for three years as Director for the Justice and Peace Commission for the Catholic Diocese of Dallas.  In that capcity I played a leading role in building a sponsoring committee of over 50 congregations and raising over $125,000 for a congregation based organizing project.  I also developed a series of educational programs designed to challenge participants in this project theoretically and ideologically --to try to draw on their religious traditions as a bridge to formation of socialist consciousness.

The results of this strategy were mixed.  There is little doubt that religious institutions almost alone have conserved the networks of non-commodity social relations, and a discourse centered on the common good which historically have served as the basis for formation of socialist consciousness among the masses. We laid the groundwork for development of a progressive mass organization in one of the most reactionary cities on the planet, and put socialism on the intellectual agenda of at least a core of leaders within the organization.  At the same time, the alienated form of religious consciousness proved itself rather more resistant to rationalization than I had expected.  The rightward drift within the Catholic Church, furthermore, made it impossible to hold onto the institutional terrain which permitted us to initiate the project.  And secularization seems to have progressed to the point that the most advanced elements of the working class are no longer to be found in the churches.  

The present version of the study has been revised in the light of this experience.  It has also been shaped by the events of the later 1980's, and in particular the fateful events which have unfolded between 1989 and 1991.  The past decade has not been an easy time for the left.  We have witnessed the more or less complete collapse of the international communist movement, an abrupt halt to the forward march of the national liberation movements in the Third World, and what seems to be a definitive victory for consumerism in the advanced capitalist countries.  In the face of these events of the past few years, many of my former comrades have abandoned the struggle, embracing the new neoliberal orthodoxy.  A few hold on to worn out dogmas which, in truth, were already discredited in the time of Lenin.  I reject both alternatives.  Nothing which has happened in these last few years calls into question what I consider to be the fundamental principals of dialectical and historical materialism --i.e. that the both the cosmos generally, and human society in particular develop towards increasingly complex levels of organization, that process of development embodies certain immanent values, which form the only rational basis for ethics, and that in our own time capitalist relations generally, and the system of generalized commodity production in particular have become an obstacle to the further development of the species.  But clearly there are aspects of the classical Marxist and Leninist understanding of the socialist transition which are long overdue for revision.  I believe that by studying the history of socialism  ──i.e. of the real historical socialist movement── we can discover the historical basis of socialist values ──and learn something about how to revitalize the socialist project.

And so my execution of this study has been shaped in some significant measure by an effort to understand what has gone wrong  ──to re‑examine the socialist project in the light of the defeats of the past decade.  I have interrogated the history of Italian immigrant socialism to find out if it can tell us something about the nature of the socialist project which differs from the received tradition of Marxist and Leninist orthodoxy. I have been particularly concerned to understand the reasons for the decline of immigrant socialism, as this might say something to us about the crisis of socialism generally.  And so, while this work is in many ways a very personal statement, concerned with the story of a very particular strain within the socialist tradition, it has far broader implications.  It is my hope that it can make a real contribution to the revitalization of the tradition which my grandfather handed down to me on the streets of Brooklyn on those warm summer nights more than two decades ago  --and to the utopian vision of a "new city" which develops the creative capacities and the civic virtue of all of its citizens, which my father passed on to me in the very different language of scientific management.


CHAPTER ONE


RELIGION AND SOCIALISM

I. Statement of the Problem

The crisis of socialism in the Soviet bloc, the decline of the Communist parties in Western Europe, and the sagging fortunes of Marxist led national liberation movements suggest that we need to rethink the nature of the socialist project.  Clearly the wave of socialist movements which swept across the planet between 1848 and 1989 did not succeed in catalyzing a global transition to communism.  Yet these movements mounted a powerful critique of capitalism, expressed deeply rooted aspirations, and moved millions of people to struggle and self-sacrifice.  What was their real social basis?  Why did they appear when they did, gain such powerful popular momentum, and then suddenly collapse? What future, if any, is there for the socialist vision? Only a careful analysis of the history of socialism as a mass movement can answer these questions.

The history of socialism in the United States is of particular interest in this regard.  During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries workers in the United States, as in the other industrializing countries, began to form trade unions and political parties, and were attracted in growing numbers to the socialist project.  In the years leading up to the First World War it seemed that the Socialist Party might eventually develop to the point where it could reorganize North American society.  Certainly there was no reason to believe that North American socialism would lag too far behind the European workers' movement.  By 1945, however, when social democratic parties were participating in the reconstruction of post war Europe, and communist parties were either in power, or constituted the principal opposition across much of the Eurasian land mass, socialism in the United States was all but extinct.  Was there something unique about North American society which blocked the development of a mass socialist movement?  Or were the processes which ultimately undermined socialism on a global scale simply more advanced, or working more swiftly, in the United States than in Europe and the Third World?

In order to answer this question, it is necessary to examine the history of North American socialism in some detail.  But socialism in the United States was not one but many movements.  The working class in the United States was an immigrant working class, and North American socialism was an amalgam of the diverse socialisms which the immigrants brought with them from Germany, Italy, and Eastern Europe.  This study will focus, therefore, on one particular strain within the socialist movement in the United States:  the Italian immigrant socialism which grew flourished in the years between 1894 and 1924 in the industrial cities of the Northeast and Midwest.

Our story begins in Sicily in the middle of the nineteenth  century. The unification of Italy in 1860 under the hegemony  of the Piemontese bourgeoisie opened the road for  industrialization of the Italian North.  At the same time,  this industrialization proceeded largely at the expense of  the rural poor of Sicily and the Southern provinces ‑‑the so  called Mezzogiorno‑‑ and the peasants of the mountainous  regions of the Center. The fiscal and commercial policies of  the Piemontese State at once catalyzed penetration of  capitalist relations of production into the countrysides of  the South, while at the same time extracting much of the  region's social surplus product, thereby blocking the  development of consumer demand, and restricting capital  formation.  The South was, in other words, consigned to the  role of an exploited colony.

The Southern popular sectors did not, however, accept this  fate with passivity.  The peasant communities of these  regions had a long history of popular resistance which  reached back into the Middle Ages and beyond, and they drew  especially on a popular religious tradition deeply influenced  by Franciscan spirituality, which provided them with a vision  of a new classless and communal social order. Socialist organizers drew on these popular traditions to forge a mass  socialist movement which, during the agrarian crisis of 1893  came close to a direct contest for political power in the  Islands and the South.  

The defeat of the movement in the early days of 1894 both  closed the road to revolution and opened up the floodgates of  emigration, so that between 1870 and 1924  more than  1.5  million people left Italy, most of them peasants, most from  Sicily and the South, and most bound for North America  (Sereni 1968:353‑355).  When the immigrants reached  the  United States they did not abandon their socialist heritage, nor did they liquidate their national  identity and their popular religious traditions. Rather, they adapted their traditional communal institutions  to the new conditions of struggle which they encountered in  the U.S., building a political and cultural sphere of  resistance to North American capitalism rooted in the pre‑ existing solidarities of the immigrant community, and in its  principal organization: the mutual benefit society. These  societies were at once service organizations, providing  sickness and death benefits to their members, organizations  of struggle which tried to combat national chauvinism and  oppression of the immigrants by the padroni, or "bosses",  social centers where the immigrants gathered for wine and  conversation, and religious communities more or less  independent of clerical control.  They also formed the  grass  roots network out of which emerged the Federazione Socialista  Italiana (FSI), one of the language federations which was  affiliated with the Socialist Party. The Marxist critique of religion to the  contrary, the FSI  saw itself as deeply rooted in the  Christian tradition.  This was true in spite of a long  standing anticlerical tradition among the peasants of Sicily  and the South, dating back to the Joachite controversy in the  late middle ages, a tradition reinforced for some by the fact  that the Church had been an obstacle to national unity during  the Risorgimento period.  The Federazione Socialista Italiana, the principal organization of the Italian immigrant  working class, in fact saw itself as the real heir of the  Christian tradition, and carried out extensive cultural work  to establish itself as such among the Catholic immigrant  masses.   Together with their brothers and sisters from  Poland, Russia and Yugoslavia, from the ghettos and shtetls of the Pale of Settlement, farmers from Oklahoma, sharecroppers from the Black south, these anticlerical‑but‑ Christian immigrants from Sicily and the Mezzogiorno helped  to forge a mass socialist movement in the United States. 

By 1945, however, this movement had all but disappeared.  I will argue that the great "decline of socialism in America" can be attributed to the penetration of commodity relations in to every sphere of social life and to the  consequent erosion of the traditional forms of community which formed the basis in experience for the socialist project.  As economic conditions changed in the wake of the Great  Depression, and in particular after the victories of U.S.  imperialism in World War Two made possible a dynamic of  rising real wages and upward social mobility for broad layers  of the working class, the immigrants and their children  became increasingly vulnerable to the political and  ideological initiatives of the bourgeoisie, as the bourgeois  school and the bourgeois media fostered an ethic of  consumerism and careerism. Reformist trade unions and  community organizations, often led by the Communist Party,  taught the masses to organize themselves exclusively on the  basis of their interest as consumers, a pattern  which had dangerous results as increasingly privileged  Italian and other white ethnic communities came into conflict  with Black and Latino minorities over control of jobs,  housing, etc. in the postwar period.  The mass organizations  of the working class were increasingly transformed into  organizations for the defense of privilege.  The Democratic  Party, meanwhile, gained immense prestige from its role in  defeating fascism, and from its economic policy, which helped lift millions from poverty to the threshold of affluence  during the postwar years, and transformed itself, in effect, into a national‑popular political institution.  The Roman  Catholic Church, up to this point never a powerful force in  the predominantly anticlerical Italian immigrant community,  began to establish itself on the terrain which the Left had  abandoned, taking up sponsorship of the popular religious  traditions of the immigrant communities, but also binding  these traditions increasingly to reformist, Social Christian,  and even reactionary political projects, such as the devotion to Our Lady of Fatima, which became widespread during this  period.  It is this complex of economic, political, and  ideological developments which led to the defeat of immigrant  socialism, and to the  incorporation of the Italian ethnic  communities into the pro‑capitalist culture of the United States during the post war period.  

II. Theoretical Perspectives

It should be apparent even from this brief summary that the history of Italian immigrant socialism points to an analysis of the of the socialist project which differs in some important respects from that advanced by classical Marxist and Leninist theory.  This study is, first and foremost an exploration, in the context of the study of a particular socialist movement, of the social basis and political valence of the socialist project generally, and of the relationship between religion and socialism in particular.  Before we can carry out this analysis, however, it is necessary to say something about the ways in which the dialectical and historical materialist tradition has historically approached this question.  


A. The Dialectical Tradition

This study shares with the dialectical tradition generally certain convictions regarding the nature of science, and of the reality which science discloses.  Scientific inquiry is an active process which penetrates beneath the play of facts and events to the underlying structures which produce these phenomena (Bashkar 1989).  The reality revealed by science is complex and differentiated, with each form of matter  characterized by its own specific laws of development, and by a dynamic of growth and development towards ever more complex levels of organization (Davies 1988).  Matter develops, in other words, from physical, to chemical, biological, social --and perhaps ultimately to even higher levels of organization.  Being is relational and teleological.  A rational grasp of this teleological relationality is, at the same time a grasp of the values immanent in the structure of being itself: i.e. of the truth of being, its beauty, and its essential goodness. 

The social form of matter is distinguished by its capacity to organize and reorganize itself and its natural environment.  It develops from relatively simple tribal forms of organization, through more complex tributary and capitalist forms.  This evolution takes place through the development of the human capacity to organize both physical, chemical, and biological matter (through the material process of production) and the social form of matter itself (through political and cultural activity).  Human spirituality is, at the most profound level, the capacity to participate in the development of the cosmos through labor, power, knowledge, and love.  

At certain points in the development of a society, the existing forms of organization (economic, political, cultural relations) become an obstacle to the further development of that society.  This leads to complex economic, political, and cultural contradictions, and ultimately to either the decadence and degeneration of the society or to social revolution and renewed growth and development.  

This, precisely, is what is happening in capitalist societies.  On the one hand, the development of industrial forces of production, of democratic political life, and modern science have created an extraordinarily high level of material interdependence, and made it possible for humanity as a whole to participate in a qualitatively new way in shaping its own destiny.  At the same time, mediation of this interdependence through the marketplace makes all activity simply a means of realizing individual consumption interests.  This leads to a whole complex of economic contradictions which gradually undermine capital formation and lead to economic and technological stagnation.  Furthermore, it obscures our interdependence and gradually erodes the social fabric. People spend more and more time working in order to consume, and less and less time in voluntary activities on behalf of the common good. The democratic potential of advanced industrial societies atrophies.

The mediation of human interdependence through the marketplace is also the underlying cause of religious alienation.  The dialectical tradition, following Feuerbach, has always affirmed that spirituality, in the sense outlined above, is an expression of the social nature of humanity, and of the organization of the cosmos as a meaningful totality. "The absolute to man," writes Feuerbach, "is his own nature"  (1957:5).  On the one hand Feuerbach locates the human  "species being" or essential nature in the capacity for  intersubjectivity.


Man is at once both I and Thou; he can put himself in the  place of another, for this reason: that to him his  species, his essential nature, and not merely his  individuality, is an object of thought (1957:2).

On the other hand, Feuerbach regards this capacity for intersubjectivity as a capacity of the self‑sufficient  individual.


The inner life of man is the life which has relation to  his general, as distinguished from his individual nature  ... The brute can exercise no function which has relation  to its species without another individual external to  itself; but man can perform the functions of thought and  speech, which  strictly imply such a relation, apart from  another individual (1957:2).

The values embodied in religious  symbols, Feuerbach argues, are symbolic representations of humanity's highest powers.  "In  religion man contemplates his own latent nature" (1957:33).   The difficulty, rather, lies in the representation of these  qualities as powers independent of, alien to, and above  humanity, and thus as in some sense a limitation of human  nature.


Religion is the disunity of man from himself;  he sets  God before himself as the antithesis of himself.  God is  not what man is and man is not what God is; God is the  infinite, man the finite being; God the perfect,  man the  imperfect; God eternal, man temporal; God is the  absolutely positive, the sum of all realities, man the  absolutely negative, comprehending all negations  (1957:33).

Feuerbach thus makes what amounts to a distinction between the solidaristic value─content of religious consciousness and its alienated religious form.  Religion, while it is an expression of the essentially social character of human nature, is also an obstacle to the complete realization of human social capacities.  The full development of humanity presupposes the realization of human sociality as a fully human power.

Marx takes this critique one step further.  If Feuerbach looks behind religion to find its real content ──i.e. human sociality, he still regards human nature as an abstract essence or a moral capacity. Marx looks behind this abstract essence to discover the underlying structures of human society  ──and in particular the structure which produces the alienation characteristic of religious consciousness.  The advent of  science and technology which has accompanied  industrialization under capitalism has created the  preconditions for comprehensive rationalization of human consciousness.  Further, the  social character of the productive forces under capitalism,  Marx believed, would create in the working class a new  socialist consciousness rooted in a profound appreciation of  the material interdependence characteristic of industrial  production.   The factory, for Marx, is  a kind of moral  community in which the worker is transformed spiritually into  a new social being.

At the same time, just as commodity production ultimately becomes an obstacle to the  development of the productive forces, so too the opaque  character of exploitation under capitalism, veiled as it were by the apparent reciprocity of the wage relation, becomes an obstacle to the complete rationalization of the social order.  Marx writes in Capital:


The religious world is the reflex of the real world.  The  religious reflex can vanish only when the practical  relations of everyday life offer to man none but  perfectly intelligible and reasonable relations with  regard to nature and his fellow man.


Material production does not strip off its mystical veil  until it is treated as production by freely associated  men, and is consciously regulated by them in accord with  a conscious plan. (Marx and Engels 1975: 118)

Religious consciousness thus persists under capitalism as the alienated expression of a solidarity which capitalism itself both promotes (in the form of objective, material interdependence) and gradually undermines.  The realization of religious values requires that we transcend the otherworldly, alienated, mystified form of these values, and this, in turn requires the transcendence of capitalist relations of production.  

Marx makes a sharp distinction in his analysis between what he calls "crude communism," which defines capitalism in terms of private property, and locates the principal contradiction of the capitalist mode of production in the tension between the social character of the productive forces, and private accumulation of capital, and an authentic, scientific communism which grasps the underlying structure of capitalism --generalized commodity production-- and understands that communism involves not simply the abolition of private property, but the transcendence of commodity production.  Authentic communism presupposes that humanity has grasped the dialectic, is able to look behind the play of facts and events to the underlying structures that produce them, and thus grasp the whole dynamic of the historical process, and the value immanent therein (Marx 1978:  473-483).


Communism as the positive transcendence of private property, or human self‑estrangement, and therefore as the real appropriation of the human essence by and for man; communism therefore as the complete return of man to himself as a social (i.e. human) being, a return become conscious, and accomplished within the entire wealth of previous development.  This communism as fully developed naturalism, equals humanism, and as fully developed humanism equals naturalism; it is the genuine resolution of the conflict between man and nature and between man and man ──the true resolution of the strife between existence and essence, between objectification and self‑confirmation, between freedom and necessity, between the individual and the species.  Communism is the solution to the riddle of history and knows itself to be this solution 


The entire movement of history is, therefore, both its actual act of genesis (the birth act of its empirical existence) and also for its thinking consciousness the comprehended and known process of its coming to be (1978:84).

For Marx Communism is the realization of the "social individuality" of  humanity: an end to economic exploitation and the creation of a social order in which "love can be exchanged  for love and trust for trust" (1978: 105). In this sense, Marx does not so much seek to abolish religion as to transcend it in the Hegelian sense, making the solidarity which religion embodies, albeit in alienated form, into the very substance of human existence.  Communism thus bears the same relationship to religion generally as the beatific vision or the mystical union does to the largely sacramental religion of the masses.  Both communism and the mystical union involve a movement from faith to knowledge, from sacramental ──i.e. symbolic, representational── to real participation in divine love.    Indeed, it is possible to see in dialectical materialism a kind of teleological natural law ethics, centered on realization of human social capacities, and directed towards the ultimate redemption of humanity, and a materialist spirituality, centered on the struggle for ever higher levels of solidarity expressed in work, power, love and knowledge.  

The least developed dimension of Marx's thought was clearly his analysis of the process by which socialist consciousness emerges within the proletariat.  Marx recognized that workers developed socialist consciousness very gradually, through their struggle with the bourgeoisie.


At first ... they direct their attacks not against the bourgeois condition of production, but against the instruments of production themselves; they destroy imported wares ... they smash to pieces machinery, they set factories ablaze .... 


But with the development of industry the proletariat not only increases in number; it becomes concentrated in greater masses, its strength grows, and it feels that strength more ... Thereupon the workers begin to form combinations  (Trades Unions) against the bourgeois; they club together to keep up the rate of wages; they found permanent associations in order to make provision beforehand for these occasional revolts...


The real fruit of their battles lies, not in the immediate result, but in the ever-expanding union of the workers... (1978: 480-1)

Eventually the workers realize that "every class struggle is a political struggle" and form a political party through which to prosecute the interests of their class.

The final stage in the development of socialist consciousness, however, takes place not through the spontaneous action of the proletariat, but through the intervention of the intelligentsia, which Marx sees not as a stratum of the proletariat, but rather as a section of the bourgeoisie.


Finally ... a portion of the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in particular, a  portion of the bourgeois ideologists, who have raised themselves to the level of comprehending theoretically the historical process as a whole (1978: 481-2).

It is this last stage which is critical for the formation of communist, as opposed to merely trade union or political class consciousness.


The Communists, therefore, are, on the one hand, practically, the most advanced and resolute section of the working class parties of every country, that section which pushes forward all others; on the other hand theoretically, they have over the great mass of the proletariat the advantage of clearly understanding the line of march, the conditions, and the ultimate general results of the proletarian movement (1978: 484).

A close reading of Marx's analysis of the development of socialist consciousness points out an important key to understanding the current crisis of the international communist movement and of socialism generally.  Marx recognizes implicitly that the industrial working class never develops past the point of trade unionism, or at best of political class consciousness, to a fully a communist level.  While he did not spell out the reasons for this, they are already implicit in Marx's analysis of alienation.  While  industrialization creates a high level of material interdependence, which forms the basis for the emergence of socialist consciousness, the mediation of this interdependence through the marketplace obscures our underlying solidarity and makes every relationship appear simply as a means for individual advantage.  As workers begin to organize, they do so not based on a fully developed dialectical grasp of human interdependence, but rather for the simple reason that by organizing they can improve their lives.  The alienation generated by generalized commodity production prevents workers from achieving knowledge of, and thus commitment to "the historical process as a whole."  


B. Development of the Socialist Tradition


1. Social Democracy

The question of just how the workers movement develops, and how socialist consciousness emerges, remained a difficult question for the socialist parties which adopted the broad framework of Marx's theory.  Most of the leadership of the workers movement neglected or rejected Marx's insights regarding the limits to the spontaneous development of socialist consciousness among the working class. Marx's understanding of human labor as an expression of the larger capacity of matter to develop towards ever higher levels of organization was displaced by a technological and economic determinism which regarded the development of socialism as a more or less inevitable result of the contradiction between industrial technology and capitalist property relations.  This attitude was reflected not only in the writings of social democratic revisionists like Bernstein, but even in the work of Frederick Engels. The material basis for socialism, according to Engels, is the  industrial system created by capitalism, which gave to the  productive forces a uniquely social character. 


The bourgeoisie could not transform these puny means of  production into mighty productive forces without  transforming them at the same time into social means of  production worked by a collectivity of men (Marx and  Engels: 1978: 202).

The advanced social division of labor means that realization  of the value of products depends on exchange.  At the same  time, however, the appropriation of the surplus product has  remained individual, i.e.  capitalist appropriation.


The separation was made between the means of production  concentrated in the hands of the capitalists, on the one  hand, and the producers, possessing nothing on the other  (Marx and Engels 1978:  704).

The relative or absolute impoverishment of the working class  leads ultimately to a permanent tendency towards  underconsumption, fomenting first economic and then political  crises, exacerbating the contradiction between the  bourgeoisie and the proletariat, and creating the material  conditions for social revolution.

According to this "theory of the productive forces" the  socialization of the means of production is the precondition  for the continued development of the productive forces.  

This theory had definite strategic implications.


German Social Democracy occupies a special position and there, at least in the immediate future, has a special task.  The two million voters whom it sends to the ballot box, together with the young men and women who stand behind them as non-voters form the most numerous, most compact mass, the decisive "shockforce" of the international proletarian army.  This mass already supplies over a fourth of the votes cast ... Its growth proceeds as spontaneously, as steadily, as irresistibly, and at the same time as tranquilly as a natural process ... If it continues in this fashion, by the end of this century we shall conquer the greater part of the middle strata of society, petty bourgeois and small peasants and grow into the decisive power in the land, before which all other powers will have to bow, whether they like it or not  (Marx and Engels 1978: 571).

The outcome of this strategy has fallen far short of Engels' expectations.  The trade unions and social democratic parties which emerged in the advanced capitalist countries played a key role in mobilizing support within the working class for the redistributional countercyclical policies which restructured capitalism during the middle of the twentieth century.  Because of the alienated character of working class consciousness, workers could not aspire to a reorganization that promoted the all sided growth and development of all members of the society, but only a restructuring that made it possible for them to share, to some extent, in the bourgeois way of life.  On the one hand this restructuring made it possible for a large section of the working class of the advanced industrial countries to escape poverty, and made it possible for many to gain access to education, health care, etc.  At the same time, this restructuring set in motion the development of a mass consumer society which squandered the vast wealth of the advanced industrial societies on creating a suburban sprawl filled with cheap consumer goods and congested with an ever growing population of automobiles.  The incorporation of workers into mass consumer society, furthermore, in turn undermined the traditional communitarian structures which had made trade unionism possible.  The penetration of commodity relations into every sphere of life made all activity into simply a means of realizing individual interests, and gradually undermined the workers' ability to grasp and thus to promote the common good.  Contradictions emerged between the industrial working class, anxious to protect its disposable income, and the intelligentsia, which was struggling to centralize capital for investment in technological development, education, research, etc.  This in turn made it possible for the more reactionary sectors of the bourgeoisie to mobilize industrial workers through anti-tax movements, undermining electoral support for social democracy, and leading to a general crisis for the left in the advanced capitalist countries.

Social democracy, in short, proved itself to be a blind alley.


2. Populism and French Socialism

The emergence of Marxism as the dominant ideology of the  popular movements at the end of the nineteenth century  was  greeted with mixed feelings by socialists in the  underdeveloped peripheries of the world system.  On the one  hand, Marxism offered a powerful tool for the analysis of  bourgeois society, and in particular of the capitalist   economic system.  On the other hand, it offered little hope  for the future of a semi‑peripheral country like Russia,  where most of the people were peasants rather than industrial  workers and which, according to Marxism, would have to  undergo a prolonged process of capitalist development before  conditions would be ripe for social revolution.

To many Russian socialists  this seemed like a serious error.   Land tenure in Russia had long been semi‑communal in  character.  While the land was cultivated by individual  families, it was periodically redistributed by the peasant  community, the obschina or mir,
 which also guaranteed  equitable distribution of the burdens of tax, rent and corvee  to which the peasants were subject.  Under these  circumstances capitalist development, which would entail not  only proletarianization of the peasantry, but also the  destruction of the mir, and the development of private  property relations, not only failed to seem progressive, but  in fact threatened to undermine what many saw as an  indigenous basis for the development of socialism.  Thus the  emergence of the narodnik or populist trend in Russian  socialism. (Radkey 1958:passim)

The narodniki challenged Marxist productivism at its very  core.  Far from being inevitable and a necessary precondition  for the construction of socialism, they argued, capitalist  development in a country like Russia was impossible. On the  one hand, they reasoned, the development of capitalism  presupposed the ruination of the peasantry and the  proletarianization of the work force.  On the other hand, such  an impoverishment of the rural population in a rural country  like Russia would drive effective demand so low that there  would, in, effect be no home market for the goods the  capitalists produced.  Capitalism was possible, the populists  reasoned, only on the basis of a foreign market for  manufactured goods  ‑‑in effect only for a dominant  imperialist country‑‑ something which Russia, having entered  on capitalist development too late, could never aspire to be.  (Radkey 1958: passim, Venturi 1966).

The real basis for socialism, they argued lay in the long  standing collectivist traditions of the peasantry, and in  particular, in the redistributional land tenure  characteristic of the obschina, which constituted a distinct  "popular mode of production" and which would form the basis  for a  "non‑capitalist road" to socialism in Russia.   Transfer of the land to the peasantry would put an end to the  exploitation of the countryside, leading to rising rural  demand, which would in turn provide a market for manufactured  goods ‑‑both "soft" consumer goods and agricultural  implements which would, in turn, increase agrarian  productivity and open up the road to development, which would  proceed within a collectivist framework guaranteed by the  institutions of the peasantry.

Contemporary trends within Marxism have echoed many of the  arguments of the Russian populists.  Perhaps the most  important of these are the "dependency" or "world systems"  theorists and the associated "campesinista" trend in Latin  America (cf. e.g. Frank 1973, Wallerstein 1981, Amin 1975,  1980).  The dependency theorists, like the populists, have  argued that capitalist development of the productive forces  is impossible in the Third World because of the low level of  effective demand created and sustained by imperialist  exploitation.  This means that, on the one hand, that the  traditional "national liberation front" strategy associated  with the parties of the Third International, which looked to  an alliance with the anti‑imperialist national bourgeoisie to  break the bonds of foreign exploitation, and unleash  development of the productive forces, thereby creating the  material basis for the emergence of a mass socialist  movement, has to be discarded, because the pattern of  dependent development blocks to formation of such a national  bourgeoisie, and even of a large industrial working class.   On the other hand, the intense exploitation of the  countrysides, together with the growth of marginalized urban  sectors, has created a new basis for revolutionary socialism  in the Third World.

Peasant production, many dependency theorists argue (Amin  1975, Stavenhagen 1978, Dias Polanco 1977, Esteva 1978), is  characterized by relations of production which incline the  peasantry more or less spontaneously towards  socialist or at least collectivist ideas. Peasant production  is rarely oriented towards accumulation, and rarely employs  wage labor.  Indeed much peasant production is not commodity  production at all but production for subsistence.  The  peasantry, further, has a particular affinity for  forms of  ownership which integrate "social property, collective  organization, and individual or family use of parcels,"  (Esteva 1978:708) or what we earlier called "redistributional  land tenure." The struggle of the peasantry for land is a  struggle to defend its communitarian social forms from the  ravages of capitalist development.  This struggle forms the basis for a popular movement directed towards the  restriction and elimination of capitalist relations of  production generally, and thus  the basis for the emergence  of mass socialist movements in the countrysides of the Third  World.

The populist tradition suggests to us a theoretical framework  which will allow us to explain the emergence of mass  socialist movements independently of the development of the  productive forces, in the remote peripheries of the  capitalist system rather than in the developed centers, among  peasants rather than or as well as workers, and which will  help to explain the role of popular communal institutions,  such as the redistributional land tenure system of the mir  and other village communities in the emergence of socialist  consciousness among the masses. The populists, however,  developed their ideas mostly within the context of rural  struggles, and contemporary attempts to reappropriate the  populist tradition, such as the work of the dependency  theorists have, similarly focused on the situation in the  periphery.   The French Socialist tradition, which influenced  both Marx and the Russian populists, however, developed  similar insights concerning the role of popular communal  institutions in the emergence of mass socialist movements in  the cities. Of particular interest in this regard is a recent  study of the development of French Socialism by William  Sewell.

Sewell (1980) argues that, Marx to the contrary, the  development of socialism as a mass movement of the French  working class in fact preceded by many decades the  development of the industrial forces of production on which  socialism was supposed to depend.  The roots of French  socialism, he argues, lie in the collectivist traditions of  the artisan class,  and in particular in the guild system.   While artisan production was based, to be sure, on private  use of the means of production by the masters, guild rules  regulating prices, wages, working conditions, etc. in effect  placed substantial restrictions on the individual masters,  who can, therefore, hardly be regarded a possessing absolute  private property rights.  On the contrary, artisan production   is best regarded as a combination of individual use and  community control not unlike  that which characterized the  Russian peasant communities.

The guild, however, was not simply an agency for economic  regulation.  It was also, and perhaps most importantly, a  moral and cultic community which gave the artisans a  collective identity. Each guild had its own rites of  initiation, its own patron saint, its own feast day and its  own special role in the feasts of the city as a whole.  The  lodge of the guild was a social and a religious center ‑‑in fact the principal focus of the artisans' life.

Now the vast majority of artisans were, to be sure, not  masters, but journeymen and were, therefore, excluded from  most of the privileges and functions of the guild community.   Because of this they founded their own journeymens'  associations called "compagnonages" which served much the  same function as the guilds, except that they did so not  on behalf of the masters who were both workers and small  employers, but on behalf of the journeymen, who had a more  purely proletarian character.   

Both the guilds and the compagnonages played a critical role  in the French revolution of 1789, their members swelling the  ranks of the sans cullotes, who were demanding that the new  revolutionary state take up the tasks of economic regulation  ‑‑particularly the regulation of the price of food‑‑ which  were beyond the traditional powers and jurisdiction of the  workers associations.  After the defeat of the sans cullotes  however, and the consolidation of the bourgeois ascendancy in  the revolution, the guilds and compagnonages were repressed  as "conspiracies to obstruct commerce" and a policy of free  trade implemented.

The defeat of 1793 was just the first in a long series of  lessons for the French  working  class.    The   journeymens'  associations persisted as unofficial, and sometimes  underground, organizations, continuing  to play a critical  role in the struggle for democracy in France.  Gradually, as  the years  went by they became increasingly conscious of  their identity as workers and the fundamental unity of all the  trades in  a single social class.  And they began to see   their organizations not merely as instruments for the  regulation of the economy within bourgeois society, but as  the basis for a new classless and communal social order.   Thus in 1848, it was precisely the journeymen organized in  their traditional associations, and not the still tiny  industrial proletariat, which led the struggle for a "social  republic," and which formed the institutional basis for the  Luxembourg Commission, a kind of Estates General of Labor,  which was to regulate the economy and undertake the beginning  of the construction of socialism by opening cooperative  workshops for the unemployed.

Sewell's study has important implications. In the city as  in  the countryside, it is not the development of the productive  forces, but rather the traditional    communal institutions  of the oppressed ‑‑the obschina or mir, the guild and the  compagnonage‑‑ which have historically formed the basis for  the emergence of mass socialist movements.  Socialism in fact  predated industrialization in France by at least two or three  decades ‑‑while the English working class, with roots in a  highly industrialized economy, remained largely reformist in  character.  We will see a similar pattern in Italian immigrant socialism in the United States.  Sewell's study corroborates our own  findings regarding the role of the traditional societa in the  emergence of immigrant socialism, and suggests that such a  pattern is not at all atypical.

The French Socialist tradition has also made important  contributions to our understanding of the role of religion in  the emergence of mass socialist movements.  The work of  Durkheim is especially helpful in this regard.

Many contemporary interpretations of Durkheim regard him as a  kind of precursor to North American structural functional  sociology (cf. e.g. Parsons 1964).  Nothing could be further  from the truth.  Durkheim was a man of the radical and  republican left, and while he personally avoided partisan  political activities, he had close ties to many leaders of  the right wing of the socialist movement in France, and many  of his students and collaborators were Socialists. Like the  early Marx he was searching for a new moral order which would  save modern society from the egoism and anomie which he  believed was destroying it.  Disillusioned with the  prevailing formalist and utilitarian schools of moral  philosophy he determined to undertake a scientific study of  the social basis of moral order (cf. Therborn 1976, Lukes  1980).

In the process Durkheim became convinced that there were two  principal forms of solidarity which held human societies  together.  One, which he called mechanical solidarity, was  rooted in shared beliefs and values.  The other,  organic  solidarity, was rooted in the real relations of  interdependence which made society a material necessity.  While all societies to some extent depended on both forms of  solidarity, the tremendous advance in the division of labor  characteristic of modern societies both undermined the shared  beliefs and values which formed the basis of the traditional,  mechanical solidarities, while at the same time deepening and  extending the relations of real interdependence on the basis  of which a new organic solidarity could develop.  While he  believed that the decline of the old forms of social  integration were responsible for the moral chaos of his time,  he, like Marx, looked to the development of  a new social  order rooted in organic solidarity. 

Durkheim regarded religious forms as collective  representations of the structure of human society.  Such  representations, he believed, were most likely to arise where  the community itself was rooted in mechanical solidarity, and  therefore, in some sense, transcended the material relations  of interdependence.  As society developed, and organic  replaced mechanical solidarities as the principal form of  social cohesion, religious forms and the moralities  associated with them would gradually give way to more human, less transcendent ethical norms, based in an appreciation of  real material interdependence (Durkheim 1964:passim).  The  similarity with the formulations of the early Marx are  striking.

As Durkheim continued his study of contemporary  French  society, he became less optimistic about the future. Already  in the Division of Labor, published in 1893 Durkheim  recognized the existence of serious abnormalities in the  economic system: what he called the "anomic" and "coercive"  forms of the division of labor. The anomic form derives from  insufficient economic regulation, and results in a loss of  meaning.  The forced form results from the  existence of  inequalities between contracting parties, and leads to  exploitation.  Publication of his study Suicide, in 1897  (Durkheim 1951), however, constituted something of a turning  point in his thinking, as he came to realize that the  egoistic and anomic tendencies in modern society  ‑‑an acute  lack of social regulation, and insufficient social  integration‑‑ were leading to profoundly morbid tendencies.  There was something very wrong with the individualistic  social order which had grown up with capitalism.

Durkheim responded to this crisis in two ways.  First of all  he advanced a far reaching proposal for the development of  occupational groups or "corporations." This proposal, often  misunderstood as a kind of protofascist corporativism,  amounts to a comprehensive attempt to adapt the tradition of  the compagnonages to the new and much more complex conditions  of the late 19th and early 20th centuries.  These  corporations were not only to regulate wages, hours, and  working conditions; they were eventually to collectively  control the means of production, and connect them to the  "directing and conscious centers of society." They were,  further, like the old guilds and compagnonages, to serve as  the center of a rich social life, and the locus of new moral  forces which would combat the egoism and anomie which was  gradually eating away at the social order.  (Bellah 1973:  xxxi). 

Durkheim's other response to the moral crisis of his time was  in some ways even more radical, considering his  commitment  to the secular Third Republic: he began to study the  religious forms of primitive societies, as though seeking to  immerse himself in the tremendous solidarities they embodied.   We have already noted that Durkheim regarded religious  symbols as collective representations of the social order.  Indeed, religion IS the community, in transcendent form,  binding the individuals together  into a social being which  was greater than themselves, to which their ties were  stronger than any tie of self‑interest, and which had the  moral authority, but also the compelling beauty, to command  self‑sacrifice.  

Durkheim's study of primitive belief and ritual opened up for  him a new understanding of the hidden sources of social  renewal, and led to the development of a theory of change  quite different from the confident evolutionism of his early  years.  In the ritual gatherings of the Australian aborigines  he found a "collective effervescence"  which catalyzed the  formation of a sense of unity and oneness which transcends  the existing empirical forms of social order and which opens  up the possibility for the emergence of radically new social  forms which later on become embodied in new economic and  political institutions.


In such moments of collective ferment are  born the great  ideals upon which civilizations rest.  These periods of  creation or renewal occur when men for various reasons  are led into a closer relationship with each other, when  reunions and assemblies are most frequent,relationships  better maintained and the exchange of ideas most active.   Such was the great crisis of Christendom . . . in the  twelfth and thirteenth centuries.  Such were the  Reformation and the Renaissance, the revolutionary epoch  and the Socialist upheavals of the nineteenth century.   At such moments this higher form of life is lived with  such intensity and exclusiveness that it monopolizes all  minds to the more or less complete exclusion of egoism  and the commonplace.  At such times the ideal tends to  become one with the real, and men have the impression  that the time is close when the ideal will in fact be  realized and the Kingdom of God established on earth  (Durkheim in Bellah 1973: l)  

Durkheim hoped fervently for the renewal of such collective  effervescence in his own time, and had little doubt  concerning its probable source.


Who does not feel ... that in the depths of society an  intense life is developing ... We aspire to a higher  justice which no existing formulas express ... One may  even go further and say with some precision in what  region of society these new forces are forming: it is in  the popular classes (Durkheim in Bellah 1973 :xlvii). 

The Abbruzzese novelist Silone captured Durkheim's meaning  well when he noted that "the unity of the poor creates, in  certain times and places, an eschatological power" (Silone  1968:31)

What the populist and French socialist traditions suggest is that modern  socialism has its roots not in a rational appreciation of the material interdependence created by the advent of industrial forces of production, but rather in the experience of community in the pre-industrial village community or urban guild.  This experience of community forms the basis not only for resistance to capitalist development, but for a collectivist ideology which grasps, albeit in religious rather than scientific terms, the underlying unity of the cosmos, and its development towards increasingly complex levels of organization.  We will see that this is in many ways an accurate description of the development of Italian immigrant socialism.  Wolf (1968) and others have documented similar patterns in peasant movements around the world.

What the populists, and the dependency theorists who have followed them, have failed to grasp is that capitalism can, in fact develop in spite of, and even because of the impoverishment of the peasantry and the dispossession of the urban artisanate.  As Lenin pointed out in his analysis of the development of capitalism in Russia (Lenin 1969), dispossession of small producers, even though it decreases the living standard of those who are dispossessed, in fact increased the market for goods produced in the commodity sector of the economy.  This is because dispossessed peasants and artisans must now purchase what formerly they produced.  

As capitalism develops, the village community and the urban guild gradually disintegrate, undermining the basis in experience for the development of socialist consciousness.  This process has taken far longer than the Marxists of the late nineteenth century seemed to expect.  It is only now that the capacity of the villages of the periphery to give birth to millenarian visions of a communist future is beginning to be exhausted.  And there continue to be exceptions, such as the extraordinary support mobilized by the organization  Sendero Luminoso in the altiplano of Peru.  


3. Leninism

Lenin was already aware of the dangers of both the social democratic and the populist strategies in the early part of this century. He recognized that the capitalist development did not automatically lead to the emergence of socialist consciousness within the working class.


The history of all countries shows that the working class, exclusively by its own effort, is able to develop only trade union consciousness, i.e. it  may itself realize the necessity for combining in unions to fight against the employers and to strive to compel the government to pass necessary labor legislation, etc


The theory of Socialism, however, grew out of the philosophic, historical, and economic theories that were elaborated by the educated representatives of the propertied classes, the intellectuals ... (Lenin 1929: 32-33)


... there can be no talk of an independent ideology being developed by the masses of the workers in the process of their movement (Lenin 1929: 40-41)."  

Socialist "consciousness could only be brought to" the working class "from without."

  
Hence the task of Social Democracy, is to combat spontaneity, to divert the labor movement, with its spontaneous trade unionist striving, from under the wing of the bourgeoisie, and to bring it under the wing of revolutionary Social Democracy  (Lenin 1929:40‑41).

Lenin also recognized that the  mir was beginning to disintegrate under the pressure of capitalist development, and that socialists could no longer rely on the spontaneous communitarianism of the peasant masses as a substitute for authentic socialist consciousness.

It was thus necessary to build an organization of professional revolutionaries (1929: 114, 159ff) which could organize and direct the working class movement, and develop within it an understanding of the ultimate aims of the revolution.  

The tasks of the party were complicated, however, by the fact that in Russia, as in most countries outside of Western Europe and North America, the development of capitalism and the democratic revolution were  far from complete, and were in fact blocked by the collaboration of foreign capital and entrenched feudal elites.  In so far as Russia was still at least partly feudal in character, the emerging Russian revolutionary movement had a dual character.  On the one hand, the Russian people as a whole sought to abolish the remnants of feudalism, and to emancipate themselves from the Tsarist autocracy.  At the same time, the emerging proletariat was already beginning to struggle for socialism.

According to the classical Marxism of the Second International, it was impossible for the Party to undertake  socialist tasks until capitalism and democracy were fully developed and the masses of the Russian people were fully proletarianized.  Furthermore, the "democratic revolution" was largely a matter for the bourgeois and petty bourgeois parties.  Socialists should devote themselves to patient organizing and propaganda among the  most advanced segments of the working class, working quietly until conditions were  ripe for more profound transformation.

Lenin saw the matter differently.  The bourgeoisie, Lenin reasoned, however much it might include democratic demands within its program, will never be consistently democratic.


The very position the bourgeoisie holds as a class in capitalist society inevitably leads to its inconsistency in a democratic revolution (1971:78).

This presented a unique opportunity for the proletariat.


From the premise that a democratic revolution is far from being a socialist revolution, that the poor and needy are by no means the only ones to be "interested" in it, that it is deeply rooted in the inescapable needs and requirements of the whole of bourgeois society ──from these premises we draw the conclusion that the advanced class must formulate its democratic demands all the more sharply (Lenin 1971:69)

The proletariat, Lenin reasoned, could come to power quickly in a semi‑feudal country like Russia, by demonstrating that it was the most consistent advocate for the democratic demands of the broad masses of the people.

After the success of the Russian revolution, many communists in the advanced capitalist countries assumed that since their countries had already completed their democratic revolutions, they could organize the working class around directly socialist demands.  Lenin rejected this notion, pointing out that the "broad masses" of the working class were "still, for the most part, apathetic, inert, dormant, and convention ridden" (Lenin 1971:573) and would be won over not by ideological struggle, but rather on the basis of concrete demands which, while not fully socialist, could not be met by the bourgeoisie.

This is, in effect the formula which has been followed by all Communist parties since Lenin's time, the innovations of Dimitrov, Mao, Gramsci, Mariategui, Fidel and Che notwithstanding.  On the one hand, the party develops a rich internal culture, and forges a highly developed sense of revolutionary class consciousness on the part of its members.  On the other hand, it forms a popular front embracing all sectors of society including the working class, which are struggling for essentially democratic and non‑socialist aims, whose respect and allegiance it wins on the basis of a superior discipline, knowledge, power, and effectiveness.  Leninist parties learned --sometimes unconsciously-- to draw on the spontaneous collectivism of the peasantry, using it as a bridge to the formation of socialist consciousness, while remaining aware of the fact that the development of capitalist is gradually eroding this critical strategic reserve.  

In advanced capitalist countries, communist parties have followed a modified form of this strategy by positioning themselves as the most effective defenders of the  (trade union) interests of the working class and/or building popular fronts around the struggle against fascism, for broad structural reforms, investment in human capital, etc.

Theoretically, Lenin's analysis has the merit of recognizing that communist ideology does not develop spontaneously within the working class in the context of capitalist society, but must be carefully cultivated.  Practically, Leninism has proven itself to be an effective strategy for power in countries where the democratic struggle has been blocked by imperialism or set back by the emergence of an indigenous fascist movement.  This is the real secret of the long wave of revolutionary upheavals which began in 1917 and which ended only in 1989.  Leninism permits a revolutionary elite to seize power in a predominantly agrarian country, break the back of reactionary landed elites, and undertake a systematic process of social rationalization ──industrialization, bureaucratization, secularization.

At the same time Lenin was unable to overcome the historic inability of the working class to develop to a fully communist standpoint  --and thus the impossibility of building communism in an industrial, much less a preindustrial society.  Leninist parties won the allegiance of the masses partly on the basis of their ability to fulfill non-socialist demands for higher wages, better working conditions, political democracy, etc., and partly through inadvertent mobilization of millenarian religious impulses to redemption through self-sacrifice.  Communist ideological leadership in Leninist parties has largely been a matter of inculcating dogmas that explain the significance of current struggles and sacrifices in the light of the grand narrative of History  --and thus securing the political allegiance of the working class on religious grounds.  It has done little to actually train workers in the dialectic.  

Not surprisingly, the masses have judged these parties on the basis of criteria that are not yet fully communist.  Indeed, as capitalism has developed, and commodity relations have penetrated every sphere of life, in socialist as well as in capitalist countries, the spontaneous demands of the working class, rather than developing in a socialist direction, have in fact become narrower, more individualistic, and in some cases chauvinistic and reactionary.  This is especially true where contradictions have emerged between industrial workers and the intelligentsia over the investment of surplus in technological and human capital.  Workers whose aspirations are confined to rising disposable income have quite simply decided that they no longer need party leaders who moralize to them about the creation of a new socialist humanity.  

This same contradiction is reproduced at a higher level within the intelligentsia, and within the communist parties themselves.  Just as many industrial workers adhered to socialism as a vehicle for improving their material conditions, many technocratic intellectuals adhered to socialism as a vehicle for promoting the rapid technological and economic development of their countries.  Socialism continued to promote rapid growth up through the 1970's in the Soviet bloc, and continues to do so in China and much of the Third World.  Increasingly, however, the technocratic stratum of the intelligentsia has decided that it no longer needs the political and ideological leadership of the party which made this progress possible.  The victims of this revolt include not only reactionary Stalinist elements who really have become an obstacle to social progress, but also those elements within the political and ideological leadership, such as Gorbochov, who represented the interests and outlook of the technocracy.

Leninism, while clearly an advance over both social democracy and populism, has largely run its course.


C. Cultural Hegemony

The most advanced analysis of the social basis and political valence of modern socialism is that developed by Antonio Gramsci.  Because of his particular attention to the religious question, and to the Italian case which is central to this study, it is necessary to examine his ideas in some detail.  

Gramsci broke decisively with certain aspects of the Marxist theory of ideology and ideological leadership.  Intellectuals, Gramsci argued were not a part of the bourgeoisie, nor were they a class themselves.  Rather, he argued, each class produced its own intellectuals who attempted to organize and direct the social formation on its behalf. He distinguished between "organic intellectuals"  who arise directly from the life conditions of a fundamental  social class, and articulate its aspirations, and  "traditional intellectuals" attached to institutions which  had grown up under past social formations, and which have  become linked to a new ruling class as subordinate elements  in their systems of class rule (Gramsci 1949c: passim).  Thus  engineers, managers, marketing and advertising specialists and the like are organic intellectuals of the bourgeoisie,  and the cadre of the communist movement the organic  intellectuals of the working class.  Teachers and clergy, on  the other hand, are "traditional" intellectuals attached to  feudal or early bourgeois institutions ‑‑the church and the  academy‑‑ which now play only a subordinate role in the  hegemonic system of the ruling class.

He also broke decisively with the old Marxist theory  of the state, which held that the ruling class rules largely  through force and illusion, and developed a more complex and  nuanced theory of the elements, institutions, and strategies  of class rule. Both force and consent, he argued, play a  critical role in maintaining the power of the ruling classes.  The coercive power of the ruling class is exercised through  the institutions of political society ‑‑essentially the  repressive state apparatus (the military, the police, the  courts, etc.)  If a ruling class rules primarily by coercive  means, they it may be called a dictatorship.  Dictatorship is  an unstable form of class rule, and simple dictatorship,  while it may be necessary under certain circumstances, is  hardly a goal for a genuine revolutionary class such as the  proletariat.

A stable ruling class, on the other hand, is able to exercise  what Gramsci called "hegemony" over the other classes of  society  through the ideological institutions of civil  society: the family, the school, the church, the media,  political parties, legislatures, etc.  Civil and political  society together make up the state, the "private" juridical  character of certain cultural institutions in capitalist  society being in fact an integral element of the ideology  surrounding capitalist rule through bourgeois democracy.

There are two dimensions to the construction of a system of  cultural hegemony.  First, the organic intellectuals of the  ruling class must cast their own ideology in terms of the  popular traditions of the nation as a whole: i.e. in terms of  the national and religious traditions of the popular sectors.   This establishes the ruling class as a "national‑popular  class" and wins it recognition as the representative of the  beliefs and values of the whole nation.  Second, the organic  intellectuals of the ruling class must use their control of  the ideological state apparatus ‑‑family, school, media, and  church‑‑ to actively reshape the national‑popular traditions  in such a way as to make them compatible with the new  relations of production.  This is the task of "moral and  intellectual reform" and it is only when the tasks of moral  and intellectual reform have been completed, so that national  popular democratic and religious traditions become a vehicle  for ruling class values, that the construction of a system of  hegemony is really complete.

Revolutionary classes, which are, after all simply  prospective ruling classes, face essentially these same tasks except, of course, that they must struggle to gain control of  both the political and the ideological institutions of  the society in question.  The revolutionary party must,  therefore, establish itself as a national‑popular party, a  party rooted in the national, democratic, popular and  religious traditions of the people as a whole.  It must,  second, engage in a war of position to gain control of the  institutions of civil and political society.  Finally, it  must carry out a systematic "intellectual and moral reform"  to displace the values of the old ruling class with the  values which are to guide the new society ‑‑always, however,  casting these new values in terms of the national‑popular  traditions.  (Laclau 1977:132ff, Portelli 1975).

In order to fully understand the concrete significance of  Gramsci's theoretical framework, we need to consider his  views on the religious question, and, in particular, his   understanding of the history of the Christian tradition. Like  most of the Marxist tradition, Gramsci recognized that  Primitive Christianity was first and foremost an expression  of the suffering of the subaltern classes of the Roman  Empire, and of their aspiration for a classless and communal  social order (Portelli 1974:57‑9).  Unlike Engels and  Kautsky, however, who believed that the Christian project was  doomed to fail because the low level of development of the  productive forces made communism impossible, Gramsci believed  that the failure of Christianity was due first and foremost  to the success of the ruling classes of the feudal period in  drawing on the Christian tradition as a source of  legitimation, and in ultimately conforming Christian doctrine to the needs of the feudal social formation.  

This was a gradual process and Gramsci argues that the  popular character of the Christian Church endured well past  the apostolic period.  After the Edict of Milan, which  granted toleration to Christianity (311 A.D.), the Church  entered into an objective alliance with the state apparatus  of the Empire, without, however, compromising the  revolutionary character of Christianity as an ideology  (1974:61)  ‑‑something indicated by the well known patristic  condemnations of private property (Saudino n.d.). It was only  with the rise of feudalism, as the clergy became more and  more integrated into the landed elite, that Christian  theology became increasingly a means of legitimation for the  feudal classes (1974:69ff).  Thus the origin of the  reactionary "Catholic‑feudal bloc" which confronted the  rising bourgeoisie, peasantry, and working class of the early  modern period.

Further, this Catholic feudal─bloc did not go uncontested.   On the contrary, the popular classes of town and country gave  birth to a long series of movements which sought to restore  the original popular character of the Christian tradition:  the Valdese, the Joachites, the Franciscans, and the mendicant orders generally all sought in their own ways both  to break the alliance between altar and sword which kept the  peoples of Europe in thrall, and to purify Christian theology  of feudal accretions. These movements were defeated, Gramsci  implies, not because the material conditions for communism  were not yet present, but because they all failed to develop  an effective strategy for cultural hegemony ‑‑to unite all of  the popular classes of the city and the countryside,  bourgeois, peasant and proletarian, into a single  revolutionary Christian bloc to break the feudal stranglehold  and open up the road to democracy and ultimately to a  classless and communal social order.  Some, like the Valdese  and the Franciscan Spirituals erred to the "left," becoming  isolated revolutionary sects.  Others, such as the main body  of the Franciscan order and the mendicant tradition  generally, erred to the "right," becoming reabsorbed into the  Church and the general cultural milieu of the times.

It was only with the Protestant Reformation that the Catholic  feudal bloc was finally ruptured.  Unlike their predecessors,  the Reformers were able to forge a new counter hegemonic bloc  which united bourgeois, peasant, and proletarian.  The  Reformers, to be sure, did not succeed in restoring the original  revolutionary communitarian character of the Christian  tradition.  On the contrary, the new Protestant Christianity  joined the popular religion of the peasant masses to  essentially bourgeois tasks: the creation of unified national  states and the development of industrial forces of  production. The Lutheran tradition, with its insistence on  independent national churches, bound the German masses to the  task of building a German nation, which they came to see as  the embodiment of their fundamentally Christian ideals.   Calvinism, similarly, bound the English masses to the  tremendous project of the industrial revolution, by endowing  work   and  economic growth with a new religious meaning  (Portelli 1974: 106ff).  The Protestant Reformation,  liberated Christianity from its feudal deformations only to  recast it in a way that conformed to the needs of the rising  capitalist relations of production.

Gramsci extended this analysis to  the French Revolution,  which he regarded as integral to the protracted struggle of  the Reformation.  The Jacobins succeeded, he reasoned,  because they were able to present the Revolution as the  defense, in fact the ultimate realization, of the ideals of  liberty equality and fraternity, ideals with deep roots in the  Christian tradition.


Otherwise adherence to the new ideals and revolutionary  politics of the Jacobins against the clergy by a  population which was almost certainly still profoundly  Catholic and religious would be inexplicable (Gramsci  1950: 48)

The Revolution was, therefore, far from being fundamentally  anti‑religious, or opposed to the beliefs and values of the Christian tradition, essentially an attempt to return to its  primitive ideals.  Gramsci, in fact, calls it the Liberal  Democratic Reformation (1949b: 268).


The  Church as a community of the faithful conserves and  develops political and moral principles which are in  direct opposition to the Church as a clerical  organization ... the principles of the French revolution  are those of the community of the faithful as against  those of the clergy, a feudal order allied with the king  and the nobility (1949b: 294).

The entire modern revolutionary process is, therefore,  nothing but the realization of values embedded  in the religious traditions of the masses, through a protracted process of moral and  intellectual reform which liberates those ideals from the  ruling class political projects to which they have become  attached.  Marxism itself, or the philosophy of praxis as  Gramsci called it, is simply the most advanced, and in fact  the definitive, product of the prolonged Reformation.   Indeed, Gramsci has even adapted the old theory of the "three  sources and three component parts" (Lenin 1971: 20‑23) of  Marxism to account for the roots of Marxism in the  Reformation tradition.  German idealism, he argues, was the  final theoretical product of the Lutheran Reformation,  summing up its aspirations for personal and political autonomy  and the strong sense of German national identity which  originally moved the Lutheran struggle.  English political  economy, similarly is the heir of Calvinism, which first gave  a religious meaning to economic rationality. French socialism  is the heir to the French revolution.  The "philosophy of  praxis" contains within itself the contributions of each of  these earlier stages of the prolonged process of the  reformation, but goes further in that it promises to make the  historic ideal of the Christian tradition, the aspiration for  a classless and communal society, into a concrete social  reality.

Strategically, Gramsci's interpreters have devoted far more attention to understanding the task of building a "national-popular bloc," and of penetrating the institutions of civil society, than they have to the task of carrying out an "intellectual and moral reform."  A vast literature, which we cannot survey here, has explored the ways in popular religion, democratic ideologies, and a host of other popular but non-socialist ideologies can serve as a bridge to the formation of socialist consciousness, as various social sectors come to see socialism as the most effective way to realize religious values, establish authentic participatory democracy, etc.   This approach has, furthermore, survived the test of practice.  The strategy developed by the  Federazione Socialista Italiana, which we will examine the following chapters, was in many ways prefigured the Gramscian strategy.  The Partito Communista Italiano (PCI) as well as national liberation fronts throughout Latin America,  have drawn successfully on democratic and religious ideologies to forge a consensus for socialism (Mansueto 1985, Hodges 1986, Lancaster 1988).  

What Gramsci's interpreters have not really explored is how to raise the level of the various components of the "national-popular bloc" to a fully communist, i.e. dialectical level.  Thus the collapse of support for the FSLN in Nicaragua when the objectively millenarian expectations which accompanied the revolution were not fulfilled.  Furthermore, as commodity relations penetrate every sphere of social life, the popular religious and democratic traditions on which the Communist Party of Italy and many Latin American national liberation fronts drew so successfully have largely disintegrated.   It is thus increasingly difficult to  establish cultural hegemony on the basis of a popular ideology which links aspirations for progress, democracy, solidarity and justice to the socialist project (Gundle  1987).  We will see that Italian immigrant socialism ran up against these limits more than 50 years ago.  There is good reason to believe that the same fate befell the rest of the socialist movement in the United States.

This study will argue that the populist tradition was correct in locating the source of socialist consciousness in the pre-industrial solidarity of the village community and the urban guild.  These preindustrial communities provided not only a basis for resisting the penetration of capitalist relations of production, but also the basis in experience for grasping, in prescientific terms, the underlying unity of the cosmos and its development towards ever higher levels of organization.  But far from being a direct expression of that solidarity, modern socialism was the product of a process of partial rationalization of the essentially religious collectivism of the village and the guild.  This process of rationalization was the result of the intervention of a conscious leadership which brought with it what Sicilian peasant communists called the "gospel of organization."  Modern socialism is essentially the application of rational methods of political struggle to the realization of collectivist goals which have their roots in the preindustrial solidarities of the village community and the urban guild.

As capitalism develops, it gradually erodes the unity of the village community and the urban guild, and thus undermines the basis in experience for the development of socialist consciousness.  The decline of Italian immigrant socialism in the 1920's was only an early symptom of a process which in the past decade has thrown the socialist movement as a whole into crisis.

Any future socialism will have to be built on the very different basis of a scientific understanding of the underlying unity of the cosmos and its development towards ever higher levels of organization.  

III. Method

The task of science, including the social sciences, is to penetrate behind the facts and events uncovered by empirical investigation to the underlying structures which produce these facts and events (Bashkar 1989).  Our principal instrument in this regard is the system of concepts which make up dialectical materialist theory generally --and more specifically the concepts defined by the theses outlined above.  The preliminary test of these concepts (and the only test to which a study such as this can subject them) is their capacity to explain the available evidence, and to explain it more adequately than alternative theoretical formulations.  More definitive confirmation of the kind of broad theoretical claims made in this study will depend first of all on comparative historical investigation  (on the ability of my theses to explain the development of other socialist movements) and ultimately on the adequacy of political strategies which are based on this analysis, which are history's answer to the experimental method.  In the meantime, I think the reader will find my analysis sufficiently compelling to warrant further investigation.  

The study draws on two principal sources of information: the oral testimony derived from in‑depth interviews, and  written sources, drawn primarily from the  popular socialist press, and from popular devotional  literature, which we have reason to believe had a broad  influence on the social and religious attitudes of the  immigrant masses. 

The greater part of the oral testimony used in this study was  collected as part of the Italians in Chicago Oral History  Project during 1979‑80, for which I served as lead  interviewer. The project, which was conducted by the  Department of History of the University of Illinois at  Chicago, and was funded by the National Endowment for the  Humanities, collected over 200 hours of oral testimony from  over 100 informants, male and female, first, second, and  third generation, of all social classes.  The interviews,  which average slightly over two hours in length, cover  a  broad range of topics, including the experience of  immigration, family and neighborhood life, work, labor  militance, politics and religion. The original recordings, as  well as transcriptions, are stored in the project archives at  the University of Illinois at Chicago where they are cataloged according to the informants last name.  References  to oral testimony have generally been identified by the  informant's name throughout this work, except in a small  number of cases where anonymity was requested for answers to  some questions, or where testimony was gathered "off the  record."  Reference is also made in Chapter Two to a very  small number of informal interviews which I conducted in  Sicily, in the towns of Grotte and Piana degli Albanesi, in  September 1980.

A word is in order concerning the difficulty of gathering  oral testimony concerning a topic such as the history of  Italian immigrant socialism ‑‑and the limitations of the  Italians in Chicago Oral History Project as a source of such  testimony.  The project was, first of all, constructed so as  to give a broad overview of all aspects of Italian‑American  community life.  Politics, especially socialist politics,  inevitably formed only one dimension of that community life,  albeit a dimension integrally related to all the others.   Because of the outlook and interests of the project  directors, it also formed only a limited part of the  interview protocol, which reflected something of a  "folkloric" approach to the study of immigrant history.   Second, it was often very difficult  to get informants to talk directly about the socialist  movement.  A few informants, selected because they were among  the small number of Italian immigrant socialists still alive,  refused to participate in the study.  Others, who seem to  have been part of the periphery of the movement, were  extremely cautious about discussing questions such as  membership, leadership, etc.  One woman called the topic  "dangerous ground" (oral testimony: Tarabori) and another  asked for assurances that the material would not be used for  "police work."  Clearly the history of Italian immigrant socialism is less an obscure and largely forgotten footnote in the history of the Italian American community, than it is a repressed memory which retains real emotional power.  In any case, as a result there is therefore less explicit testimony  about immigrant socialism in the collection than one might  have hoped.  It does, however, provide some remarkable  insights into the attitudes of those who were on the  periphery of the movement ‑‑a kind of testimony which is of  vital importance for assessing the real impact of the  movement on the community at large.  It also contains a  wealth of testimony concerning the religious and political  attitudes of non‑socialist informants, particularly in the  second generation, and thus important insights into the  cultural transformations that accompanied the decline of the  socialist movement in the Italian ethnic community.   Testimony from second generation informants has been  supplemented by analysis of devotional literature associated  with various cults (Padre Pio, Our Lady of Fatima) popular  with this sector. This is also the place to point out that,  in large part because of pressure from the Chicago Italian  American community  ‑‑everyone demanding, in effect that  their grandparents be interviewed‑‑ the collection is also  extremely weak in third generation testimony.

For direct evidence concerning the political line, strategy and general character of the immigrant socialist movement I  have relied primarily on testimony from the popular socialist  press ‑‑primarily La Parola del Popolo, as well as the  private papers of two leaders of the movement: Edigio  Clemente, long time editor of La Parola, and Domenico  Saudino, its principal anticlerical propagandist. A partial  collection of La Parola in the early years, drawn primarily  from the early 1920's, is available at the Center for  Research Libraries in Chicago.  More recent issues, from 1949  on, as well as the private papers of Sr. Clemente and Sr.  Saudino, form part of the Italians in Chicago Project Archives  at the University of Illinois at Chicago.  Precise  circulation figures for La Parola are not available.   Estimates (oral testimony: Clemente) run between 4000‑5000.   It should be remembered, however, that many immigrants were  not even literate, and that it was customary for the paper to  be read aloud by a literate comrade at informal gatherings at  the barber shop or societa.  A single issue therefore, might  have reached as many as 20 people on the average. We have  reason to believe, therefore, that the attitudes of the  socialists were widely known in the community, and as we will  see, ideas and arguments developed in the popular socialist  press have found their way into the testimony of informants  drawn from the periphery of the movement (oral testimony:  Valiani).

Nearly all of the oral testimony has been drawn from  informants who spent much of their life in Chicago.  La  Parola was also based in Chicago for much of its existence,  and the FSI had its headquarters there for many years.  The  study thus reflects something of a Chicago‑centered  perspective.  This does not mean, however, that the argument  of the work has no validity for Italian ethnic communities  located elsewhere in the country.  Many of our informants  spent a number of years on the railroad lines, or more often,  in mining towns in the lower Midwest or the Mountain States.  Most of these returned to Chicago only at the time of the  Depression.  The FSI, further, was a nation‑wide  organization, and the editorial board of La Parola was  selected by the FSI national executive.  Edigio Clemente  spent many years in small cities of western Pennsylvania, and  Domenico Saudino seems to have been a schoolteacher in  Berkeley, California.  Thus, while each city and region  certainly has its own peculiar conjunction of economic,  political and cultural forces, and while this study reflects  most strongly the peculiarities associated with Chicago and  the Midwest, as against the more customary focus on the East  Coast, the general lines of the argument are valid for  Italian Americans throughout the country. While no effort has  been made to compare systematically conditions in the Italian  ethnic community with those in other Catholic communities,  students of those communities will no doubt find many  familiar patterns ‑‑e.g. the relations between the immigrant  socialists and the parties of the Left (Alexander 1981:30)‑‑  as well as many that seem more peculiar to Italian Americans ‑‑e.g. the relationship between the Church and the immigrant  community.

Along similar lines, a note is  in order regarding the  language used to describe the protagonists of this study:  Sicilians, Italian‑Americans, etc. In the second chapter we  concern ourselves almost exclusively with the peasants of  Sicily and the Mezzogiorno, commenting only briefly on events  elsewhere in Italy.  In Chapter Three we speak of "Italian  immigrant communities," and in Chapters Four and Five of  "Italian ethnic" and even  "Catholic" or "Euro‑American"  communities.  Why this change in language? The answer to this  question is really quite simple.  The vast majority (65%) of  "Italian" immigrants in the U.S. in fact came from Sicily and  the Mezzogiorno, (Sereni 1968:353‑355) and rarely thought of  themselves as Italian.  Once they arrived in the United  States, however, they were regarded, and oppressed, not as  Sicilians, but rather as Italians or Italian Americans, and  thus began to struggle as Italians and Italian Americans.   This led to the formation of an Italian American identity  among the descendants of immigrants who had never even  considered themselves part of the Italian nation. Later,  Italian Americans were incorporated into the North American  nation through mechanisms which brought them into contact  with the descendants of other immigrant groups, with which  they already shared certain characteristics, (e.g. membership  in the Catholic Church) and came to share others (membership  in the Democratic Party or reformist trade unions.)  The  concentration of large numbers of people of Southern and  Eastern European descent in the great cities of the Northeast  and Midwest, who, despite often very different histories,  have shared a common experience in reformist trade unions and  community organizations, in the Democratic Party, and above  all in the Roman Catholic Church, has catalyzed the formation  of  a "Euro‑American" or Roman Catholic social bloc.  While by  no means homogeneous politically or religiously, this bloc  does share certain common social characteristics, and, as  noted above, many, though by no means all, of the conclusions  of this study concerning second and third generation Italian  Americans,  are no doubt relevant though not directly  applicable to other white ethnic groups as well. 

In addition to new social historical evidence, this study has  drawn extensively on secondary sources both in documenting  the historical roots of immigrant socialism in the peasant  struggles of post‑Risorgimento Italy, and in setting the  larger economic, political, and cultural context in which  immigrant socialism developed and declined.  Due to the weakness of the Italians in Chicago Project data on third generation Italian Americans, Chapter Five, which outlines  the present situation, tasks and prospects of the popular  movements in the Italian American communities, is especially dependent on secondary material. The secondary sources are,  not surprisingly, best for the earlier periods and for the  background of the immigrant socialist movement in Italy. A  long tradition of Italian Marxist scholarship (Zitara 1971,  Sereni 1968, del Carria 1966, Renda 1977, Romano 1959) as  well as the work of Eric Hobsbawm (1959) informs  my analysis  of the struggles of the post‑Risorgimento period and my  interpretation of popular testimony collected by Arnaldo  Nesti (1974).  The United States does not, unfortunately,  have such a tradition of Marxist scholarship, and studies  describing the context in which immigrant socialism grew and  developed are considerably more limited. The work of Rudolph  Vecoli (1963,1969) has been especially helpful in determining  the precise economic situation of the immigrant communities  in the early years.  The work of Broom (1967) and the  National Opinion Research Center (Chicago Tribune, 19 October  1975) have been similarly useful describing the  changing economic situation of the Italian ethnic communities  in the post war period. My account of the history of North  American Left in Chapters Three and Four relies on the work  of Kipnis (1952), Green (1978), Burbank (1976) Salvatore  (1982), Weinstein (1967), Foster (1968), Howe and Coser  (1957), and Glazer (1961).  At a more general level I have  relied on the work of Samir Amin (1982b) and Alain de Janvry  (1981) to set the international, and the work of Mike Davis  (1981,1984,1985) to frame the domestic economic context. Davis, along with Thomas Fergusen and Joel Rogers (1986) have provided valuable insights into the complex, shifting, political alignments of the postwar United States. The  works of Richard Sennet (1972), Michael Lewis (1978) Christopher Lasch (1976,1978, 1981) and Robert Bellah (1985, 1991) have helped describe the  cultural context of the postwar period.  These authors  cannot, of course, be held responsible for the political and  theoretical conclusions of this study.

IV. Outline of the Work

The study is organized historically.  Chapter Two examines the roots of the immigrant socialist tradition in the peasant struggles  of Sicily and the Mezzogiorno during the late nineteenth  century.  Particular attention is given to the role of  popular religious traditions of the peasant communities in  catalyzing the formation of a mass socialist movement, and to  the role of PSLI, in which a productivist  interpretation of Marxism had gained the upper hand, in the  defeat of the movement  in 1894.

Chapter Three examines the adaptation of this popular  socialist, Christian tradition to the new conditions of  struggle which the immigrants encountered in North America.  I focus in particular on the role of the mutual benefit  society, and the popular religious traditions associated with  it, in the emergence of the FSI.

Chapter Four outlines the process by which the Italian ethnic  communities were assimilated to the "American Way of Life "  during the years following the Second World War, and the  impact of this incorporation on their socioreligious  orientation.  I examine, in particular, the way in which  elements of the popular religious tradition which had  formerly been incorporated into socialist political  discourses became linked to reformist, and even reactionary  and anticommunist political projects.

Chapter Five examines the final stages of this process, in which the penetration of commodity relations into every sphere of life undermines even reformist politics.  The chapter also draws out some of the  broader theoretical and strategic implications of this study.

And now, to the story of the Italian immigrant socialist movement.




    �. The word mir has a complex polyvalent meaning in Russian.  The word means "peace" and cosmos" as well as "village community."  For Alexander Bogdanov the word was evidence that human social relations form the basis of our ability to grasp the organization of nature and society. (Bogdanov 1980: 13)





