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n Disenfranchised: The Rise and Fall of Industrial 

Citizenship in China, Joel Andreas builds on his earlier book, 

Rise of the Red Engineers: The Cultural Revolution and the 

Origins of China’s New Class, 1  moving from a focus on 

students and the university to workers and the factory. At issue 

is whether revolutionary institutions could be built to 

deconcentrate political power, and, as such, it is no surprise that 

the events of the Cultural Revolution are at the center of both 

books. The first investigated the battle over how power was 

distributed between political and cultural elites within the 

university. Built on an extensive foundation of interviews, 

Andreas’ new book shifts to the factory to ask how and to what 

extent workers were able moderate the power of leaders, 

investigating the construction and practice of institutions of 

“Democratic Management” along with their limits and ultimate 

failure. 

 

Whereas in Andreas’ earlier book he used the theoretical 

framework of political and cultural capital from Bourdieu, in 

this new volume he frames these struggles with the concepts of 

industrial citizenship (namely secure job tenure) and autonomy 

(the independent ability to organize participation and collective 

action as stakeholders), both necessary to the construction of 

democratic management and worker supervision of cadres, with 

effective workers’ autonomy dependent on the existence of 

industrial citizenship. Andreas argues that while a form of 

industrial citizenship for workers did emerge within the danwei 

system, workers never attained the autonomy of action 

necessary to truly hold factory and party leaders accountable to 

the masses, or at least, such autonomy was never 

institutionalized. In this sense, Disenfranchised sits between 

Andrew Walder’s influential Communist Neo-Traditionalism: 

Work and Authority in Chinese Industry,2 with its stress on 

working class dependency within the danwei system, and Jackie 

Sheehan’s Chinese Workers: A New History,3 which on the 

contrary leans towards a syndicalist celebration of workers’ 

autonomy. Andreas, instead, emphasizes the complex 

interaction of industrial citizenship and worker autonomy 

within the context of changing state politics. 

 

Within this framework, the Cultural Revolution is reinterpreted 

in the context of developing forms of mass supervision that 

were to hold leaders accountable to the masses, and it entailed 

a moment in which the stifled autonomy of workers broke 

through as never before, especially in its early years. In this 

sense, Andreas interprets the Cultural Revolution as a more 

“modest” attempt by Mao to limit the power of cadre. However, 

the partial autonomy gained by workers never found an 

institutional form, and the power of workers receded as the 

party-state reasserted itself. While staff and workers congresses 

persisted into the 1980s along with the danwei system, by the 

mid-1980s, the party had begun dismantling industrial  

 

citizenship with the expansion of limited-term contract 

employment and the power of factory directors. This process 

accelerated in the 1990s, leading to the disenfranchisement of 

industrial workers, the final end of the experiments that 

emerged in the first decades of the PRC, and the victory of 

“market despotism” over industrial citizenship (225). While the 

book focuses on the story of Chinese workers and institutions, 

Andreas also puts the rise and fall of industrial citizenship into 

broader, global perspective. 

 

This roundtable begins with a review by Bill Hurst, who looks 

at the organization of the book and its use of sources, asking the 

extent to which the story Andreas tells is “portable to contexts 

beyond China.” Wenjuan Jia argues that the history of worker 

participation and activity (and their limits) continue to haunt the 

contemporary moment, and industrial citizenship, while 

severely limited, still has an institutional footing. Next, 

Christopher Connery expands on Andreas’ understanding of 

worker politics, placing it in the context of discussions of 

politics and depoliticization. For Connery and his interlocutors, 

the Cultural Revolution was a moment when “the factory 

emerges as a political site, that is, a site not of the State, but of 

the emergence of new forms of subjectification.” This leads 

Connery to focus on what he calls the “dialectics of autonomy,” 

the site of workers’ politics. Focusing on the danwei and its 

disappearance, Ivan Franceschini puts Disenfranchised into a 

broadly global and historical context, emphasizing the book’s 

contemporary relevance. In his review, Marc Blecher argues 

that Disenfranchised “profoundly reverses our understanding of 

factory politics in the Maoist period,” pointing out that it 

counters the long-standing narrative of worker dependency first 

argued by Walder in Communist Neo-Traditionalism. Blecher 

thus pays particular attention to the question of workers’ agency 

and politics in the construction of industrial citizenship in 

China, and on how the politics that often broke outside 

institutions could at the same time work within them. However, 

as Blecher points, with the dismantling of industrial citizenship 

structural determination seems to overcome agency in Andreas’ 

narrative. Felix Wemheuer focuses on the question of inclusion 

and exclusion from industrial citizenship, pointing out that the 

majority of the population was not and could not gain access to 

the benefits of this form of citizenship. In our last review, Lin 

Chun reads Andreas’ narrative of worker “enfranchisement and 

disfranchisement” within the framework of state socialist 

politics, suggesting the need for a nuanced account of the 

interaction of worker and state politics, especially concerning 

the period of the long 1980s. Finally, Joel Andreas responds in 

detail to the main points in the reviews. 
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isenfranchised: The Rise and Fall of Industrial Citizenship 

in China is an extremely well written book that every 

scholar of Chinese labor politics must read and to which all 

future research must respond. Its historical scope and 

conceptual innovation mean it will have lasting impact on our 

understanding of workers’ politics and the dynamics of 

working-class society in urban China, all the way from 1949 up 

through the present day. Joel Andreas’s primary focus is the 

world of work and workers’ experiences in state-owned 

industrial enterprises (SOEs) across Chinese cities since 1949. 

His main methods and sources are interviews and oral history, 

though he also draws heavily on documents and other published 

and archival written materials. Rather than comparing 

systematically between regions or sectors, Andreas chooses to 

compare across periods of time, using a wide range of data from 

around the country and across sectors to characterize what he 

argues are general contours of working-class society and the 

politics of production in each era. Indeed, what especially 

distinguishes this book are: its novel conceptual framework, its 

historical sweep, and the new data it brings to light on critical 

aspects and episodes of workers’ politics. 

 

Andreas posits a two-dimensional conceptual space formed by 

workplace citizenship and workplace autonomy (summed up 

nicely in a 2X2 table on page 13).  Citizenship refers to all forms 

of belonging, social protection, and what is often termed 

incorporation. Autonomy means both the freedom of 

individuals to control their own activities and lives and the 

rights of workers collectively to a meaningful voice in the 

production process and other day-to-day issues in the factory. 

When workers enjoy a high degree of citizenship, but little 

autonomy, Andreas finds paternalism; when they enjoy great 

autonomy but little citizenship, he sees individual autonomy 

(where workers are in some ways closer to independent 

contractors or operators); where both citizenship and autonomy 

are high, workplace democracy is present; and he calls the 

situation where both are low market despotism. Most of the 

time, Andreas argues, autonomy is limited and workplace 

authority tends to be exercised along hierarchical lines – 

workplace democracy and individual autonomy are thus 

relatively scarcer than either market despotism or paternalism. 

Overall, this framework is vivid yet accessible and provides an 

important and useful new way of looking at Chinese workers’ 

politics over the past seventy years. 

 

Tracing the workplace politics of China’s socialist 

transformation in the wake of the 1949 Revolution, Andreas 

fills many lacunae in our understanding of the post-takeover 

period with rich interview data (recalling that the literature has 

not really seen comparable research of this sort since Mark 

Frazier’s 2002 book, The Making of the Chinese Industrial  

 

Workplace). Andreas shows clearly how the CCP’s initiatives 

succeeded in laying the groundwork for a fundamentally new 

and encompassing form of workplace citizenship, while 

expanding workers’ autonomy only in small ways and 

inconsistently. Ultimately, by the conclusion of the anti-rightist 

campaign, China’s SOEs had entrenched a type of paternalism, 

with a high and rising degree of citizenship and only very 

modest autonomy for workers. The theoretical thrust of the 

chapter is clear and straightforward. But the data are a tad 

thinner here than they could be. Andreas makes excellent use of 

his limited interviews from this period, but he could have done 

more to flesh out the story with better use of Chinese secondary 

sources and/or documents. 

 

The next chapter, which covers the mid-1950s through the early 

1960s, is richer in data and explains how both autonomy and 

participation actually did increase in important respects during 

this period, moving workplace governance meaningfully 

toward democracy even as it remained paternalistic. What we 

see here is the Party solidly moving through phases Ken Jowitt 

has characterized as “consolidation” and “inclusion”, rather 

than the “transformation” we read about in the previous chapter 

– a story told here with sparkling detail and impressive clarity. 

 

The next two chapters bring critical new data and sources to 

bear on Andreas’s analysis of the Cultural Revolution 

mobilization of workers to claim greater autonomy, supported 

by Mao and other key leaders, against the paternalistic power 

of factory cadres and managers. This perspective is 

controversial, but Andreas makes his case very well, linking 

back into relevant threads in the substantial existing literature, 

while also making plain where he departs and his reasons for 

doing so. In his story, workers asserted autonomy in the factory 

with encouragement right from the top, without their citizenship 

coming under substantial threat. The resulting workplace 

democracy proved highly volatile, however, and thus 

threatening to powerful interests and actors, including Mao 

himself. Just eighteen months after launching this radical 

expansion of workplace autonomy, the CCP leadership cracked 

down, establishing Revolutionary Committees as a means of 

reasserting some degree of paternalistic control (though, at least 

at the outset, with the additional goal of providing guidance to 

cadres and shoring up at least a somewhat more contained form 

of autonomy for workers). 

 

Chapter 6, on the period from 1967 to 1976, is the strongest in 

the book, especially as there has been relatively less (and 

generally less nuanced) prior scholarship on workers’ politics 

during this absolutely key period, and because of the empirical 

depth and nuance brought by its regional comparisons and local 

case studies. In it, Andreas explains how and why 

Tracing Chinese Workers’ Politics, from the Shop Floor to 

Macro-Social Dynamics  
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Revolutionary Committees did not succeed and the different 

ways in which workplace politics became enmeshed in the 

wider political and factional struggles of the day. Looking in 

depth at three cities, spread over two provinces, he begins by 

explaining factional divisions and contests between radical and 

conservative worker groups inside factories in Zhengzhou, 

Luoyang, and Wuhan. In each of these cities, Revolutionary 

Committees had been established seemingly to aid 

conservatives, but radical factions seized the initiative and even 

sometimes dominated between mid-1967 and the summer of 

1968.  The radicals were fractious, however, and prone to splits. 

The military mobilized in 1968 and 1969, and gradually the 

rebels were repressed. After the September 1971 Lin Biao 

incident and other important shifts, radicals re-emerged and 

contested for power during 1972-76 – though somewhat more 

successfully in Henan factories than in those in Hubei. Old 

conservatives then made a comeback, however, beginning in 

1974, which placed the radicals increasingly on the defensive 

and struggling to mobilize their fellow workers as effectively as 

they had just a few years earlier. Ultimately, the Revolutionary 

Committees failed at either promoting workers’ autonomy or 

creating a new hierarchical basis for restoring quotidian 

workplace citizenship. This chapter is remarkable for the new 

data it brings to bear on a well-known yet thinly understood 

period to address previously under-researched issues in almost 
entirely overlooked localities and social settings. The richness 

and complexity of the stories it tells necessitate a relative 

breakdown in the conceptual crispness and tightness of the 

narrative as we learn how workplace politics in specific local 

and enterprise settings were jerked back toward paternalism in 

a messy hodge-podge of fits, starts, and counter-moves. 

 

The chapter on the “long 1980s” tells a story many readers 

already know quite well: Chinese workers enjoyed a relatively 

high degree of autonomy and genuine voice through workers’ 

congresses, but experienced a slow erosion of their citizenship 

rights in the work unit in the roughly fifteen years after Mao’s 

death. Moreover, toward the end of the 1980s, factory directors 

began to assume ever more powerful authority roles in the 

workplace, leading to a serious reduction in worker autonomy 

and voice. Though others have told this tale before, Andreas 

gives it a new spin and vividness, while also bringing some 

fresh data and evidence to the table. 

 

In his discussion of the 1990s and 2000s, Andreas also tells 

what is generally a well-established story (at least in its basic 

parameters), having been thoroughly studied by a number of 

others.  What this chapter adds, however, is a trove of incredibly 

impressive new data and an admirable effort to extend the 

conversation about workers’ mobilization, dis-incorporation, 

and marginalization in genuinely novel and important ways, 

relating back to his conceptual template. The case study of 

Brilliant Glass Factory (pp. 200-10) adds rich texture with its 

explanation of how industrial reform played out in a case that 

has not previously been studied. The sections on “declining 

incorporation” (pp. 210-13) and “political marginalization” (pp. 

213-17) extend arguments about workers’ political attitudes, 

ideology, and increasing defeatism in ways that go well past 

what other scholars have previously discussed. These sections 

thus form a welcome and important complement to earlier 

research to explain exactly how and with what consequences 

Chinese SOE workers lost autonomy in the workplace as labor 

politics sank from paternalism into a new type of market 

despotism. 

 

The concluding chapter is more-or-less standard for this sort of 

book, but it is sharply written and leaves the reader with both a 

clear sense of what the book has covered and exciting ideas 

about where the arguments might be taken further. This is the 

one chapter, however, where I think Andreas most easily could 

have expanded a bit more broadly and boldly on his basic 

theoretical and conceptual insights.  Indeed, if the book has any 

weakness, it is that its concepts and arguments are not easily 

and obviously portable to contexts beyond China. While the 

conclusion gestures in this direction, and even makes some 

small moves, more effort could have been made to push this 

further in ways that would have expanded the book’s likely 

readership. 

 

Taken as a whole, Disenfranchised is quite simply one of the 

very best books I have ever read on Chinese workers’ politics 

in the post-1949 era. The strategy of aggregating data from 

across regions and sectors to weave together sweeping accounts 

of an unrivaled range of historical periods succeeds brilliantly, 

and the typology articulated in the first chapter binds together 
the subsequent deep-dives into specific periods and episodes 

extremely well. The only shortcoming is that, in articulating his 

concepts and framing arguments in ways that are perhaps more 

China-specific than they need to be (despite his passing 

mentions of Dahl, Burrowoy, and others), Andreas mutes some 

of the book’s potential impact on wider theoretical debates or 

on discussions of workers’ politics in other countries. Though I 

appreciated his chronological focus, at points I wondered 

whether organizing the inside chapters thematically, rather than 

chronologically, could have facilitated greater accessibility for 

non-China experts. In any case, there is more than enough here 

to make much grander and forceful statements about labor 

relations and the politics of production in comparative contexts 

and more general terms. Had Andreas made more of a concerted 

move in this direction, Disenfranchised would be a book that 

every serious scholar of labor politics or history anywhere in 

the world would have to read and respond to. As it is, this 

remains mainly a China-focused study, speaking mostly to a 

China-specialist audience, but still one with potentially strong 

appeal and great rewards for readers further afield (if they can 

be persuaded to make the investment to read and digest it). 
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ven for many Chinese people, the political and economic 

experiences of the past seven decades are difficult to 

understand. We are vaguely aware of the endless political 

movements of the Mao era, we glimpse references to “hazy” 

past events in literary and artistic works, and we hear curious 

stories about young rebels fighting with words and weapons 

during the Cultural Revolution years. This history, however, 

has been submerged in jumbled emotions before we are able to 

explore the buried facts. The array of explanations by Western 

Sinologists have provided new insights for Chinese scholars, 

but many of their plausible analyses seem remote from our 

experiences. Today’s young people know that many of their 

elders—from party cadres to plain folks—cherish the “Radiant 

Past.”1 But why do they miss an era that seems unintelligible to 

us? Underneath all the arduous work, the suffering, the 

struggles, and the laments, what exactly were our predecessors 

striving for? What were they trying to accomplish and what 

insurmountable obstacles lay in their path? Did they ever arrive 

anywhere close to the socialist ideals of democracy and 

equality? I found some convincing answers in Professor Joel 

Andreas’ cogent new book, Disenfranchised: The Rise and Fall 

of Industrial Citizenship in China. 

 

The fundamental question raised by Andreas is, “Why did the 

twentieth-century Communist project to eliminate class 

distinctions fail?” Looking specifically at the socialist goal of 

establishing industrial democracy, he does not attribute the 

failure to the negative impact of class struggle, the bankruptcy 

of “principled particularism,” 2 or inherited tensions between 

bureaucratic structures and royal charismatic authority. 3 

Instead, he points to practical contradictions of socialist 

democracy. Andreas draws inspiration from Robert Dahl’s 

framework, in which he pointed to inclusion and contestation 

as fundamental requirements for democracy. In the industrial 

context, Andreas transforms the first into citizenship, which 

gives workers membership rights in the workplace, and the 

second into autonomy, which gives them the capacity to 

negotiate. Andreas argues that workplace citizenship gave 

Chinese workers the fundamental basis for democratic 

participation, while the lack of autonomy limited its actual 

practice and eventually led to disastrous consequences. Based 

on the strength of citizenship and autonomy, he establishes a 

coordinate system to explain variations in workplace 

governance. He also helps clarify a controversial issue—did the 

system of lifetime employment in Chinese enterprises bring 

about “personal dependence” or empower workers? 4  “The 

extent to which one or the other prevails,” he points out, 

“depends on the degree to which workers are able to act 

collectively in an autonomous manner” (p 19). Ultimately, the 

book’s inquiry into the fate of industrial democracy in China 

rests on this question. 

 

 

The impact of limited autonomy on democratic practices in 

Chinese factories, Andreas argues, was lethal. The book 

examines China’s experience with workplace participation 

chronologically and chapter titles highlight sequential 

developments: Enfranchisement, Participatory Paternalism, 

Mass Supervision, Great Democracy, Revolutionary 

Committees, Reforming the Work Unit System, and 

Disenfranchisement. Andreas develops a fascinating and subtle 

analysis, explaining that while the Chinese Communist Party 

(CCP) actually sought to encourage democratic participation 

and mass supervision of officials, its obsession with 

monopolizing power unintentionally led to the failure of 

industrial democracy. 

 

Andreas points out that in the early days of the People’s 

Republic of China, the CCP developed the method of 

democratic mass mobilization of workers with the purpose of 

seizing control of industrial production from the old elites. In 

this process, although the party granted workers industrial 

citizenship, it prohibited independent trade union organization, 

making it difficult to actually establish democratic industrial 

governance. In the days before and after the Great Leap 

Forward, workers were able to participate in factory governance 

via mechanisms such as staff and workers congresses and 

systems to encourage “cadre participation in productive labor 

and worker participation in management, reform of irrational 

and outdated rules and regulations, and close cooperation 

among cadres, workers and technicians” (两参一改三结合). 

Their participation, however, lacked autonomy and the scope 

was limited to matters of production and welfare, without much 

capacity to actually hold factory leaders accountable. 

 

In the early 1960s, the CCP launched the top-down “Four 

Cleans Movement,” which relied on party “work teams” to 

organize “mass supervision” of factory leaders, but this type of 

fettered mass mobilization was incapable of accomplishing the 

original goal of “eliminating bureaucratism.” Finally, during 

the Cultural Revolution, when Mao Zedong initiated the 

strategy of “Big Democracy” ( 大 民 主 ) and the “Four 

Freedoms” (四大自由), this attempt to introduce autonomy into 

workers’ participation worsened the situation by prompting 

violence and chaos in the workplace. 

 

In the end, workers’ participation—whether institutionalized or 

non-institutionalized and whether managed by factory 

bureaucrats or inspired by Mao’s charismatic authority—was 

never really autonomous. This lack of autonomy not only 

frustrated efforts to democratize socialist industry, but also 

caused workers to eventually lose their industrial citizenship in 

the process of market reform. Andreas concludes, “The CCP’s 

inclination to tightly control all aspects of participation 

hindered the accomplishment of the party’s own goal” (221). 

The Specter of Industrial Democracy in Socialist China 
 

Wenjuan Jia, Shanghai University  
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Since the very beginning of the People’s Republic of China, the 

state leadership had been beset by the paradox between the 

socialist ideals of democracy and equality and the actual social 

practices of industrial governance. This paradox constantly 

restructured China’s social and political patterns, before the 

advent of the new millennium. Looking back on the past, even 

if China’s experiments with industrial democracy failed, we 

should not ignore the efforts made by our predecessors or 

underestimate the profound impact of this historical experience. 

Andreas’ monograph allows us to see a more positive picture: 

Chinese workers were once able to participate in making 

decisions concerning their vital interests, even though their 

participation was limited, and they had the capacity to make 

party cadres respond to their demands. This is why so many 

miss the past, with its ideals as well as its intractable problems. 

Under these circumstances, despite the ascendancy of 

neoliberalism, the specter of industrial democracy still haunts 

post-socialist China. 

 
1 This term is borrowed from the title of Michael Burawoy and 

Janos Lukacs’ book The Radiant Past: Ideology and Reality in 

Hungary’s Road to Capitalism (Chicago: The University of 

Chicago Press,1992). 
2 Andrew Walder argues that during the Mao era, industrial 

work units developed a clientelist system based on rewarding 

behavior indicating ideological commitment, a system he called 

“principled particularism.” See Communist Neo-

Traditionalism: Work and Authority in Chinese Industry 

(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1986). 

Finally, I would like to suggest that the pessimistic picture of 

China today portrayed in the final chapters of Disenfranchised 

may only reflect a certain historical period. Today, with the 

enactment of the Labor Contract and Social Insurance laws, and 

the continuation of systems such as staff and workers' 

congresses and rationalization proposal mechanisms, formal 

workers in state-owned enterprises still have a sense of their 

industrial citizenship rights. This is why many workers have 

chosen to swim against the tide and challenge the imposition of 

despotic “management rights” in their workplaces. They 

continue to struggle to restructure workplace power, demanding 

that party cadres fulfill the socialist promises of equality and 

democracy. Their activism is certainly limited and precarious, 

but today they can pursue the goal of socialist industrial 

democracy in a more autonomous fashion, freed from the 

institutional constraints and the charismatic edicts of the past.  

 

3  Zhou Xueguang argues that the governance system 

established in China after 1949 combined legacies of 

“monarchical bureaucracy” with charismatic authority. See 

Zhou Xueguang, “Guojia Zhili Luoji Yu Zhongguo Guangliao 

Tizhi: Yige Weibo Lilun Shijiao” (State Governance Logic and 

Chinese Bureaucracy: A Weberian Perspective), Kaifang 

Shidai (Open Times), 2013 (3): 14. 
4 See Andrew Walder, Communist Neo-Traditionalism. 
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epoliticization. 

The thematic of depoliticization might seem distant today, 

when, despite the social distancing regime amid a 
pandemic, the streets of the United States are filled by a new 

mass movement, sparked by the breaking point reached by the 

murder of George Floyd. Whether this is that irruption, a 

rehearsal for revolution, as some have called mass 

demonstrations, remains to be seen. This century has witnessed 

a number of popular movements that—although they could 

prove to have been significant in the midst of a future 

repoliticization to come—have as yet done little to affect the 

glacial stasis of the current interregnum (I understand that 

“glacial” is losing its metaphorical energy). There has been 

considerable scholarship on the dynamics of depoliticization 

over the last two decades and more. This includes work in 

recent years on the depoliticizing character of neoliberalism, 

such as that of Pierre Dardot and Christian Laval, Wendy 

Brown, and Byung-chul Han; on mutations in the character of 

work and the rise of affective labor, the gig economy, or the 

precariat; on the post-facto depoliticization through 

containment and memorialization of 1968, a period that many 

view to be the last significant irruption of politics, such as in the 

work of Kristin Ross on France and Susana Draper on Mexico; 

and on the depoliticization inherent in the abandonment or 

eclipse of the “communist hypothesis”, in the work of Zizek, 

Alain Badiou, Sylvain Lazarus, and others on the communist 

left. There are significant common concerns across this work: 

the rise of the economic over the category of the political at both 

the social and the subjective levels; questions of the nature of 

and the temporality of revolutionary subjectivity, particularly 

with regard to mutations in the political subjectivity of the 

worker; and broader changes in organizational forms such as 

unions and political parties.   

 

China has loomed large in significance for those in the 

“communist hypothesis” group, which is a significant presence 

in contemporary Marxist theoretical discussion. For Badiou, 

Lazarus, Natacha Michel, and others in the UCF-ML (French 

Communist Union-Marxist Leninist), a Maoist organization 

that lasted from 1969 to 1985, the Chinese Cultural Revolution 

was the last scene of the political, the scene of the “saturation”, 

to use Lazarus’s term, and thus end, of the political character of 

the party form. For Lazarus, it was in the Cultural Revolution, 

particularly in Shanghai, that the factory emerges as a political 

site, that is, a site not of the State, but of the emergence of new 

forms of subjectification. This could be seen in texts from the 

Shanghai Commune which proposed to “open worker 

universities, reduce bourgeois rights, limit the division between 

manual and intellectual executives which is, in fact, the politics 

of the communist Party in the factory and the State mode of 

being in the factory” (a Lazarus, 152).  Badiou recognizes the  

 

fragility of the new subjective forms and the narrowness of its 

political scope: the “countermodel” represented by the 

Shanghai Commune “has no possibility of national 

development, in the extent to which, on the national level, the 

figure of the party remains the only one allowed, even if a 

number of its traditional elements are in crisis” (Badiou 2005, 

497).     

 

Via Bologna-based scholars Alessandro Russo and Claudia 

Pozzana, the Badiou-Lazarus orientation toward the political—

and its distinctive reading of the Cultural Revolution in the 

understanding of the fate of the political—reached Wang Hui. 

Wang’s essay “Depoliticized Politics: Multiple Components of 

Hegemony, and the Eclipse of the Sixties” (translated by 

Christopher Connery) appeared first in a special issue on the 

Asian sixties in Inter-Asia Cultural Studies in 2006, followed 

later in 2006 in a modified version in the New Left Review titled 

“Depoliticized Politics, from East to West”. This was followed 

by further modified versions in Chinese in Kaifang shidai in 

2007 and then in the 2008 collection of linked essays: 

Depoliticized Politics: The Nineties and the End of the Short 

Twentieth Century (去政治化的政治 : 短 20世纪的终结与

90 年代  ). Wang’s article traced a three-decade history of 

depoliticization, finding its sources in the factional struggles 

into which the Cultural Revolution descended, its development 

in what he referred to as the mutation of the party-state into the 

state-party, and its culmination in the 1990s-era sublation of the 

line struggles that had characterized China’s long revolution 

into an emergent and soon dominant prominence of a market 

version of “the economic”. The concerns of the other essays that 

Wang included in the 2008 collection—including one essay on 

1989 and the origins of neoliberalism in China, and one report 

on the struggles of workers in a Jiangsu factory during the 

firm’s privatization—brought together many of the broader 

thematics around depoliticization mentioned above, from 

across the left political spectrum, and underscored the centrality 

of China to depoliticization’s broader global dynamics.   

Through Wang Hui’s work, depoliticization became an 

important reference point for left theoretical discourse in China 

for nearly a decade. One of Wang Hui’s significant departures 

from the Badiou-Lazarus orientation was with regard to the 

Party, which in its Cultural Revolution-era “saturation” (this is 

Lazarus’s term, from a philosophical register aimed in part 

against notions like “defeat” and “failure”) exhausts its 

capacity, as an organizational form, to produce politics or 

political novelty. In Wang’s 2008 essays, the eclipse of politics 

comes later, with the new configuration of state, party, and the 

market economy, bringing with it the wave of privatizations, 

market-measurements, and attacks on job security and worker 

rights. It has been of course almost unthinkable for a PRC-based 

intellectual on the left to break with the party along the lines of 
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the Badiou-Lazarus orientation. Indeed, most of the Chinese 

new left, in recent years, has deepened its party orientation.  

 

Given the centrality of the Cultural Revolution to both Wang 

Hui’s notion of depoliticization and to Badiou and Lazarus’s 

notions of saturation, the worker, and the factory, the relative 

lack of detailed scholarship on the Cultural Revolution, 

particularly its later years, was bound to introduce certain 

lacunae. Badiou and Lazarus’s writing on and references to the 

Cultural Revolution relied largely on translations of Beijing and 

Shanghai publications. Although their work was focused on the 

revolutionary subjectivity of the worker and the rise of extra-

party organizations, in its primary reliance on Party documents, 

or documents reprinted from recognized revolutionary 

organizations, it could refer only speculatively, or in broad 

strokes, to politics as lived.  The mass of documentary material 

available to researchers in the last twenty years—not only the 

massive databases complied by Song Yongyi and his teams, but 

the private collections of rebel group documents available to 

recent scholars, has filled in important gaps.  The workers’ 

inquiries (see special issue in Viewpoint Magazine) that the 

Badiou-Lazarus group would later champion and practice were 

not possible in the Cultural Revolution, and participant 

testimonies were often filtered through anti-communist 

perspectives. In 2006, Badiou and Russo, recognizing the 
paucity of necessary analysis and information, published a call 

for an “International Center for the Study of the Cultural 

Revolution.”    

 

For Wang Hui, a primary location of politics is in the party and 

in state publications, where much of the two-line struggles were 

carried out. Although the existence of extra-party organizations 

and the struggles in factories, schools, and elsewhere between 

rebels and conservatives were known in broad outlines, Wang’s 

deeper theoretical discussions of the trajectory of the political 

in the pre-reform period seldom referenced the granular level of 

politics among the people. The study of the Jiangsu factory’s 

privatization, which occurred later in the reform period, is an 

important exception. Joel Andreas’s Disenfranchised: The Rise 

and Fall of Industrial Citizenship in China contributes in 

important respects to the study of depoliticization—although, 

as I discuss below, he does not use that term—from the 1950s 

to the 1990s and beyond. It provides a basis for fresh 

speculation and theoretical reconsiderations, in the spirit of 

Badiou and Russo’s call for new Cultural Revolution 

scholarship. A key contribution is its attentiveness to political 

dynamics at a level of impressive local and ethnographic detail. 

Even if one has reservations about the book’s broader 

theoretical categories, it makes crucial contributions to our 

understanding of the sociological, historical, political, and 

theoretical character of depoliticization. Further theoretical 

elaborations of the political significance of China’s 

revolutionary experience will need to take Andreas’s book into 

account.  

 

Dialectics of Autonomy 

“Citizenship” and “autonomy” are the primary evaluative 

rubrics in Disenfranchised, and it is the character of these two 

capacities that allows evaluation of the extent of “workplace 

democracy”, referring to worker participation in workplace 

governance. Andreas adapts “citizenship” and “autonomy” 

from political theorist Robert Dahl’s categories of “inclusion” 

and “contestation”, referring to “the extent to which the 

population is entitled to participate in democratic 

processes…and to the openness of these processes to 

competition.” (10) A primary component of “citizenship” was 

lifetime job tenure, established as a norm fairly early in the 

PRC, and which for the most part grew in extent over the 

following four decades: the trend was generally toward greater 

numbers of permanent workers, and less reliance on temporary 

labor. The growth and strength of the working population, the 

high rate of participation of women, and the low unemployment 

rates showed impressive achievements in the area of 

“inclusion”, and this expansion of inclusion was clear state 

policy. Worker achievements in the realm of “inclusion” are 

clear and uncontestable during the danwei period. Contestation 

is, of course, the scene of politics. The primacy that Dahl gave 

to contestation was contested by sociologists and critics from 

the left, who found it insufficiently attentive to structural 

dimensions of capitalist and elite power. Perhaps recognizing 

that Dahl’s category of “contestation” adheres too closely to the 

primacy given to the ideologeme of competition in liberal and 

neoliberal ontologies, Andreas’s turn to “autonomy” is 

significant. His elaboration of the term needs quoting at some 

length: 
 

Autonomy is commonly defined as capacity for self- 

governance; for my purposes, it refers to the capacity for 

independent action at multiple levels, from shop-floor self-

management to collective action independent of enterprise and 

state authorities. When individuals manage their own work, this 

does not necessarily involve contestation, but even autonomy at 

this basic level is absent in despotic systems of industrial 

relations, in which even the most minute activities are 

controlled by factory authorities. At higher levels, the meaning 

of autonomy becomes more collective, more political, and more 

contentious, including the right to organize to change policies 

or capture positions of power (11). 

 

Particularly for the analysis and evaluation of workers and work 

under socialist regimes, autonomy is a far more useful rubric 

than contestation, yet, as we shall see below, contestation and 

antagonism in several forms will structure or amplify 

autonomy’s vicissitudes, preserving dimensions, in its absence, 

of Dahl’s original binary.      

 

Autonomy functioned asymptotically in worker politics in 

China. Similarly to the discussion of Li Lisan in Elizabeth 

Perry’s Anyuan, Andreas’s discussion of the workerist positions 

on worker autonomy such as those of Li Lisan and his successor 

as head of the ACFTU Lai Ruoyu point toward what could have 

been a very different future for worker politics in China had the 

ACFTU enjoyed considerably more autonomy, and more power 

in the workplace than the Party, in accord with Li and Lai’s 

visions. During the daming dafang movement that was 

contained by the Anti-Rightist campaign that began in 1957, 

there were also voices to the “left” of Lai Ruoyu, calling for 

even more significant extension and deepening of worker 

autonomy. After 1958, with the posthumous condemnation of 

Lai as an anti-Party element, worker autonomy would be 
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permanently circumscribed. I have written elsewhere about 

China as a site of what I called “antinomogenesis”, producing 

studies with titles such as “strength and fragility”, “atrophy and 

adaptation”, “fragile superpower”, or “red capitalism”. 

Andreas’s contribution to that list is “participatory 

paternalism”, which is an apt description of the simultaneous 

encouragement of worker supervision and the circumscription 

of worker autonomy by the leadership and the Party.   

 

Nevertheless, worker autonomy would enjoy a substantial 

afterlife after its first setback in the late 1950s, and Andreas’s 

study could support a claim that due to the extensive character 

of citizenship in the danwei system, and the doctrine of “mass 

supervision” (the title of Chapter Four), originally designed as 

an anti-bureaucratic measure which ebbed and flowed in its 

efficacy but never disappeared, Chinese workers enjoyed a 

degree of autonomy from management and a degree of 

participation in workplace governance that was probably 

greater than anywhere in the world in the twentieth century, 

until the mass disenfranchisement (Andreas’s term) of workers 

in the 1990s. Even the formal structures for worker 

participation in decision-making exceeded the powers given to 

trade unions under German Mitbestimmung, which is arguably 

the institutional limit of worker power in the West. The primary 

institution for “mass supervision” were the staff and workers 

congresses (SWC, 职工代表大会), established in the 1950s 

and whose power only became permanently diminished in the 

late 1980s, with the rise of the factory director responsibility 

system.  

 

The perspective of worker autonomy and power allows for a 

somewhat different periodization than does the perspective of 

“right” and “left”, and we find neither a pure scene of autonomy 

at the most “radical” moments in history, nor a linear trajectory 

from greater to lesser autonomy.  The gains made by rebel 

factions during the Cultural Revolution—curtailment of 

managerial and party cadre power in the workplace, the 

establishment of factory-based universities and movement 

toward a lessening of the contradiction between mental and 

material labor, a huge decrease in the number of temporary 

workers and a vast expansion of the ranks of permanent workers 

(“stronger in the 1970s than at any time before or since”) 

persisted into the seventies, and in significant ways beyond. 

Andreas shows, contrary to some received wisdom on the left, 

that the period after the highpoint of Cultural Revolution 

radicalism (1967-8), up until the late 1970s and even beyond, 

witnesses periods of significant workplace political autonomy 

and worker power.     

 

Worker politics in the Cultural Revolution were, as I will 

discuss below, overdetermined by factionalism, but many of the 

gains made by workers during the 1965-1976 period were 

strengthened during the period that Andreas terms “the long 

1980s”, from 1976 though the early 1990s. During the Cultural 

Revolution, charges of “economism” limited the scope of 

worker demands. The fading of this opprobrium led to a period 

of significant material improvements in worker power and in 

living standards.   

 

Although Chinese authorities harshly repressed the remnants of 

the radical faction in factories and kept a tight lid on collective 

activity not overseen by the party, they initially enhanced 

institutionalized forms of Democratic Management, which now 

were concerned increasingly with welfare issues. Although 

there was little room for autonomous collective action within 

the SWC and other formal institutions of worker participation, 

they featured vigorous debates about wages, bonuses, housing, 

the employment of workers’ children, and other economic 

problems of great importance to work unit members. Workers’ 

influence in these areas was considerable, and they used this 

influence to defend egalitarian norms and push factory leaders 

to use enterprise resources to serve employee needs. (191)    

 

This worker power was reflected in wage gains, expansion of 

workers’ rights, and, in the 1980s, vast expenditure on workers’ 

housing. Andreas notes that “[i]ndustrial workers remember the 

early 1980s nostalgically as an era in which their wages and 

benefits improved substantially, employment remained stable, 

and they continued to enjoy respect and influence within the 

party” (168).   

 

How “political”, in a sense closer to Badiou, Lazarus, and even 

Wang Hui, was the scene of worker autonomy from the 1950s 

to the disenfranchisement of the 1990s?  The paternalistic 
dimension of “participatory paternalism” was one constraint, 

but another set of constraints inhered in the political character 

of the specific organizations, whether union, Party, or the extra-

party organizational forms of the Cultural Revolution. The 

material and welfare gains that characterized the end of the 

“long 1980s” are legible within international labor politics, in 

both their politicizing and depoliticizing registers, and by some 

measures, the material gains made by workers in the long 1980s 

was not necessarily a measure of the political. Andreas makes 

an important point about the constraints on labor autonomy that 

is specific to China, and specific to Mao. Over and over, we see 

that Mao’s deep anti-bureaucratic commitment to “mass 

supervision” was a significant source of worker empowerment, 

but Mao was at best uninterested, and often hostile to the 

organizational forms that this took. Thus, gains in autonomy 

remained tentative and over-determined by Party and State. 

Even at the height of their power, the autonomy of the extra-

party organizations was constrained by Mao himself.  

 

Antagonism 

I first visited China in early 1976, in the midst of the last Anti 

Lin Biao Anti Confucius campaign, which we would learn later 

was the last effort of the Cultural Revolution group against the 

power of Deng Xiaoping and his allies. I was part of a student-

teacher-worker socialist group, and, as with most such groups, 

our itinerary was heavy on factories, schools and communes, 

and light on historical or cultural monuments. I don’t think any 

of us identified as a Maoist—NAM was our dominant 

tendency—but we had been immersed in the same materials 

from China that our comrades in France were reading. The 

younger members of the group, I among them, nurtured 

Stakhanovite fantasies about socialist construction, and were 

particularly interested in the factory and commune visits. Two 

things struck me about our factory visits in Hubei and Henan 

(the areas, coincidentally, of most of Andreas’s fieldwork and 
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the home to most of his informants). One was the slow and 

leisurely pace of work. While my images of socialist 

construction comprised mostly the hyperactive resoluteness of 

the muscle-rippled bodies of workers common to Soviet and 

Chinese documentary film, here was a scene where there were 

nearly as many workers sitting on overturned buckets smoking 

cigarettes as moving steel. In our hotel-room meeting that night, 

the Latino workers in our group upbraided us young 

Stakhanovites for our mildly disapproving shock: “This is how 

work should be you ivory tower idiots!  Workers shouldn’t 

have to work themselves to death from over exertion”. That was 

an important political awakening for us, and I was once again 

grateful to the workers in our group. What we later learned 

about full employment policies gave the scene additional 

context. But what was more surprising was the vehemence of 

the Big Character Posters outside the factory walls.  We had 

learned that the high point of Cultural Revolution struggle had 

long passed. Like many Chinese, we were confused and 

disoriented by the fall of Lin Biao, and documents from the 

Anti-Lin Anti-Confucius movement that we had read were 

incoherent and confusing. We figured we had come to China 

too late to witness a significant politics among the people. The 

speeches we heard in the factories were fairly anodyne, 

differing little from the Beijing Review articles we’d all read. 

But on a big character poster on a wall outside: “张 XX 是个大

血屄!” (Zhang XX is a big bloody cunt). What was that about? 

I got no clarification about that at the time from our guides.  

 

Disenfranchised clears this last matter up. In many left analyses 

of the Cultural Revolution, the establishment of the 

Revolutionary Committees is viewed as a major political 

neutralization administered by the PLA. Andreas shows that 

this was not universally the case. PLA Committee members had 

no knowledge of factory production, and were thus fairly 

marginalized in many factories. This left the factional divisions 

between “rebels” and “conservatives” relatively untouched for 

far longer than they had been in universities. In the waning days 

of the “second Cultural Revolution” in early 1976, inter-

factional antagonism was acute, but the stakes had changed 

from the early days of the Cultural Revolution, when the 

emergence of new rebel organizations presaged an era of Big 

Democracy and newly empowered, anti-bureaucratic mass 

supervision. Despite numerous rebel group victories in their 

challenges to structures of workplace authority structures, 

including greater worker access to positions of authority and to 

the ranks of the technical elites, greater equalization of 

compensation, and general improvements in workplace 

democracy, neither Mao nor Party authorities were willing to 

give worker organizations significant autonomy. The 

crackdown on rebels that began in 1967 would ebb and flow, 

alternating between suppression and tolerance. The accretion of 

intense political experience—all sides had periods of 

ascendancy and defeat—kept factional identity strong, but the 

limitations on autonomy put constraints on the depth of political 

content.  

 

 

Mao was drawn to more tumultuous forms of political par-

ticipation and contention, which he continued to promote 

during his waning years. He did so in part by creating and 

manipulating a division of labor within the party, with 

conservative administrators on one side and radical agitators on 

the other. From 1973 to 1976, China experienced a kind of 

institutionalized political contention that had not existed since 

1949. By that time, both the radical and administrative factions 

operated within the party establishment, and each had control 

over institutional resources, access to the press, and the capacity 

for mass mobilization. Thus, this period continued to be 

characterized by political competition that featured mass 

participation. The opening for Big Democracy that Mao had 

briefly created in 1966, however, had closed. There was little 

room for workers to autonomously organize their own fighting 

groups, publish their own fliers, or exchange revolutionary 

experiences, and, with grassroots initiative crippled, influence 

from below was fundamentally diminished. (163) 

 

“Institutionalized political contention” is the depoliticized 

endpoint of the Sartrean trajectory from group-in-fusion, to 

organized group, to institution. The brutal repression of rebels 

and radicals in the factories that began in 1976 was the last of 

the generally revolutionary sequence.   Politics would thereafter 

take a more recognizable and non-revolutionary form. 

 

What were the dynamics of depoliticization? In an early essay 
on the Cultural Revolution, influenced by the work of Badiou 

and Lazarus (Russo was also an important influence on 

Badiou’s and Lazarus’s understandings of the Cultural 

Revolution) Alessandro Russo suggests three phases in the 

Cultural Revolution sequence: dismissal, the struggle against 

persons in authority; pluralization, the formation of multiple 

independent organizations; and finally a depoliticizing 

factionalism (he is referring to factional struggle in both 

factories and universities). In the final phase,  

 

Antagonistic alliances were formed, not to claim an 

independent capacity of political judgment, but 

primarily to become the steel “nucleus,” as they 

said, of a regenerated party-state, whose legitimacy 

was subordinated to the dismissal of a number of 

leaders, and eventually to the annihilation of the 

other faction. Thus, we can see that the previously 

distinct processes- the dismissal of state-apparatus 

authority (and officials, as well) and the 

pluralization of independent and self-authorizing 

organizations-had by this stage of the Cultural 

Revolution become indistinguishable. (193-194) 

 

Taking Disenfranchised into account, we might modify the 

sequence in the following way.   The commitments to mass 

supervision and big democracy were never actualized in 

appropriate organizational forms. The ACFTU had been 

compromised earlier, with the defeat of Li Lisan and Lai 

Ruoyu. It might be interesting to speculate what a strong and 

autonomous ACFTU would have led to:  the depoliticizing 

labor-management compromises common to social 

democracies, or to another scene, and possibly another set of 

outcomes, of the radical political energies of the early Cultural 

Revolution. A moment of deep and genuine pluralization was 

never allowed to take place. Disenfranchised joins Wu 
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Yiching’s The Cultural Revolution at the Margins and Russo’s 

new book on the Cultural Revolution in the seriousness with 

which it takes these early radical movements. But like Wu 

Yiching’s book, Andreas shows the party as a formidable, 

though somewhat inconsistent, inhibitory force on radical 

energies. The rebel organizations that arose in Cultural 

Revolution factories were clearly prepared to take on the task 

of mass supervision, and to effectuate significant changes in the 

political subjectivity of the worker and in the nature of the 

factory. Just as the daming dafang movement of the 1950s 

ended in repression of the left, so did Mao’s support for the 

“tumultuous forms of political participation and contention”—

as opposed to truly autonomous organizational form of longer 

duration—leave radical proponents of workplace democracy 

exposed to periodic Party restoration of stability and authority, 

until the radical left was permanently vanquished just after 

Mao’s death.    

 

Defeat 

The framework of depoliticization is useful for thinking both 

the saturation of the party form and the necessity of new 

organizational forms in a revolutionary situation. The 

organization issue is the key question on the radical left today, 

everywhere in the world. Whither the politics in US streets 

today is a question that will depend on innovations in 
organization. There are advocates of a new party, of taking 

power in an existing party, or, as in the Badiou-Lazarus 

tendency, for something new. Whatever one’s position on the 

type of organization required in the current moment, the way 

forward will depend on a clear analytical understanding of the 

forms that arose within the twentieth century revolutions, and 

what befell them. Although Andreas’s broad framework of 

citizenship, framing the twinned components of inclusion and 

autonomy, is both more neutral and more academically legible 

within the field of political sociology, the history he traces 

greatly deepens our understanding of depoliticization and 

political organizational dynamics in China over the last sixty-

plus years.   

 

There should be a history of PRC suppression of radical left 

energies, especially among workers, from its founding to the 

present, when the left in China is perhaps at its weakest point in 

the last 130 years. It would note that the most significant victims 

of the Anti-Rightist movement were leftists, and register the 

period from late 1967 until the end of the Cultural Revolution 

as commonly one of defeat and repression of the radical left. It 

would track the emergence of new political energies in the 

1980s, culminating in 1989, when those who met with the most 

violent repression in the movement in the capital were not the 

students and intellectuals, whose ideological orientations 

ranged across the political map, but members of the more 

radical Beijing Workers’ Autonomous Federation. It would 

register the deliberate weakening of worker autonomy in the 

late 1980s and 1990s, and the growth of a new working class, 

the nongmingong, whose exclusion is inscribed in their very 

identity, but who nevertheless have mounted thousands of 

inchoate acts of resistance. It would highlight the long history 

of the Party’s intolerance for any collective politics that takes 

any organizational form outside of the Party. Disenfranchised 

would be a very important resource.   
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ork units (danwei) and the ‘cradle-to-grave’ employment 

model that they represented have not escaped the general 

rejection of China’s Maoist past. Since the onset of the 

reform era, and especially in the 1990s and early 2000s, they 

have become symbols of inefficiency and have been repeatedly 

blamed for many of the imbalances and illnesses in the Chinese 

economy. Often, such criticisms have involved a political 

dimension as well: it was said that by offering workers stable 

employment from the cradle to the grave, along with access to 

public services and other essential goods, the work units 

actually put workers in a position of dependency. Yes, workers 

did not have to worry about the possibility being laid off, about 

how to pay for the education of their children, or how to cover 

their medical expenses should any health problem arise, but this 

came at the price of their autonomy. At the same time, not being 

able to get rid of unruly and lazy employees, managers were 

also struggling, unable to run their companies in a rational and 

efficient way. In other words, under the work unit system 

everybody was worse off and the so-called ‘iron rice bowl’ of 

lifetime employment was no better than a steel cage. 

 

To ‘free’ both employers and employees from this mutual 

dependency, it was advised that China establish a proper labour 

market, that labour relations become governed by written 

contracts and not a vague social pact, and that welfare provision 

be delinked from the enterprise. The rest is history. What 

originally was a minority discourse rapidly became the 

dominant one and in the 1990s the Chinese authorities oversaw 

a massive overhaul of the country’s industrial system that led to 

tens of millions of layoffs. The ties that bound the workers to 

the socialist work unit were cut, but the price was steep: 

millions of workers might have been freed from their 

dependency, but they immediately found themselves subject to 

the vagaries of the new market with little or no safety net. To 

make things worse, the authorities began actively blaming them 

for their lack of entrepreneurship and for expecting the state to 

fulfil its side of the social pact in line with decades of 

propaganda. All the while, millions of migrant workers from 

the countryside began moving to the cities, supplying new 
enterprises in both the private and public sector with a new 

source of cheap labour. 

 

Against this bleak background, Joel Andreas’s Disenfranchised 

represents an attempt to re-evaluate the danwei model from a 

political point of view. As the author explains in the 

introduction (p. 10), his account focuses on three poignant 

questions: to what extent have workers enjoyed rights to 

citizenship and autonomy in their workplaces? How have these 

rights changed over this time period, and what has caused these 

changes? And finally, as these rights have changed, how much 

power have workers actually had to shape the conditions of 

their work, participate in decision-making, and hold workplace  

 

leaders accountable? In so doing, he challenges two 

fundamental misconceptions. First, he disproves the idea that 

the reforms carried out by Deng Xiaoping and his successors 

transformed China’s economic structures but left the political 

structures intact, an interpretation that he holds as being largely 

true outside of the workplace, but not inside it (p. 192). Second, 

he criticises the idea that the historical process that led to the 

rise and fall of industrial citizenship in China is somehow 

exceptional. He convincingly shows that while under the 

Chinese work unit system employment was perhaps more 

permanent than in any other country, what happened in China 

actually reflects global trends in workplace democracy, from its 

heyday in the wake of the Second World War to its decline 

through the neoliberal assault of the 1980s and 1990s. 

 

Disenfranchised is not the first attempt to challenge the 

narratives of dependency fostered by the proponents of the 

labour reform in China in the 1980s and 1990s, Andrew Walder 

in primis. The author cites pioneering works by Ching Kwan 

Lee, Anita Chan and Jonathan Unger, Lu Feng, Huaiyin Li, and 

Brantley Womack as other instances of critical engagement, but 

given its historical scope and virulent polemic with Walder’s 

dependency thesis, this book should rather be read alongside the 

late Jackie Sheehan’s Chinese Workers: A New History (1998). 

However, while Sheehan largely relied on official media 

sources to show that, in spite of all claims of worker 

dependency, labour activism in the work units of the Maoist era 

was very much alive, Andreas resorts to a broader variety of 

sources, in particular interviews with dozens of people who 

lived through the era. He also offers a much more nuanced 

theoretical framework inspired by Burawoy’s influential 

typology of ‘labour regimes’ as outlined in his classic The 

Politics of Production (1985). 

 

Reading an outline of the history of labour relations in the 

Chinese workplace during the Maoist era and beyond that is not 

underpinned by liberal or neoliberal biases is refreshing. In an 

age of global precarity, it is more necessary than ever to look 

back at those employment models that were possibly too 

eagerly dismissed in the frenzy of the 1980s. In fact, looking 

back is a fundamental precondition if we want to ever be able 

to find a way forward from the current impasse. In the author’s 

own words: ‘It is, of course, unlikely that institutions that 

flourished during the retreat of capital in the postwar decades 

will re-emerge in exactly the same forms… Nevertheless, as 

workers continue to strike to gain control over their conditions 

of work, they will confront similar fundamental issues. To fully 

understand these issues it is necessary to carefully study the 

experiences of industrial citizenship as it was envisioned and 

practiced in the middle decades of the twentieth century’ (p. 

235). 
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Disenfranchised also puts the plight of labour activists in Xi 

Jinping’s China in context. According to the author, Chinese 

workers today are starting to be assertive once again, but until 

they are granted workplace citizenship rights, any gain they 

might have remains limited and precarious (p. 23). This 

statement perfectly encapsulates the limitations of labour 

activism in China today. With the official trade union jealous of 

its monopoly over labour organisation and continuing to 

function as a ‘transmission belt’ between the Party-state and the 

workers, activists in grassroots labour organisations are largely 

constrained in how they frame their demands. Unable to pursue 

broader changes related to workplace politics lest they fall 

victim to state repression, they generally limit themselves to 

providing legal aid to the workers, framing their activities 

strictly in the language of legality sanctioned by the Party-state. 

Only in the mid-2010s, some organisations began pursuing a 

more aggressive strategy based on collective bargaining and 

worker organisation, but this attempt at escalating labour 

struggle on a political level was soon met with unprecedented 

repression by the Chinese authorities, and today that type of 

militant labour NGOs has been almost annihilated. In any case, 

it is sad to say, but without broader reforms aimed at reinforcing 

workplace citizenship and other structural changes, even 

collective bargaining would have been of limited use to address 

the precarity of the contemporary workplace, in China and 
beyond. 

 

Andreas’s book also highlights interesting historical parallels 

between the struggles of Chinese workers today and in the past. 

For instance, the account of the role of temporary workers in 

the early stages of the Cultural Revolution (see p. 116) 

resonates with the protests of agency and temporary workers in 

recent years as documented by several scholars. Broadly 

speaking, the author’s analysis of workplace relations over 

several decades not only dispels the idea that Chinese workers 

were silent and cowed due to their dependency on the danwei, 

but also somehow scales back that simplistic narrative that took 

hold over the past decade according to which Chinese workers 

are ‘waking up’ thanks to the emergence of a new generation of 

migrant workers allegedly more ‘aware’ of their exploitative 

working conditions than their predecessor. That might be hold 

some truth if the comparison is with younger and older migrant 

workers—but even this is far from established—but 

Disenfranchised effectively shows that the Chinese working 

class was awake a long time ago, and its alleged ‘slumber’ is 

only a recent, possibly induced, state. According to Andreas, 

the comparison between older and younger workers is a 

constant refrain in workers’ discussion of how reforms have 

affected authority relations for the Chinese worker. In the words 

of one of his interviewees: ‘Older workers, if they think 

something violates safety rules, if it’s unreasonable, or they just 

can’t do it, they won’t hesitate to say “No, I won’t do it,”… But 

young people aren’t willing to say anything. “If you tell me to 

do it, I’ll go do it.” If they’re unhappy, maybe they won’t do it 

well, or they might even ruin it, but they will never say “No” to 

a leader.’ (p. 216).  

 

For a book that offers such a painstakingly comprehensive view 

of Chinese labour politics since the establishment of the 

People’s Republic of China, there is one puzzling omission: 

nowhere does the author mentions the turmoil of 1989, nor the 

role the workers played in it. Although this was not a top-down 

political campaign, it might have been worth discussing the 

demands of the workers on that occasion as a window on to how 

the workers reacted to the early reforms and the limitations of 

workplace democracy, especially considering that the author 

devotes quite some space to workers’ demands in other 

turbulent periods in the 1950s and 1960s. Also, when outlining 

the adoption of the labour laws of the 1990s and 2000s (from p. 

193 on), the author might have included a broader discussion of 

how the discourse of the law was instrumental in stripping 

swathes of Chinese workers of their workplace citizenship 

rights and taming workplace activism. These two small 

criticisms notwithstanding, Disenfranchised remains a 

fundamental reading. In this age of global precarity, it will 

hopefully allow readers to gain a more nuanced view of the 

Maoist workplace, rediscovering the positive sides of the 

socialist work unit while not forgetting its many limitations. 
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isenfranchised begins by asking “why did the twentieth-

century Communist project to eliminate class distinctions 

fail?”. It applies this overarching question to the field of 

factory politics during the Maoist period in China, when very 

serious, elaborate institutions and lively practices developed to 

involve and empower workers in the operation of their 

factories. Professor Andreas conceptualizes them as a form of 

“industrial citizenship:” a global development, beginning after 

World War I and continuing well beyond World War II, “in 

which industrial employment not only secured economic 

entitlements but also entailed political rights and duties” that 

transformed workers from “simply hired hands” to “legitimate 

stakeholders.” It took different forms in different countries, of 

course: works councils in Germany and elsewhere, paternalistic 

enterprise unionism in Japan, corporatist tripartite 

arrangements in much of Europe and Latin America, and 

collective bargaining in the US. Disenfranchised explicates 

industrial citizenship’s many successive permutations in China, 

in broadly chronological chapters on “participatory 

paternalism”, “mass supervision”, “big democracy” and 

“revolutionary committees”, charting their achievements, 

limitations and ultimate demise. 

 

As such, it profoundly reverses our understanding of factory 

politics in the Maoist period, with important implications for 

the structural reforms that have followed. Andrew Walder’s 

highly influential Communist Neo-Traditionalism painted a 

picture of workers trapped in a web of patron-client 

relationships with supervisors and managers, and ensconced in 

enterprise welfare institutions — especially the “work unit” 

(danwei) — that rendered labor politically dependent and, 

therefore, broadly passive or at least acquiescent to Party 

authority in the factory. Disenfranchised emphasizes instead 

how, in varying degrees, forms and moments, workers became 

citizens of their factories: active, interested, contentious, and at 

times autonomous, influential and even powerful participants in 

the organization and operation of their enterprises. It also charts 

how, starting in the late 1980s and accelerating in the early 

1990s with the onrush of China’s transition to capitalistic 

economic, social and political relations, Chinese workers were 

stripped of their industrial citizenship — hence the book’s title. 

 

In addition to its empirical richness, Disenfranchised devotes a 

great deal of theoretical and analytical energy to explicating the 

meaning and significance of industrial citizenship in political, 

social and economic terms — a major contribution. It treats the 

roots of both its rise and fall more descriptively and implicitly. 

On industrial citizenship’s upswing, political agency (rather 

than structural forces) was determinative, which is exactly what 

one would expect from a revolutionary leadership and moment. 

The Party, specifically Mao and likeminded revolutionary 

leaders, created and developed the institutions of industrial  

 

citizenship and urged workers to use them. Here it had three 

objectives: “to mobilize workers behind the party’s goals, 

encouraging them to work conscientiously, participate in party-

led activities, and carry out management responsibilities on the 

shop floor”; “to maintain channels of input from below”; and 

“to help the party monitor and criticize the behavior of its own 

cadres.” Describing the rise of industrial citizenship, 

Disenfranchised is packed on page after page with locutions 

such as “Mao initiated…”, “The Party insisted…”, “Mao 

attempted…”, and “Dissatisfaction led Mao to launch…”. 

 

But on the downslope, Professor Andreas assigns, albeit 

implicitly, a greater role to structure and function. Starting in 

the late 1980s, this same Party, now under very different 

leadership, attacked industrial citizenship because it was 

functionally incompatible with the capitalistic mode of 

production (albeit one with “Chinese characteristics”) it was 

fostering. Here there is much more passive voice: “firms were 

pushed,” “workers were required,” the Brilliant Glass factory 

“was subjected.” Of course, a great deal of intrepid, high-risk 

political agency lay behind all this. In pursuing structural 

reform, the stakes — the commitment of the Party and 

revolution to socialism itself, and the legitimacy of its claim to 

power — couldn't have been higher. The perils were also 

gargantuan: there was considerable opposition reaching from 

the apex of the Party, to the middle levels of the broadly 

recalcitrant, worried bureaucratic and managerial ranks, down 

to the often downright hostile the industrial shopfloor. It took 

most forceful, committed leadership at the top to see it through, 

first by pushing into (often early) retirement broad swaths of 

old-line cadres, and then by massive layoffs of tens of millions 

of factory workers. This story has been told elsewhere, and for 

Disenfranchised it is context: given that all this was happening, 

revocation of industrial citizenship was not so much a target as 

a structural and functional necessity required by the new mode 

of production. It also had become a sideshow to the main arena 

of conflict, which was factory closures and firings as well as 

labor compensation. 

 

Given the enthusiasm with which workers exercised their 

industrial citizenship in the Maoist period, and the actual power 

into which they translated it, in the Hundred Flowers Movement 

and especially the Cultural Revolution, it remains no small 

puzzle why they lost their franchise as completely as they did, 

and why they did not deploy their well-elaborated and long-

practiced radicalism in its defense. Disenfranchised documents 

workers’ fightbacks in their factory congresses, and we already 

know that reluctant factory managers were loath to enforce to 

the 1986 provisional regulations on labor against the very 

workers who had attacked them so radically during the Cultural 

Revolution. So why, we may ask, did the working class not 

strike (literally) again? 

The Working Class “Franchise” in Maoist China 
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The answer may well be embedded in the question itself. 

During the Maoist period, workers made radical advances 

through audacious offensives — a form of the “Type Two 

politics” that prevails when preexisting rules, norms and 

institutions have broken down and actors do whatever is 

necessary to further their particular interests and to defend 

themselves from predation by others. One of Disenfranchised’s 

great contributions is the way it adds to this picture the efforts 

to institutionalize working class power within the factory rather 

than just wield it at “moments of enthusiasm” — i.e., to convert 

Type Two politics into “Type One,” which takes place within 

established units … that circumscribe the options of agents and 

make their behaviors more predictable and peaceful. When 

workers wielded their franchise in the various representative 

assemblies and factory councils that Professor Andreas 

documents with such care, they backed their Type One efforts 

with Type Two politics: radical theory, rhetoric and action. 

 

Indeed, in Maoist China, revolutionary Type Two politics 

always depended on the Leninist Type One. That is, they 

always required inspiration, sanction, theory and language from 

the Communist Party. It is easy to forget that “the mass line” 

was, first and foremost, a “method of leadership”. Even when 

Type Two politics seemed to break beyond the intentions, 

discourse and boundaries of the leadership, as in the first half 

of 1967, Mao and his top lieutenants managed to command the 

institutions of the Party and state to rein them in. To put the 

matter in a Gramscian lexicon, the radical working class politics 

of the Maoist period, which sought to establish counter-

hegemony against bureaucratic and managerial authority and 

the means-ends “rationality” of efficiency, productivity and 

economic modernization, was itself subject to the hegemony of 

Maoist political radicalism, on whose terrain it always fought. 

Disenfranchised is chock full of examples of political positions, 

ideas and rhetoric of industrial citizenship drawn from the Party 

left. 

 

Thus, when the Party shifted direction under the structural 

reforms, radical workers were left without the theoretical and 

political means and support to resist. In the wake of the left’s 

defeat, their Maoist activism began to appear quaint at best, 

downright discredited at worst, and would, if exercised, now be 

subject to stiff repression. In 1986, workers could still 

intimidate their managers without lifting a finger, because the 

memories of their radicalism were fresh. But the 1989 

crackdown left little doubt that those days were now over. No 

wonder, then, that the commodification of labor, which proved 

impossible in the mid-1980s, bulldozed the working class in the 

1990s without significant resistance. It could no longer defend 

itself using the counter-hegemonic tools of the Maoist era. 

 

This is not to say that labor politics in China is dead. On the 

contrary, China is, indeed, home to some of the world’s most 

ardent proletarian resistance to capital. Workers are forced to 

engage in Type Two politics, because China still lacks the Type 

One political norms, rules and institutions to deal with their 

grievances. But radical labor mobilization is moribund. For 

many years now, strikes and labor protests have focused not on 

questions of class power, managerial authority, or factory 

socialism — the stuff of “industrial citizenship” — but on 

“bread and butter” issues such as wages and arrears, employer 

benefit contributions, employment security, factory closures, 

and their roots in corruption. That is, workers politics have 

moved from a counter-hegemonic project of radical socialism 

to the resurgent hegemony of capitalism, as workers fight to 

protect what Marx termed their “bourgeois right” to “fair” 

compensation for their labor. 

 

Therein lies the deeper significance of the rise and fall of 

proletarian enfranchisement charted by Professor Andreas. In 

the Maoist period, workers fought on the political, economic, 

social and discursive terrain set forth by the Maoist wing of the 

Chinese Communist Party. Their battle was catalyzed by it, and 

the outcome ultimately depended on it as well. Put more 

strongly, workers’ struggles for industrial citizenship were 

themselves embedded in and subject to the Maoist counter-

hegemonic project. When it was defeated, so were they. Out of 

that frying pan, they found themselves in a new and unexpected 

fire of hegemonic capitalistic productive relations. Indeed, 

these have taken a specific form eerily reminiscent of the 

earliest, most predatory forms of capitalism. Like the first 

proletarians of Western Europe and North America, they have 

resisted on the very terrain that has been exploiting and 

oppressing them, by demanding that even their paltry wages be 

paid at all, and that the satanic mills in which they are forced by 

economic necessity to toil away their lives remain open so they 

can continue to suffer economic super-exploitation and social 

degradation (political disenfranchisement having long been 

relegated to the mists of forgotten time). They continue to fight, 

but in a way determined by the hegemony against which they 

fight. 

 

In short, the Chinese working class, which fought so ardently in 

the Maoist decades and now the structural reform ones, has 

been defeated in both because its fights have been embedded in 

and subject to hegemonic forces they could not control. They 

will continue to lose so long as they remain unable to construct 

a counter-hegemonic project in which they play a foundational 

part. That would involve a political party built by or at least with 

the active participation of working class itself and over which 

it can exercise some control. That was not Lenin’s project, it 

was not Mao’s, and it certainly was not that of Deng and his 

successors. The story of Disenfranchised, then, is not one just 

of political defeat, but of a battle that could never have been 

won so long as its arbiter and driving force — its counter-

hegemon — remained a Party within which the working class 

was not a central and influential constituent. 
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n his book, Joel Andreas describes how “industrial 

citizenship” of urban workers in the People’s Republic of 

China (PRC) was built in the early 1950s and finally 

destroyed in the 1990s. According to him, this social contract 

between the party-state and the urban workforce included life-

long employment (a de facto decommodification of labor) and 

entitlements to welfare within the work units. While Maoist 

China did not live up to any socialist definition of “workers’ 

democracy,” Andreas argues that the labor relations could be 

labeled as “participatory paternalism”. This means that while 

workers were not the “masters of the factories,” cadres could 

not ignore their wishes and demands. Andreas characterizes the 

relation between cadres and masses as “mutual reliance.” 

Workers relied on cadres for bonuses and promotions, while 

“supervision by the masses” limited abuse of power and 

corruption by cadres. Andreas is critical of Andrew Walder, 

who strongly emphasized in his research workers’ dependence, 

and downplayed social benefits and job security that came with 

being a member of a work unit (p. 225-226). 

 

Andreas’ book builds on archival research and field work in 

China that he undertook for over a decade. His goal is to present 

the system of work units in a more positive way than most 

pervious scholars. In the following, I will give the book a 

“German treatment,” meaning I will focus on the critical 

aspects. 

 

A Dual Society 

Andreas is aware of the fact that “industrial citizenship” did not 

include everyone. In the cities, temporary workers were 

excluded from this social contract. In the countryside, the 

peasantry remained “outside the system” (tizhiwai) of the 

socialist welfare state and official rationing of food. This had 

deadly consequences for millions of villagers during the Great 

Leap Famine (1959-1961). 

 

Andreas argues that every organization from small associations 

to nation states provide certain rights and entitlements only to 

its members (page 11). Inclusion and exclusion have to be 

defined and enforced. In my view, it was indeed very unlikely 

that a poor country such as China in the 1950s would have been 

able to provide full welfare and food security to all its citizens. 

Nonetheless, only a very small minority could enjoy 

“participatory paternalism.” During the Mao era, the urban 

population always remained below twenty percent of the whole 

(Felix Wemheuer, A Social History of Maoist China: Conflict 

and Change, 1949-1976, Cambridge University Press, 2019: 

269). 

 

Great social mobility was experienced by the generation of new 

urban workers, who became part of the permanent workforce 

during the First-Five-Year Plan (1953-1957). The workers who  

 

moved to towns and cities during the Great Leap were less 

fortunate. In order to reduce the pressure on the urban supply 

system, the government sent 26 million people back to the 

countryside between late 1960 and 1963 (Wemheuer, 2019, p. 

165). This was the most radical policy of “austerity” ever 

enforced under a system of state socialism. 

 

We should therefore be aware that Andreas is focusing on the 

“worker aristocracy” of Maoist China. The other side of the 

coin was that the vast majority of people were forced to stay in 

the villages. Hence, Maoist China was no “egalitarian society.” 

Mao criticized some aspects of this system, but he was never 

willing to question distribution by ranks or the household 

registration system that turned the peasantry into vulnerable 

“second-class citizens.” To look at cash incomes only to 

understand inequality is misleading, because almost all daily 

life goods, housing, or medical care were provided by the state 

to the urban population for highly subsidized fees or for free. 

Within the urban supply systems, ranks regulated the quantity 

and quality of the rationed goods one was entitled to. A well-

informed person in Beijing could guess the rank of someone’s 

parents, for example, by looking at the brand of cigarettes their 

children were smoking. Drivers and domestic workers of high-

ranking cadres were also paid by the government and these 

entitlements were not reflected in their cash income. 

 

In the Soviet bloc, no communist party dared to destroy 

“industrial citizenship” and job security for the permanent 

workforce. A regime change or “counter-revolution” was 

necessary to enforce privatization in the early 1990s. The CCP 

under Jiang Zemin and Zhu Rongji closed many state factories 

between 1998 and 2002 and approximately 60 million workers 

were laid off. This radical “reform” faced relatively little 

resistance outside the old industrial areas. One reason might be 

that over 80 percent of the Chinese had never enjoyed the “iron 

rice bowl” of state socialism to begin with. 

 

Worker Rebels in the Cultural Revolution 

The strongest part of the book is the chapter on the Cultural 

Revolution. Andreas works out the limits of the workers’ 

rebellion very clearly. In the winter of 1966, Mao encouraged 

workers to rebel and to establish their own mass organizations. 

However, he could not imagine allowing these independent 

organizations to exist permanently. In the newly founded 

Revolutionary Committees that replaced state organs at the 

local level, Mao imagined a division of labor according to 

which “old cadres” would run daily administration, while the 

“new cadres,” recruited among rebels, would supervise them, 

preventing them from taking the “capitalist road.” However, 

this arrangement was fragile. When their mass organization 

were dissolved in 1968/69, the rebels lost their strongholds at 

the grassroots (page 115). Then, after the restoration of the party 
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apparatus, “old cadres” regained the advantage, because they 

knew better how to use their networks and to play games of 

power than the young rebels. 

 

Andreas argues that Shanghai was the only city were the radical 

faction took charge (page 131). We should be careful to 

generalize from our local cases studies. In Qingdao, one of the 

few industrial cities with over four million people at that time, 

the rebels “seized power” and they were even recognized by the 

People’s Daily on January 30, 1967. The young rebel worker 

Yang Baohua became the new leader and later the chairman of 

the Revolutionary Committee. It is a very interesting fact that 

he was not even a party member at this time. Since 1949, only 

the Cultural Revolution provided an opportunity for young 

workers, who were non-party members, to rise to such leading 

positions. The common career tracks before 1966 would be 

much slower and party membership was required. 

 

How to Deal with Memories 

In order to understand the experiences of the rebel workers, 

Andreas interviewed eighty-one individuals in Hubei and 

Henan provinces. He explains that it was much more difficult 

to get access to eyewitnesses from factories than from 

universities, who formed his interviewees for this first book 

project. The number of rebels that Andreas interviewed is very 
remarkable. However, he presents quotations from the 

interviews in order to underline his arguments without 

analyzing memories in a critical way. These memories were 

narrated decades after the events. For example, one former 

worker rebel claims proudly that the new Revolutionary 

Committee liberated all “old cadres” and restored production 

(page 139). Doing interviews since 2014 with former rebels in 

Shandong, I heard these kinds of stories over and over again: “I 

treated the old cadres very good, I tried to prevent all violent 

factional struggle, I focused on the restoration of production 

and wanted just to show loyalty to chairman Mao.” While it 

seldom can be checked whether or not these individual stories 

from the local level are true or not, it seems obvious that 

eyewitnesses try to present themselves in the best ways to the 

interviewer. We have to understand what kind of narratives 

were considered legitimate today in order to analyze memories 

of the past. 

 

All in all, Andreas’s book is an important contribution to social 

history and industrial relations in Maoist China and it should be 

widely discussed. 
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n the midst of hyper debates of knowledge economy, 

automation and information technology, gig workers and 

digital labor in a financialized, “post-industrial” age, it is 

refreshing to read a tour de force of “industrial citizenship.” I 

see Joel Andreas’ honest and vivid new book, with a double 

messaged title of enfranchisement and disfranchisement, as a 

rare homage to China’s once proud working class. It’s also a 

timely reminder that we should not lose sight of the political 

economic fundamentals at a critical global conjuncture: 

millions upon millions of direct industrial producers in a real 

economy, many in dire conditions, are still massively producing 

for China and the world. This is not to say that themes like the 

future of work in an “intelligence society,” from surveillance 

capitalism to platform socialism and so on, are unimportant. But 

forgetting our intimate historical legacies and pressing realities 

is not an option. Moreover, frankly I’m delighted that Andrew 

Walder’s influential one-sided dependency thesis can be 

definitively replaced at long last. While there is no way to go 

through all what I’ve learned, I’d share a few thoughts and 

questions below without any particular order.  

  

Assessment of the making and unmaking of Chinese socialism 

 

I’m not sure if Andreas would rather avoid any generalization 

of “Chinese socialism.” However, his focus on changing labor 

relations is core to the passing socialist experience in China. To 

me, a primary contribution of Disenfranchised is that it is a 

major case thoroughly demonstrating the extent of both 

socialist success (chapters 2-6) and its revoking (chapters 7-8). 

Workplace democracy had been a legitimate aspiration and 

practice, where “the norms of industrial citizenship were strong, 

participation was extensive, and workers had significant 

influence” in Chinese factories—“the world’s most durable 

industrial communities.” Such norms fostered among workers 

as stakeholders a sense of united identity, loyalty, pride, and 

entitlement. Self-organized mobilization during the cultural 

revolution, “Mao’s most audacious effort to introduce 

autonomous collective action and contentious politics into the 

work unit system,” further tempered industrial workers into “a 

formidable, class-conscious, and… potentially rebellious 

force” (pp.9, 81, 223, 62-3, 223, 168). On the other hand, 

“despite high levels of participation, predicted on lifetime 

tenure and relatively egalitarian distribution, industrial 

governance was democratic only in a very limited sense.” If it 

was highly participatory, “it was also fundamentally 

paternalistic” (pp.x, 20-1, 81).  

 

Industrial restructuring since the 1990s “marked the beginning 

of a fundamental shift in the nature of relations between 

[factory] leaders and workers” (p.187). The “two conversions” 

by market logic and profit orientation, of ownership, or 

privatization, and of employment, or commodifying labor,  

 

eroded the social foundation of industrial citizenship. Gone 

with work units is the world of workers: their job and lifetime 

security, communal ties, sociopolitical prestige, and culture of 

equality, collectivity, solidarity and participation. Small teams 

and SWCs are replaced by a director responsibility system 

under “state capitalism” or “market despotism.” “While the 

institutions of industrial citizenship have been seriously 

weakened in all countries, in China they have been largely 

destroyed” (pp.193-4, 225, 232). Far more than a “technocratic 

turn” of managerial rationalization, altered are structural 

relations. Only in light of this great reversal can the 

experimental socialist past be duly valued. Workers are 

nostalgic: In the Mao era, “your livelihood was guaranteed, 

…the enterprise practiced democratic management – 

employees manage ourselves, we took a lot of initiative… we 

felt like part of the working class” (Hao, p.149). In contrast, 

resenting maiduan or forced termination of tenure and other 

restructuring policies, “today the system is not fair” (Tan, 

p.202). “There’s no place for workers to speak. No one is 

representing them or fighting for their interests or their rights” 

(Fu, p.211). A most enjoyable part of the book is its splendid 

interview materials. Workers, men and women, speak for 

themselves.  

 

Overall, Andreas is tightly guarded against understating top 

down power monopoly and accountability deficiency which 

have hindered citizenship throughout the PRC history. His 

broad assessment is empirically substantiated. I concur in 

particular with the notion of “long 1980s.” I use it to separate 

the first decade of market reform as a socialist self-adjusting 

attempt from the following ones of neoliberal radicalization. 

That is, the crisis of socialism after the failed CR legitimized 

reform, not revolution; the latter would literally be 

counterrevolutionary by the baseline of 1949. In this 

connection, the opening passage of chapter 8 is questionable: 

“Conventional accounts portray the reforms carried out by 

Deng Xiaoping and his successors as transforming China’s 

economic structures, while leaving the political structures 

intact. That is largely true outside of the workplace, but inside 

the workplace politics have been completely altered” (p.192). 

The outside/inside distinction here makes neither historical nor 

conceptual sense to me. The degradation of workers is a 

manifestation of the overhauled productive and social relations 

as well as state’s power base. The commodification and 

disempowerment of labor are profoundly political. The liberal 

modernizationists may not find in China the kind of political 

reform they expected, but radical political and ideological 

repositioning has been both actual and necessary in paving the 

way for economic change. The depth of China’s political 

transformation, despite “regime durability,” may have well 

paled those big bang postcommunist transitions. 

 

An Epic Class Elegy 

 

Lin Chun, London School of Economics and Political Science 

I 



Lin, “An Epic Class Elegy,” The PRC History Review Vol. 5, No. 2 (December 2020): 17-18. 

 

 20 

 

Analytic framework of the argument 

 

The diagram in page 13 is super neat and rigorously stimulating. 

Admittedly, industrial citizenship “created boundaries between 

members and non-members, which impeded mobility and 

reinforced place-based inequalities” (p.220). This though is by 

no means a unique Chinese problem. It touches on a classical 

hurdle in the cooperative and workers’ control movements the 

world over, and indeed confines democracy to assuming 

bounded political community and exclusively defined people 

claiming power. A horizontal outlook of inter-communal 

relationships between the natives, new comers, and outsiders is 

yet to be cultivated. Stopping short of an elaboration, Andreas 

also overlooks the fact that moving jobs was neither very 

uncommon nor harmful to workers under central planning. 

What is missing from his framework is then the existence of an 

overarching social citizenship, despite its many flaws from the 

urban-rural divide and other hierarchies to political 

discrimination and exclusion.         

 

In this otherwise sophisticated two-dimensional typology, 

“autonomy” deemed prerequisite for full citizenship is 

somewhat ambiguous. While autonomy and citizenship 

(permitting possible tensions between them as well?) are seen 
as by themselves insufficient for participation and contestation, 

autonomy is insisted as the essence of democracy. But if 

promoting “democratic management” and encouraging 

grassroots participation was the party’s ideological and 

organizational mandates in China, can we really demarcate 

impetuses from above and below in their dialectic interaction? 

Opposing paternalism does not justify absolutizing or 

romanticizing autonomy, even endorsing voluntarism or 

syndicalism (in the old vocabulary). Additionally, the 

discursive capacity of autonomy as a normative gauge is too 

narrow to account for semi-proletarianization of migrant 

workers. Are such workers autonomous, having been twice 

disfranchised – first from their village communities 

(involuntarily in the sense of lacking alternatives) and then 

barred from urban status and benefits? 

 

The socialist state as a workers’ state 

 

I wonder if the label of “workers’ state” is acceptable to 

Andreas. Regardless, the state question is sidelined in a book 

focusing on factory level politics. Yet such a state was 

indispensable for the workers and is alive in their collective 

memory. Typically, once upon a time, “everybody in their heart 

was thinking about the country, they were thinking ‘I’m the 

master of the country, I want the factory to do well.’” Losing a 

state at least perceived as their own, however imperfect, 

workers nowadays dare not to say anything (Wen, p.214). 

That’s why officials become corrupt and party-mass relations 

collapse, as the party “no longer works on behalf of the masses” 

(Lin, pp.214-15). Since workers’ pursuit of common agenda 

was led by a class party, and class aspiration sought an 

expression in state power, the empowering institutions of 

industrial citizenship were not only trade unions and factory 

councils but also essentially the communist party and socialist 

state. That workers could be so utterly defeated and alienated 

from their workplaces as soon as support from above withdrew 

speaks volumes of the decisive impact of state power, enabling 

and dismantling alike, on the plight of labor. The pre-reform 

Chinese polity was not only about authoritarianism and 

dependency, but also about the mass line and popular 

participation as superbly depicted in the book itself. The 

passing of that polity is not a victory over paternalism but a 

failure of class power.  

 

At stake is then not merely accountability that Andreas stresses, 

but also representation. Paradoxically, workers were convinced 

to be capable of self-representation in a “revolutionary state.” 

In line with Marx (the Paris Commune model), Lenin (“every 

cook can govern”) and Gramsci (the subalterns can be 

philosophers), Mao distrusted professional politicians and 

believed that educators must be educated by the masses, 

notwithstanding his supreme personal authority. The common 

condemnation of a static “one party rule” thus addresses neither 

past complexities nor current dilemmas. The distinction 

between the two eras the workers pinpoint is vital – the 

communist regime past and present is a world apart. Being 

caught in this remarkable postsocialist dilemma, workers are 

torn between demanding state backing which is increasingly 

remote and finding alternatives which can be costly and just as 

unpromising. To opt for independent unionization, for example, 
is not only impractical but also to concede to state “neutrality” 

of relinquishing its constitutionally binding commitment to 

workers’ power and wellbeing. Furthermore, collective 

bargaining without challenging structural conditions of 

exploitation and domination is not a winning path of class 

struggle. The analytical framework of Disenfranchised allows 

little space for these puzzles to be pondered. 

 

By situating the Chinese case in a chronological global pattern 

without differentiating between socialist and capitalist 

industrial citizenship, a basic contextual factor is also forsaken: 

it was the communist revolution rather than any global wave 

that had brought workplace and social citizenship to China. In 

the same vein, a now deformed “workers’ state,” in its collusion 

with private and foreign monopoly capital, ultimately explains 

the subalternization of formerly stand-up workers.  

 

Economic democracy 

 

As marvellously detailed in Disenfranchised, even if China did 

not succeed in constructing a fully-fledged workplace 

democracy, a foundation was laid for the idea to be imaginable 

and pursuable. The eminent “Angang Constitution,” briefly 

mentioned in chapters 3 and 6, articulated the principle of 

workers, technicians and managers sharing roles in co-

management, so as to achieve technological innovation, multi-

skilled teamwork, flat communications and coordinated 

competition. It pioneered a managerial revolution in the East, 

paralleling post-Fordist reorganization of industrial capitalism. 

But Mao went still farther. Critical of the statist model that 

stifled human agency, he argued for subjective creativity in 

opposition to bureaucratization and the rigid divisions of 

labour. One doesn’t have to be a Maoist to appreciate the vision. 

Treating it seriously, especially in view of a post-CR revenge 

of bureaucracy, the Chinese project was more ambitious than 
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what is accentuated in the book: shop floor self-management, 

workers’ assemblies, “big democracy,” mass supervision, and 

revolutionary committees. Reflecting on the Soviet economics 

textbook, Mao remarked that the right to managing 

entrepreneurial as well as government affairs should be labor’s 

“biggest and most fundamental right.”1 This towering goal is 

larger than industrial citizenship and deserves a mention to 

theoretically connect Angang, the continuous revolution, the 

transient “bourgeois right” (Critique of the Gotha Program), 

and the ultimate emancipation of labor. 

 

Class and structure of feelings 

 

Defying Andreas’ modesty, Disenfranchised is an epic elegy of 

a historical class. The last chapter elucidates the impossibility 

of recovering industrial citizenship given capital’s sovereignty: 

Apart from the inhumane neoliberal order of depressed wages 

and deprived security, recognition and rights, as well as a highly 

repressive state environment for organized resistance, 

informality and precarity of the workforce obstructs class 

formation and consciousness. In the place of a formally 

“leading class,” cadres appointed from above, paid many times 

 
1 A Critique of Soviet Economics, New York: Monthly Review 

Press, 1977. 

more than workers, and attending no frontline works are new 

masters along with private owners and managers. Read their 

astonishingly condescending comments (e.g. p.210), and note 

that they no longer call older workers shifu. “Now even in 

enterprises that are still state owned, the factory leadership 

manages according to the private ownership model… that’s 

fundamentally undemocratic” (Zhang, pp.216-7). The 

politically marginalized workers, precarious and itemized as 

they are, have nevertheless deployed the language of class to 

depict and denounce their situation (e.g. Guo and Zheng, 

p.190). A poem found on a factory dormitory wall in the 1990s 

tells it all: “Toiling from the sunrise to the sunset / Toiling with 

drops of blood and sweat / Selling our labor to the boss, selling 

our bodies to the factory / Do what they dictate to you, no 

negotiation, no bargaining, but obey / Money is the magic, and 

what the capitalists bestow on you / A commodity, a 

commodity.”2 

 

Whatever is debatable, this awesome engagement in the moral 

and institutional predicaments faced by China and its workers 

should be widely read and discussed. 

 

2  Quoted in Pun Ngai, Made in China, Durham: Duke 

University Press, 2005: 23. 
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irst, I would like to thank Alex Day and the PRC History 

Review for organizing this roundtable, and all of the 

contributors for their thoughtful reviews of 

Disenfranchised. Reading their comments is particularly 

rewarding, as they are part of the key audience for whom I 

wrote the book. While I also had a broad audience in mind, my 

research has always been primarily oriented to answering 

questions of particular concern to a narrower group: Those who 

are disappointed that twentieth-century communist efforts to 

level class distinctions failed, and are interested in learning 

from these experiments in order to inform future efforts to 

diminish inequality. Although the reviewers approach this 

problem from different perspectives, they all share this general 

orientation. 

 

In the paragraphs below, I’ll only be able to address a few of 

the many thought-provoking issues raised by reviewers. 

 

Industrial citizenship and autonomy    

 

Several reviews probe the foundations and implications of what 

I called industrial citizenship, the central concept of the book. 

Lin Chun points out that I exaggerated the lack of mobility 

between workplaces during the work unit era; it was, she writes, 

not as difficult or uncommon as I suggested for workers to 

move from one work unit to another. I have to admit that my 

repeated reference to permanent employment tended to 

overstate the lack of mobility. Nevertheless, compared to urban 

workplaces in any other country, Chinese work units were at 

the extreme end of employment stability, which underpinned a 

particularly strong version of industrial citizenship.  

  

Felix Wemheuer raises the negative side of citizenship, 

exclusion. In the book, I acknowledged the negative side, but 

focused on the positive side, inclusion. We certainly cannot 

ignore the negative side, however. During the socialist era, 

virtually everyone in China was a member of collective 

organization, typically an urban work unit or a rural production 

brigade, and the economic entitlements provided by these 

organizations to their members were denied to outsiders. 

Although the egalitarian ethos inherent in citizenship, 

especially when combined with communist ideology, led to 

remarkably equal distribution within units, these units had 

access to very different resources. For good reason, Wemheuer 

focuses on the urban-rural divide, but there were also huge 

differences on both sides of this divide, between better-off and 

poorer villages and between the best-provisioned state 

enterprises and poorly equipped collective enterprises.        

 

Moreover, the work unit system fostered parochialism, as 

workers tended to divide the world into members of their own 

unit and outsiders. This is inherent in the nature of citizenship, 

national or industrial, and can foster efforts to protect resources  

 

from outsiders. Those of us on the left have a duty to oppose the  

entrenchment of inequality among entities defined by 

citizenship boundaries, contest the systematic enrichment of 

some entities at the expense of others, and resist exclusionary 

politics within these entities. This includes opposing the denial 

of rights to immigrants and temporary workers. Yet, if we value 

the goal of democracy based on popular sovereignty, we can 

hardly do without the structure of citizenship, which defines the 

group understood to be sovereign. In the context of the 

workplace, we certainly cannot adopt the neoliberal principle of 

open labor markets, which denies workers the right to their jobs 

and places the power to hire and fire exclusively in the hands of 

employers. Navigating this challenge requires a dialectical 

approach that balances contradictory principles. In Chinese 

work units, that meant opposing the weakening of lifetime job 

tenure, while also demanding equal rights for temporary 

workers and the transformation of their status to permanent. 

 

While Wemheuer views issues surrounding citizenship largely 

through the lens of economic inequality, others—including Lin 

and Ivan Franceshini—appreciate the book’s focus on its 

political implications. A common critique of the work unit 

system, most clearly articulated by Andrew Walder, is that the 

system fostered dependency, which he argues led to worker 

powerlessness and quiescence. Walder’s argument provides the 

book’s main foil. While workers were, indeed, dependent on 

their work units to provide most of their needs, the inference 

about powerlessness and quiescence is unfounded. Permanent 

job tenure protected resistance and also encouraged, in 

Hirschman’s terminology, not only loyalty, but also voice 

(rather than exit). This stands in sharp contrast to the current 

political conditions in Chinese workplaces, where workers’ 

power has been greatly diminished by their precarity. 

 

Turning to autonomy, Lin is concerned that I place too much 

weight on it, suggesting that I see autonomy as a “prerequisite 

for full citizenship” and “the essence of democracy.” While it 
is true that I see autonomy as very important, I would not put it 

in such a central position. In fact, in my conceptual framework, 

autonomy is only related to democracy under conditions in 

which workers enjoy industrial citizenship; where they do not, 

some employees may enjoy a certain level of individual 

autonomy, but democracy is not even on the agenda (as is the 

case, for instance, at Google). Moreover, it is possible to enjoy 

citizenship rights without enjoying much autonomy (and this is 

the case in many countries, as well as in many workplaces 

organized along paternalistic lines). Lin is right that the most 

critical problem faced by migrant workers is not lack of 

autonomy; in fact, they do enjoy a kind of autonomy that comes 

with mobility, but they have virtually no citizenship rights in 

urban workplaces, and their claims to citizenship rights in the 

village are under threat. 

 

Response 
 

Joel Andreas, Johns Hopkins University 
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Marc Blecher concludes that what was ultimately lacking in 

China and other Communist countries was a party that really 

represented the workers. Mao, of course, saw himself as the 

most farsighted representative of the long-term interests of the 

Chinese working class. This assessment can be contested, of 

course, but I think the problem Blecher is getting at has less to 

do with long-term visions and more to do with concrete 

institutions. I would argue that the fundamental problem was 

the failure to develop truly representative institutions in which 

the masses had a real say. This would have required welcoming 

a type of autonomy and contestation that was foreign to the 

CCP’s political culture, which had been shaped by the 

requirements of the harsh revolutionary struggle that brought it 

to power. 

 

Depoliticization 

 

Chris Connery reconsiders the history I recount from the angle 

of depoliticization. Reading his review, I realize that the entire 

book could have been organized around this framework. During 

the Mao era, the CCP created a hyper-political society in which 

everyone was encouraged—even compelled—to be actively 

involved in the Communist project of politically transforming 

Chinese society. After Mao’s death in 1976, while changes in 

China’s economic and social structures took place only 
gradually, depoliticization began immediately. Soon after he 

took power, Deng Xiaoping declared unambiguously: 

“Speaking out freely, airing one’s views fully, writing big 

character posters, and holding big debates have never played a 

positive role.”1 He instructed the populace: “Extracting more 

oil is the politics of the petroleum industry, producing more coal 

is the politics of coal miners, growing more grain is the politics 

of peasants, defending the frontiers is the politics of soldiers, 

and working hard in study is the politics of students.” 2 

Connery’s concept of depoliticization exactly captures Deng’s 

first goal, which laid the groundwork for subsequent changes. 

Many workers who initially welcomed Deng’s relaxation of 

requirements for political participation later came to regret the 

loss of workers’ power that followed depoliticization.  

 

If I had chosen the angle of depoliticization, I would have told 

a somewhat different story. As Ivan Franceshini points out, the 

lack of an analysis of the protests of 1989 is an obvious 

shortcoming of the book. I failed to discuss these protests 

because they did not fit easily into the book’s central narrative, 

which was about shifts in power relations within factories; by 

the end of the chapter on the 1980s, this narrative was absorbed 

in the building conflict over what would soon be called 

industrial restructuring. In a narrative about depoliticization, 

1989 would have stood out as a watershed moment. By then, 

workers had largely retreated from politics outside the 

workplace, and had turned their attention to factory welfare 

issues. Nevertheless, as Connery points out, many did join the 

massive protests in Tiananmen Square in the spring of 1989 and 

the crushing of these protests marked the beginning of an era of 

a harshly enforced depoliticization that extends to this day. 

 

The factional battles of the Cultural Revolution, the most 

intensely politicized moment of the post-1949 era, are a focus 

of several reviews. Connery and Blecher both note the sharp 

contrast between workers’ freewheeling engagement in the 

upheavals of the Cultural Revolution and their more 

constrained participation in factory staff and workers congress 

(SWC) meetings. Mao, who was drawn to non-institutionalized 

politics (especially radical upheavals that brought the masses 

into the streets), inspired the first, and had little interest in the 

SWC and other forms of institutionalized mass participation, 

which he believed sidelined or handcuffed the masses. 

Consequently, Mao’s death marked the end of non-

institutionalized political contention, and the beginning of a 

“golden age” of institutionalized participation via the SWC. As 

Connery notes, however, there was a simultaneous shift from 

political to economic participation. During the Cultural 

Revolution, workers were encouraged to raise political 

criticisms and demands, but economic demands were off limits, 

while in the 1980s the opposite was true. During both periods, 

if workers’ participation had not been constrained from above, 

they would have raised both political and economic demands.  

 

Not surprisingly, Wemheuer raises questions about my 

interpretation of factional conflicts among workers during the 

Cultural Revolution, as we have both been investigating these 

conflicts, with his research concentrated in Shandong and mine 

in Henan and Hubei. Noting that rebel factions in Shandong 

were able to take power, he takes issue with a passage in my 
book, which he interprets as suggesting that rebels only took 

power in Shanghai. That was not my meaning, as rebels in 

Henan and Hubei—like their counterparts in Shandong—did 

take power for a period of time. From what I’ve been able to 

gather, rebels in Henan, Hubei, Shandong, and many other 

provinces all experienced—in broad outline—the same 

dramatic ups and downs during the Cultural Revolution decade. 

Shanghai, however, was different in that the rebels (or, at least, 

the main rebel confederation) consistently held the dominant 

position from 1967 to 1976. 

 

Wemheuer also suggests that I may be too credulous of the 

accounts offered by rebels I interviewed. I readily admit that I 

am generally more sympathetic to the rebels’ cause than that of 

their conservative opponents, but I interviewed people on both 

sides (as well as others who tried to avoid the fray). Overall, I 

found no reason to consider the accounts of those on one side 

or the other as more accurate. They all had distinct experiences 

and perspectives, and generally they all “presented themselves 

in the best way,” although some were more contrite than others. 

In the book, I note the violent retribution exacted by rebels 

when they had the upper hand, and show how power seizures 

converted rebels from protesters into avid (and not always 

entirely scrupulous) contenders for power. Moreover, I was 

never convinced—as many erstwhile rebels I interviewed 

were—that if they had prevailed they would have made better, 

more honest, or more committed leaders than the veteran 

cadres. 

 

The huge turn engineered by Deng and his colleagues after 

Mao’s death entailed not simply the depoliticization of society, 

but a radical shift in the actual politics of the CCP. In 

highlighting this shift, Lin questions the accuracy of the 

following passage in the book: “Conventional accounts portray 

the reforms carried out by Deng Xiaoping and his successors as 
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transforming China’s economic structures, while leaving the 

political structures intact. That is largely true outside of the 

workplace, but inside the workplace, politics have been 

completely altered.” Lin points out that the content of the CCP’s 

politics has changed tremendously, which is absolutely true, but 

this passage refers to the form, not the content. My point was 

that while the structures of state power have remained largely 

the same, Chinese enterprises have been fundamentally 

restructured to resemble capitalist firms, replacing staff and 

workers council meetings with shareholders meetings. The shift 

from socialist to capitalist politics has not required a shift in 

state structures, but it has required a shift in the political 

structures of the workplace. 

 

The global context 

 

In his review, Bill Hurst provides a concise and accurate 

summary of the main points of the book, but suggests I was too 

parochial and too restrained in exploring the implications of my 

analysis beyond China. This was certainly not my intent. My 

aim was to convince readers that developments in China were 

part of global era of industrial citizenship, and I hope the book 

will help redefine the nature of the postwar era. Moreover, I 

hope it will help put the goals of industrial citizenship and 

industrial democracy back on the agenda (as they have been 
effectively swept off the agenda by the neoliberal juggernaut). 

In retrospect, I realize that my intervention was more limited 

than I had imagined, as I mainly described—but did not do as 

much to explain—the rise and fall of industrial citizenship 

around the world. Clearly, there is a lot more to do in order to 

accomplish these objectives. 

 

Lin has the opposite take: She is disappointed that I played 

down the distinctiveness of the Chinese Revolution by 

presenting it as part of a global wave. Although I agree that 

events in China were highly distinctive, I think it is important 

to recognize that the Chinese Revolution was part of epochal 

events that spanned the globe. The CCP would never have come 

to power had it not been for the October Revolution and the 

Second World War; by the same token, the Chinese Revolution 

and the subsequent Cultural Revolution inspired rural-based 

insurgent strategies and radical upheavals across the globe. 

 

Lin also raises a more fundamental critique of the book: that I 

focused too narrowly on workplace politics, neglecting the 

importance of state power, and that I obscured the fundamental 

differences between socialism and capitalism by analyzing 

workplace governance on both sides of the Cold War divide 

using the same analytical framework. She is right that socialism 

 
1  Deng Xiaoping, Selected Works of Deng Xiaoping (1975-

1982). Beijing: Foreign Languages Press (1984), pp. 241-242). 

and capitalism are different in fundamental ways, and that none 

of the factory-level developments I described in the book could 

have taken place without the CCP taking state power. I would 

offer the following explanations for my choices. Regarding my 

focus on the workplace: one of the main aims of the book is to 

make readers see the workplace itself as a political entity, which 

sometimes required a narrow (perhaps myopic) focus on 

workplace politics. Regarding my analytical framework: while 

the aim of this framework is to encourage comparison of factory 

regimes under different types of states, I did not intend to imply 

that state type makes no difference; the purpose of comparison, 

after all, is not only to find similarities, but also to identify 

differences. 

 

Prospects 

 

In an acute observation, Blecher points out that in my account 

of the Mao era, verbs usually take an active form (that is, I 

describe individuals—from Mao down to shop floor rebel 

leaders—as active agents struggling to shape the contour of 

events), while in my account of the post-Mao era, the passive 

voice predominates. I certainly did not mean to diminish the 

agency of Deng Xiaoping and his colleagues, who pursued their 

objectives with a high degree of cunning, competence, and 

success. I suppose my choice of verbs reflected my assessment 
that Mao and his comrades were trying to forge, in Blecher’s 

words, a counter-hegemonic path (distinct even from that taken 

by their Soviet elder brothers), while Deng and his comrades 

were looking for a path to success within the constraints of the 

existing global order. I have to admit that my grammar may 

betray a certain grudging—and perhaps not entirely justified—

acceptance of the inevitability of events.          

 

Finally, I appreciate Wenjuan Jia’s careful reading of my book, 

as well as the optimism of her conclusion—that a “specter of 

industrial democracy still haunts post-socialist China.” I have 

to admit, however, that I’m not as optimistic as she is about the 

effects of China’s recent labor contract and social insurance 

laws, which—even if they curb some abuses and provide 

welcome benefits—are designed to shore up a system based on 

precarious labor. While the unfulfilled promises of the Chinese 

Revolution, with its radical visions of social equality and 

popular democracy, will continue to haunt China for 

generations, these historical specters will only take more 

corporal form through a powerful groundswell from below. 

 

  

 

2 Deng quoted in Maurice Meisner, The Deng Xiaoping Era: An 

Inquiry into the Fate of Chinese Socialism, 1978-1994. New 

York: Hill and Wang (1996), p. 181. 
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