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Socialist economies have established a
poor record both in stimulating technologi-
cal change and in achieving satisfactory pro-
ductivity growth. Their institutional fea-
tures and incentive systems strongly discour-
age risk-taking and innovation. They also
hinder the effective utilization and diffusion
of advanced Western technology that social-
ist economies import in part to compensate
for the shortfall in indigenous technological
change. ‘

Could China prove the exception? By
some economic criteria China is already the
most successful reforming socialist state.
Real national income more than doubled in
the past eight years, and China’s foreign
trade, overwhelmingly with market econo-
mies, now exceeds that of all but a handful
of industrial market economies. However,
the evidence on productivity growth in the
still-dominant state-owned manufacturing
sector is ambiguous, with specialists dis-
agreeing on whether or not there has been
significant improvement over the past de-
cade compared to the lackluster performance
of the pre-reform era.

Denis Simon and Detlef Rehn’s study of
technological innovation in the Shanghai
electronics industry is thus particularly wel-
come for the insights it provides on an
emerging sector in China’s major industrial
center. Electronics, especially semiconduc-
tor and computer technology, has been a
priority sector for China for more than a
decade. Based on a combination of docu-
mentary analysis and extensive interviews,
Technological Innovation in China traces the
process of decision-making in the electronics
industry from the early 1970s to the present,
discussing integrated circuits, consumer
electronics, computers, and telecommunica-
tions. ’

The record set forth by the authors is
complex but on the whole does not lead one
to believe that China will soon prove to be
an exception to the general socialist pattern.
The rationale of selecting electronics and
computers as the leading sector of industrial
development in an economy with a per
capita income of only $300 U.S. (World
Bank estimate) is unclear. And, as the au-
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thors vividly point out, after more than a
decade, no coherent strategy for the sector
has emerged. Major new programs are an-
nounced, organizational structures are end-
lessly realigned, and the supporting technol-
ogy import strategy is repeatedly over-
hauled. But the effects of these changes are
difficult to judge, and the authors focus
largely on process, not outcome.

The organizational and administrative re-
forms described in this study likely will
prove inadequate to meet China’s ambitious
technological goals. The absence of compet-
itive markets to both stimulate and reward
technological progress of domestic firms,
the continued separation of research and
development on the one hand and manage-
rial decisions with regard to production on
the other, the domination of both research
and production by units that are too large to
respond flexibly to rapid change, and the
continued reliance on centrally directed pro-
grams to promote technical innovation all
suggest that in electronics and perhaps other
fields the technological gap between China
and the West may continue to expand.
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Benedict as Feminist
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Ruth Benedict (1887-1948) wrote two
anthropological classics, Patterns of Culture
(1934) and The Chrysanthemum and the Sword
(1946), which place her among the greatest
of American anthropologists. After her
death her close associate, Margaret Mead,
published (in 1959 and 1974) selections of
Benedict’s writings, woven together with
extensive biographical commentary. In
1983, Judith Modell published the first full-
scale biography of Benedict. Margaret Caf-
frey is thus Benedict’s third biographer. But
unlike Mead and Modell, who focused on
Benedict’s inner life and on her anthropolo-
gy, Caffrey emphasizes Benedict’s relation to
those 20th-century social and intellectual
trends outside anthropology that most influ-
enced her: modernism, progressivism, femi-
nism, psychoanalysis. Thus Caffrey’s work
complements that of her predecessors,
though her feminist reading of Benedict’s
life is at times problematic.

According to Caffrey, Benedict took Boa-
sian anthropology from modernist doubt to
a new modernist paradigm, formulated in

Patterns of Culture. Boas and his first students
had destroyed the 19th-century absolutes of
progressive social evolution. Benedict, one
of Boas’s later students, became the leading
theorist of cultural “integration,” her 1934
book providing a model of cultural order
linked to an acceptance of cultural diversity
and relativity: “She, more clearly than any of
her contemporaries, managed to reconcile
the philosophical opposites of her day, . ..
suggest[ing] the possibility of a philosophy
of the coexistence of Chaos and Order in the
integration of seeming cultural dissonance”
(p- 211). Moreover, Benedict sought a wide
audience for her ideas, hoping that an un-
derstanding of the relativity of culture
would lead to progressive social reform. She
spent the last decade of her life using anthro-
pology to combat racism and promote inter-
cultural understanding.

Benedict was also, according to Caffrey, a
feminist: “Unlike Mead and Modell, who do
not see Benedict as a feminist, I explore
Benedict’s life as a case history in cultural
feminism” (p. vii). Caffrey examines Bene-
dict’s struggle to balance marriage and ca-
reer in the light of the feminist ideas of her
time. She also explores Benedict’s romantic
and intellectual relationships with other
women, effectively relating these aspects of
her life to her anthropological writings on
deviance, homosexuality, and gender roles.
Caffrey sees Benedict as a “cultural feminist”
because Benedict shunned political action in
favor of the power of writing and ideas to
change people’s values. Benedict sought “to
carry feminism internally into society” and
“to free society from conventionality and
conformity” (p. 117).

That Benedict struggled throughout her
life with the dilemmas of being a woman in
a sexist society is clear from her private
writings published by Mead. Yet, Caffrey’s
decision to make Benedict a feminist brings
an ideological undertone to her narrative
that clashes with the historical and bio-
graphical evidence. For example, by using a
rhetoric of scientific discovery—phrases like
“breakthrough” and “earliest signal event”
(pp- 154, 215)—Caffrey depicts Benedict as
a lone scientific innovator. Such language
perhaps suggests a place for her in a panthe-
on of feminist greats, but it oversimplifies
the history of American anthropology in the
1920s, which was characterized more by
ongoing discussion among Benedict and her
colleagues than by isolated discoveries at-
tributable to individual hero[in]es. Caffrey
also claims that some of Benedict’s impor-
tant works represented “academic risk-tak-
ing of the highest order, first because they
theorized as well as described, and second
because they theorized in the direction of
the new psychology which Franz Boas
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