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WILSON VS. ROOSEVELT:
REFLECTIONS ON A CHARTER

In the past year, two schools of thought have crystallized within the
American bourgeoisie on the question of America's part in the post-war
world. They agree ort wh at is, after all, the main point: that this country
is the most demoeratic and the most prosperous and gene rally the most
wonderful nation that has yet arisen on the face of the globe, and therefore
is divinely appointed to dominate the post-war world. Their disagreement
is sharp, however, on the form th is dominanee should take.

The liberals, whose ideologists are Vice-President Wallace and Wendell
Willkie, envision the United States leading the rest of the world into a
paradise of Democracy, Free Speech, International Brotherhood, and Plan-
ned Abundance in which every individual - black, yellow, brown, or white
- will have delivered on his doorstep every morning one quart of Grade A
miIk provided gratis by the Henry A. Wallace International Milk Supply
Corp. The basic assumption of this school is that bourgeois democracy has
a future, that the historical movement which began. in 1789 will rise to a
higher and more universal plane once N azism has been defeated by the
United Nations.

The conservatives reject this perspective as unrealistic, but are unable
to substitute any ideology of their own for it, since it is as yet too early
to come out openly with authoritanan ideas. They are forced therefore to
get along without any ideology at all, limiting their aspirations for the
Inoment to the re-establishment of the status quo ante Hltler, with the im-
Portant difference that America is to intervene positively to control the new
world balance-of-power in her favor. The Army, the State Department,
and certain sections of big business are committed to this view.
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In this conflict, the liberals have won all the oratorical battles, and
the conservatives have won all the policy decisions. In England, ChurchiU
has come out with increasing boldness for the preservation of British rule
over India, and Cripps - only recently the white hope of the liberals _
has been excluded from the war cabinet. The U. S. Secretary of War has
just recognized as recruiting agent for the Army ... Otto von Hapsburg.
President Roosevelt hirnself, who in 1940 and 1941 was th rilling the liberals
with speeches about the Four Freedoms, last spring gave an official name
to the war: "The War for Survival". The war-policy speech to which he
gave his approval last summer was not Wallace's "People's Century" ora-
tion, but Hull's conservative rebuttal of Wallace. On the most important
political issue in the war to date, the Indian question, he has backed up
Churchill.

The cruellest blow of all to liberal illusions has turned out to be the
American occupation of French Africa. How delighted and relieved were
the liberal supporters of the war for the first 48 hours, at this undeniably
brilliant strategie stroke, carried out with the utmost technical efficiency
and the most effective military "fifth column" work in advance. But this
greatest triumph of Anglo-American arms in the war to date has turned
out to be politically disillusioning in the extreme. General Eisenhower's polit-
ical manifestoes were issued not to the native populations, but to the Vichy
French imperialists. The American army landed not to bring the Four
Freedoms or the Atlantic Charter to Algeria and Morocco, but to preserve
the French Empire. As the N. Y. Times prophetically editorialized on
October 25 last, "The only hope for a French Empire after the present war
rests with a victory of the U nited N ations." N or was this allo These
French African leaders are not "good" (i. e., pro-United-Nations) reaction-
aries like De Gaulle, but "bad" (pro-Nazi) ones; and yet General Eisen-
hower made a deal with the late Darlan and with N ogues which left thern
in command in Africa. Two questions arise : why did Eisenhower make
the deal'? and: why did Darlan make the deal? The answer to either is
discouraging to those who believe that a victory of the U nited Nations in
th is war will lead to a broadening of the classic bourgeois-demoeratic social
and political ideals.

The disillusionment which the liberals are now undergoing is some-
thing they should have been long prepared for (only in that case, they
would not be liberals ). There is not only no prospect of carrying the ideas
of 1789 to a fuller fruition under demoeratic capitalism, but there is little
hope of repeating even the extremely modest restoration of these ideals that
took place after the last war. The promulgation of the Atlantic Charter
in the fall of 1941, the only official statement of war aims which the present
governments of England and America have ever committed themselves to.
should have indicated clearly the real nature of the war now being conducted
by the Roosevelt and Churchill regimes. But the liberals, trying to believe in
2

rhe possibility of demoeratic social progress without any revolutionary reorder-
ing of society, have to shut their eyes to the real nature of anything th at even
seems to be on their side. Thus Wallace in the same speech calls for the
carrying out to their historical condusion of the demoeratic and humanitarian
ideals of the Great French Revolution, and cites as an example of demo-
cratic progress ... the Soviet U nion. And so, too, no liberal speech, whether
by Wallace or Cripps or Willkie, is complete without a friendly reference
to rhe Atlantic Charter. The chief quarrel the liberals have with the Charter
is that it is not being implemented - as when Willkie recently demanded
a "Pacific Charter" to bring freedom to Asia. Actually, however, the
Charter itself is worth some analysis as a symbol of the conservative, not
to say reactionary, nature of the Roosevelt-Churchill war.

This appears with special clarity if one compares the Charter with its
historical analogue (and inspiration ), W oodrow Wilson's "Fourteen Points".
If Wilson's proposals, in the light of what happened later, are tragedy, the
Charter carries out Marx's formula about history repeating itself as farce.
The Fourteen Points was a great historical document, expressing the last
grandiose illusion of bourgeois idealism. The Charter is - at first glance -
a restatement of the Wilsonian concepts : free trade, disarmament, self-de-
termination of nations, freedom of the seas. In 1918 the bourgeois-demo-
eratic system was still viabie enough for people, induding Wilson himself,
to believe in such war aims, And in fact there was a temporary stabiliza-
tion of capitalism after the last war, a host of small nations u/ere more or
less self-determined, a League of Nations was formed. But the bloem was
oft such doctrines long before 1941, and to propose them as a basis for post-
war reconstruction today is a bad comedy.

They are put forward in the Charter, furthermore, with such qualific-
ations and such iàtentional vagueness as to rob them of whatever positive
attraction they might still retain.l ' This vagueness is necessary because
Roosevelt and Churchill have in mind a very different kind of post-war
world than Wilson did, and one whose outlines would not sound particular-
ly well in public.

The reaI clue to the Charter is to be found not in its similarities to
the Fourteen Points, but in its departure therefrom. The similarities be-
tray the ideological bankruptcy of the present demoeratic regimes, but the
departures hint at the real direction their post-war plans are taking. Five
of them are especially significant:

1) 11 is nol surprising Ihal Ihe Chorter shouId have been a dismcrI lailure as propagan-
da. The loy al N. Y. TIMES, it is trus, saluted it with a 'rising-to-the-occasiort editorial
beginning: "The great winds ol history blew the !wo grey ships together in the
shadowy lanes ol the Nonlx Atlantic." But the more realistic TIME (whose account
began in equally characteristic lashion: "In the damp, disused musty wharl shed
the 50 men stood and sat, impatient, griped, chilled.") admitted that whereas "the
Fo~rteen Points became the greatest victory ol the war", the Charter was "a dJsap-
Polntment" and sounded "wormed over'.
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1) The Charter omits Wilson's famous First Point: "open covenants
openly arrived at", its authors probably not having the heart for such an
idealistic flight in th is age.

2) The pronouncement. in favor of free trade is hedged by the phrase,
"with due regard for their existing obligations", which is reported to have
been inserted at the insistence of the British cabinet, doubtless mindful of
tin and rubber cartels and the Ottawa "Empire Free Trade" Agreement.
It would seem, in any case, that Free Trade has acquired connotations un-
known to Bright and Cobden, since the Soviet U nion, in signing the Lend-
Lease Agreement, has pledged itself to work towards "the elimination of aU
forms of discriminatory treatment in international commerce, and to the
reduction of tariffs and other trade barriers" after the war. Hull's miracle
of integrating into a post-war Free Trade world a nation whose foreign
trade has been a monopoly since 1917 is of the same order as Wallace's
transformation of Stalinist Russia into a democracy. In a period like this,
such terms are to be understood in a Pickwickian sense.

3) Unlike Wilson's Fourth Point, the disarmament proposal of the
Charter is unilateral, applying only to "nations which threaten aggression".
The major effect of Wilson's Fourteen Points was on the enemy population
- "the greatest victory of the war". The Charter was as ineffectual in
this important purpose of staring war aims as all the other demoeratic pro-
paganda has been. Many papers in Germany, indeed, are said to have used
the Charter as pro-war propaganda by sirnply printing its fulI text without
comment, putting the disarmament proposals in bold-Iaeed type.

4-) No less than eight of Wilson's points were devoted to detailed
proposals for specific nations - Point Seven deals with Belgium, Point
Twelve with Turkey, etc. It was this which, as much as anything, made
it a meaningful and effective political document. Although the Charter
endorses in principle self-determination of nations and the restoration of
sovereign rights "to those who have been forcibly deprived of them", it
betrays its unreality in not venturing a single specific proposal. The two
democracies have officially recognized the various goverrnents-in-exile as rhe
most expedient course at the moment, but they are wary of making definite
commitments. For the Nazi occupation has destroyed most of the institu-
tions, property rights, political parties and social differentiations on which
these old regimes based thernselves. (And most of them were politic.ally
bankrupt anyway when they Hed before the N azis.) Roosevelt and Chur-
chill are not anxious to commit thernselves to quixotic forays on behalf of
"legitimacy". What regime they will try to install in each country will
depend on a delicate balance between two considerations: (1) its subser-
vience to Anglo-American interests ; (2) its popularity inside the nation in
question. The contradiction that plagues Hitler's New Order now wiJl
probably vex the demoeratic statesmen after their victory : to the extent
that (1) obtains, (2) will be lacking, and vice versa. The aZI conquest
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of Europe has, furthermore, so shattered the old national barriers to a con-
tinental economy that even a Wilson might hesitate to recreate them today.

S) Wilson's Fourteenth Point proposed a formation of "a general
association of nations" after the war, but the Charter says nothing about
either a new league of nations or a "United States of Europe".

When this silence is added to the other differences already noted, two
general patterns emerge from the documents: the Wilsonian vision of the
nations of the world, each of them, big and smalI, preserving its sovereignty
as an absolute right, all participating democratically in a league of nations
(much as every citizen, rich or poor, preserves his rights as an individual
under parliamentary democracy) ; and, on the other hand, the drive towards
the integrat.on of the world into a few big continental areas nakedly and
directly dominated by three or four great powers, each with its 'hinterland'
of weaker nations (rhe political parallel here needs no definition). It is
true that the big powers converred the League of Nations into an instrumen-
tality for maintaining their ascendancy over the weaker nations, just as in-
violabie civil rights don't prevent the poor citizen from being exploited by
the rich under bourgeois democracy. But th ere is quite a difference, none-
theless, between indirect and direct, veiled and naked exploitation.

Finally there is a significant difference in tone between the two doe-
uments. Wilson put forward his as an individual, not even as President
of the U nited ~tates, (though his- official position naturally lent weight to
his proposals ). The Charter is explicitly an official statement of the "na-
tional policies" of two great empires ; and the world settlement proposed
js to be put into effect, not by cooperative action of a11nations, but unilater-
ally, by England and America,- "They desire ... They respect .... They will
endeavor". Wilson treated lesser nations as subjects, the Charter treats
them as objects.

There are three factors which may upset America's nee-imperialist plans
as expressed in the Atlantic Charter: 1) England's economie situation; 2)
Stalin's European policy; 3) what happens in Europe when the Nazi lid
is blown off.

1) The American post-war planners have cast England in the role
of junior partner to this country, nor are there lacking British voices al-
re~dy in support. But a JUnior partner must follow the senior 's lead, and
thls may be difficult. Great Britain will emerge from the war stripped of
rnosr of her overseas investrnents, with her former lucrative hegemony of
World trade services (shipping, banking, insurance) transferred to New
york. She will thus have lost most of the capital imports she needs to
balance her huge food and raw material imports, while her home industry,
concentrated by the war into big and technologically efficient units, will be
more productive than ever. This situation, similar to Germany's in the thir-
ties, may lead to a similar neo-mercantilist "export or die" policy, with State
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control of trade, barter, and Empire autarchy. "Britain must resort to the
barter system af ter the war," stated the Federation of British Industries
recently, "buying only from nations prepared to buy British services and
produets, in the face of the declared American policy of world free trade."
(N. Y. Times, May 30) If Hull's post-war formula is thus threatened,
so is Wallace's, since Britain's exploitation of her colonies must be increased
to make up for the loss of so much other imperial revenue. This is, of
course, the explanation for Churchill's "obstinacy" about India. Whether
the Anglo-American bloc will show political as weIl as economie fissures
is too early to tell. But most observers seem to agree that some kind of
collectivism is much closer in England than it is here.

2) If the Stalin regime and the Red Armycome out of the war suf-
nciently intact to play a major role in the peace settlement, the Kremlin
would have two possible policies open to it. It could collaborate
with the democracies in pol icing the post-war world, as expressed in the
treaty signed last summer with Britain, which we may be sure will be ad-
hered to faithfully byeach side just so Jong as it seems advantageous to do
so. Or Stal in could attempt an independent course, using the Red Army
and the various European Communist movements to piek up the pieces af ter
the downfall of Hitler. The first course would be advantageous only so long
as he could trust his demoeratic partners; and it would offer great economie
dangers and difficulties on either side. The second would not be open to
either objection, and it would furthermore bring the backward - and war-
wrecked - Russian economy into contact with industrialized Europe for
the first time since 1917. But it would also be much riskier, and in fact
only possible to the extent th at the Red Army retains its strength. Which-
ever course Russia follows, it will not exactly tend to implement the Atlantic
Charter.ê?

2) And yet, such are the paradoxical twists in this period, when the dialectical prin-
ciple of the unity-of.opposites Is daily illustrated, the Soviet Uniol;! may turn out to
he the one power that tries seriously to realize the Charter' s promises on nauonal
sovereignty. Stalin's speech of November 7 last indicates a possible third post-
war policy: neither collaboration with the Anglo-American lotces in policing the de-
featad Axis, nor an attempt to spread pro-Soviet "people's governments" throughout
Europe, but rather a policy of restoring the sovereignty of a11 we-wa~ nations, those'
of. the Axis inc1uded, as a counter-balance to a too complete Anglo-American victorï-
"ft is not our aim to destroy Germany," he slates, "lot it is impossible to destTOY
Germany, just as it is impossibl~ to destroy Russia, but the Hitlerite state can and
should be destroyad . .. 11is not our aim to destroy a11military force in Germany ...
but Hiilet'« Army can and should bè destroyed." Earlier in the speech he emphasized
as the alleged war aims of the Anglo-American-Soviet coalition "equality of nations

and integrity of their territories . .. restoration of sovereign tiqbis, the right of
every natton to arrange its alfairs as it wishes". Thus Stalin emerges as the most
conservative of aIl ,post-war planners, a veritable Metternich of our age, whose
respect lot the status quo is so enormous as to make him oppose even d disarming
of post-war Germany.
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3) The best hope of -any progressive social change coming out of this
war seems at present to lie in Nazi-conquered Europe. By wiping out the
property base of the oid bourgeoisie and by treating the Continent as a unit
(to be exploited for the benefit for the Reich, of course, in semi-colonial
fashion) the Nazis have brought about at long last the economie unification
of Europe. At the same time the brutal imposition of the Germans as a
master-race has eaused the subjugated populations to forget for the moment
the oid internal class antagonisms (whose social and economie bases are being
rapidly eroded by the German occupation anyway) and unite in hatred of the
national oppressors. When the Nazi yoke is shattered, almost anything
may happen on the Continent. 'The Anglo-American bloc, especially if its
armies are actually on the spot, may be able to set up "friendly" bourgeois-
demoeratic regimes. A rash of "people's governments" may break out, en-
gineered by the local Communist movements and looking to Moscow for
support. Or independent revolutionary regimes may arise, based on a com-
binat ion of workers and petty bourgeoisie, with collectivized property and
egalitarian social philosophies, National independenee will he tbe rallying-
cry of such movements, which may be expected to bring tbem into conflict
with whichever of tbe two imperialisms, Red or Democratie, attempt to
integrate the Continent into its "Grossraumwirtsehaft" - or possibly with
the eooperating "police forces" of both. If there still exists a democratie
revolutionary alternative to the world pattern into which the new imper-
ialism is rapidly cooling and hardening, it is in th is theatre that it will prob-
ably first manifest itself.

Dwight Macdonald
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A HISTORICAL vte« OF GEOPOLITICS
Andreas Dorpalen, The World of General Haushofer. Geopolitics in Aetion _
with an introduction by Colonel Herman Beukerna, U. S. A., Farrar & Rinehart,
Inc., New York, 1942, xxl and 337 pp., $3.50

Derwent Whittlesey, German Strategy of WorId Conquest. With the collabora_
tion of C. C. Colby and R. Hartshome and a Foreword by E. J. Coil, members
of the National Planning Association, Farrar & Rinehart, Inc., New York, xiii
and 293 pp., $2.50.

Hans W. Weigert, Generals and Geographers. The Twilight of Gaopolitics,
Oxford University Press, New York, 1942, x and 273 pp., $3.00.
Halford J. MaeKinder, Democratie ldeals and Reality. A Study in the Polities
of Reconstruction, 1919,- relssued with an Introduetion by E. M. Earle and cr
Foreword by Major George Ffelding Ellot, Henry Holt and Company, New York,
1942, xxvi and 219 pp., $2.50.

Ever since the summer of 1941 when the "Thousand Scientists Behind
Hitler" were first introduced to the American public by The Reader's Diçest,
the new science allegedly invented by Major General Prof. Dr. Kar! Haus-
hofer in Munich has been the subject of mixed emotions for the good
people of America. Like most other things associated with N azism it 'was
admired and hated, imitated and rejected all in one breath. Even those
few military specialists for whom Geopolitics had no novelty and no mystery,
because they had known and practiced it themselves for a long time, feit
obliged to repeat certain standard phrases which became imperative for al!
writing on Geopolitik after Pearl Harbor. Thus we find such a long-time
admirer of Haushofer's theories as Colonel Beukerna referring to German
Geopolitik at one time as an undoubtedly scientific work "which must not
be confused with propaganda" (Fortune, Jan. '42), at another time as "a
cu rious medley of unscientific jargon, irrefutable facts, and plain hokum."
(Introduction to Dorpalen, p. XVI).

TUE STATUS OF GEOPOLITIK IN TUE U. S.

U ntil recently the discussion of the theories of Geopolitik has been
based on a deplorable igndrance of their real contents. With the exception
of part of the work of Ratzel, none of the great souree books of geopolitics
has been translated, not even the works of Haushofer nor' those of his fore-
runner who founded and named the new science during the first World
War: the Swedish scholar Rudolf Kjellén.

On the other hand, almost all contributions to the subject in any lan-
guage have been carefully translated and exploited by German scholars. They
were the only ones to take an interest in even the comparatively unsuccessful
ef.;forts in this direction made by Brooks Adams in the U. S. They studied
the magnificent work of the British geographer Sir MacKinder, which ha~
been completely overlooked for more than twenty years by the English-
speaking people.
R

The new and daring concepts advanced in the post-war period by Haus-
hofer and his school were eagerly discussed from every conceivable point
of view, including the various shades of the Marxist creed. The disciple of
J{autsky, G. E. Graf, bewailed the fact th at the primary importance of such
nature-given factors as climate, population and the geographical formation
of the earth had been neglected by Marx and all his followers, with the
possible exception of Engels; he attempted to make up for th is deficiency
by a "synthesis" of geography and politica I economy - Ratzel and Marx.
On the other hand, the distinguished Sinoiogist K. A. Wittfogel subjeered
rhe whole complex of "Geopolitics, Geographical Materialism, and Marx-
ism" to a critical analysis that appeared both in the German and the Russian
editions of the periodical Unter dem Banner des Marxismus. The school
of Haushofer, while reprinting the greater part of Wittfogel's artiele in its
own periodical, took the edge off his theoretical attack by a shrewd reference
to the wholesale acceptance of the geopolitical principles by the practical
statesmen of Soviet Russia (Zeitschrijt [uer Geopolitik, vol. IX, p. 587).

The lack of a documentary basis for the discussion of geopolitics in
the U.S. has been amended to a certain extent, but not wholly removed, by
the four books listed above. Of these, the first, by Andreas Dorpalen,
can be described as a good textbook for the classroom as wen as for the
general reading public. I t is wen informed, lucidly written, and does not
go beyond the task of presenting the ideas and theories of Geopolitik in the
form in which they have been presented by the German geopoliticians them-
selves, Of particular interest, and a welcome substitute for the original
works not available in th is country, are the carefully selected excerpts from
the writings of Haushofer, Ratzel, MacKinder, Kjellén, Obst, Lautensach,
Maull, Seiffert, Billeb, Siewert, Schmoelders, Vogel, Kraemer and Schenke,
which take up 144 of the 337 pages of Dorpalen's book.

Derwent Whittlesey sets himself the more comprehensive task of pre-
senting Geopolitik as a current in the main stream of Germarr thought and,
at the same time, part of a gigantic, carefully designed scheme of world
Conquest. Yet the extension of the theme does not add to the value of the
book. It does not lead to, but rather distracts from, the peculiar features
which distinguish present-day geopolitics from earlier types of imperialist
aggression. The author is at his best when ho illustrates the general theory
by a wen documented analysis of certain arcana of the geopolitical theory
and propaganda which have not been sufficiently explored by Dorpalen and
o~her writers on the subject. Most interesting in th is respect are the twenty-
elght characteristic geopolitica! maps attached to Chapter VII, and the
author's critical discussion of the ten basic and the more than a hundred
other symbols commonly used by their makers. There is, in the same chapter,
an e\aborate analysis of some dozens of catch-words and phrases seized upon
and reiterated in the writings of the geopoliticians.

Of a different nature is the contribution of Hans W. Weigert. The
publisher's blurb describes the author as "one of the German liberals who,
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unable to compromise with the forces of Hitlerism, left Germany in 1938."
Five years' experience in Nazi Germany has left an aIl too visible trace
in the author's mind. Even today, he is deeply enthralled by the "genius"
of Haushofer, that "political seer of the twentieth century" (pp. 12, 112).
In spite of the author's vehement repudiation of the revolutionary features
of Geopolitik as a particularly Teutonic creed, the violently subjective the-
ories advanced in the book are still imbued with the same outlandish Welt-
anschaunç, In aIl this he reminds one strongly of the similarly ambivalent
attitude of Rauschning who attacked not the whole theory and practice of
totalitarianism, but only its particular aspect as "the revolution of nihilism".

An original contribution to the theory of geopolitics, or geography ap-
plied to poli tics, is contained in the timely reissue of l\1acKinder's master-
work of 1919. The brilliant theories and original discoveries embodied
in th is book and in even earlier paper, dating back to 1904, have led many
enthusiastic reviewets to describe th is great work as the only true and un-
distorted expression of the essential contents of present-day geopolitics. The
work has also impressed them by its superior formal qualities, its scientific
detachment, wealth of ideas, and the .inescapable logic of its conclusions.
One of its admirers (E. M. Earle), though aware that the book was written
in 1919 with special reference to the then impending settlement with Ger-
many, aseribes to it "the rare quality of timelessness".

This universal praise of MacKinder's book at the present moment is
not wholly due to its undoubtedly great scientific discoveries. For the
present-day Arnerican experts it has the additional merit that it provides
them with an opportune escape from open agreement with a Teutonic creed
which had become somewhat disreputable since Pearl Harbor. The belated
discovery of MacKinder's theories presents a convenient disguise for what
is in fact an outright acceptance of the main tenets of the German geopoliti-
cians. There is, as far as the present writer can see, not a single writer on
Geopolitik in th is country today who does not exploit this welcorne oppor-
tunity. Even the most Teutonic among the 'recent explorers of Geopolitik,
H. W. Weigert, prefers to describe himself as a disciple of MacKinder
rather than of Haushofer (p. IX) or, in a more daring mood, as "the dis-
ciple of MacKinder and Haushofer" (p. 258).

THE HISTORICAL APPROACH

Wh at is at stake in the present-day discussion is not the theoretical
validity of Geopolitik as a "timeless" science. Emphatic denial ofits validity
is today just as much of a propagandistic device as the equally emphatic cl~i!ll
against which it' is directed. For the detached observer - if such a thtng
can be found in the present world struggle wh en all previously cherished
ideas of a non-partisan science have been shelved "for the duration" - the
whole clamor betrays, if anything, a lack of confidence in the unreinforc~d
strength of the arguments put forth by either side. If Haushofer's theortes
have a particularly German bias, those of MacKinder seem to have a par-
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ticularly British flavor. Both agree in classifying the Arnericas, together
with Australia, as merely secondary zones of the total area of the world-
historical development. This emphasis on the "insular" and "satellite"
character of the. three so-caIled new continents, as compared with the old
Eurasian-and-Eurafrican continent, is even stronger in the British writer
than it is in Haushofer who at times seems to be more interested in the big
area of the Pacific and its enjoining land regions than in the more restricted
German-European zones. Nor is there any greater freedom from a particular
national outlook in the theoretical schemes of the American geopoliticians.
What Beukema candidly admits of his own recent scheme applies to them
aH: they are "obviously postulated on a decisive victory for the United
Nations" (Fortune, Jan. '43).

The historical approach has the further advantage that it leads away
from such generalities as the concepts of a "global", a "closed " , or a "shrink-
ing" world. The global form of the earth has been gene rally accepted at
least since Copernicus and Columbus. The "closed world" was a widely
recognized phenomenon in the last decades of the nineteenth century; it
played an important part in the discussion of the nature and causes of the
modern "imperialistic" form of capitalist polities bath befare and af ter the
first World War. Finally, every new form of communication (raiIways,
electrical current, motorcars, radio) was invariably haiIed as a decisive step
towards a "shrinking" as weU as a global, a closed and closely interrelated
world. These theories had so little to do with present-day geopolitics th at
on the contrary the whole development was in most cases presented as a
tendency towards an ever greater independenee from the geographical prop-
erties of the various regions of the earth. The same Utopian idea recurs
in the present-day sentiment about the alleged importance, both for global
war and global peace, of the recent developments in the use of airpower.
Impressive examples of this kind of generalities and half-truth are found
in the beautiful airmaps and grandiloquent advertisements spread all over
the country by American A irlin es, Inc.

The real truth which is only dimly perceived by the prophets of the
new "air-age geopolitics" is that all those earlier concepts have assumed a
new and enhanced significanee within the modern theory and practice of
geopolitics. At the same time they have been integrated with a number
of other ideas and realities which are today represented- by the forces of
totalitarianism, Fascism and N azism as weIl as by those opposite tendencies
~hich describe themselves as anti-Nazism, anti-Fascism and anti-total-
Itarianism.

The idea that Geopolitik in its present form is a particular phase of a
~reat world-historical process has been presented, first of all, by Haushofer
himself. He has always carefuIly distinguished between the evolutionary
Strategies based on sea-power, which are foUowed by the o ld empires, and the
revolutionary strategies of the newcomers who tried to establish unchallenged
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control over a wide continental area and to build on this enlarged basis a
great combined force of land-, sea- and air-power. A striking example
is the discussion of the various evolutionary and revolutionary schemes ad-
vaneed by the representatives of the Pan-European, the Pan-Asiatic, the
Pan-Pacific, and other Pan"-movements, contained in Haushofer's Geo-
politik der Pan-ideen of 1931.

The same idea seems to underlie the somewhat crude theory by which
certain American writers have explained Geopolitik as a mere dogmatic
rationalization of an "axe to grind" and of the consequent "emotional ei-
forts". The conneetion of this psychological explanation with a more ob-
jective historical insight appears in Whittlesey's phrase that "Geopolitics
was sired by war and bom by revolution" (p. 113). It appears again in
the concIuding chapter of his book where the author hints at the possiblity
that after all there may be some more important cause for the present upheav,
al than Germany's "ingrained habit of aggression", namely, "an economie sys-
tem disintegrating under blows dealt it by a changing technology". He also
speaks of a cure for the present unrest, more efficient than a mere psyche-
logical re-education, which might be found in "a suitable political framework
for the technological age" (pp. 261, 268).

The nearest approach to a genuine historical interpretation is made by
Weigert who describes Geopolitik as the philosophy of "that deadly fight
for world domination, that represents the world-revolution of our age" (p.
252). Yet the historical view of the author is obstructed by the fact th at
he does not break through those particular ideological barriers within which
the German geopoliticians have moved from the very outset. He may exert
himself in a frantic attempt to turn Haushofer's theories against Haushofer
himself. He may strive to offer to the Americans a new "Heartland" and
a new "World Island" based on the recently discovered potentialities which,
according to Vilhjalmar Stefansson (Fortune, july.. '42), are inherent in
the great new continent formed by the regioris surrounding that new Mediter-
ranean - the Arctic Ocean. But aU this amounts in the end to nothing
more than an imitation of the scheme which has been worked out on a
comparatively more realistic basis by Haushofer and his disciples in Nazi
Germany. In striking contrast to the realism of the original model, .the
new version of a geopolitical program starts from an altogether ideolog1cal
assumption. The decisive importance of the new W orId Island (the land-
masses of North America, Asiatic Russia, and China) is said to lie not In
the "tangibles of power assembied in the inland regions" but in the "intan-
gibles" which will "mold the future of man" and which are alleged to be
"nowhere more at work than in the continental land-rnasses" (p. 255).

There is a twofold fallacy underlying the objections raised by Weigert
and other crities against the "materialist philosophy" which is supposed to
be inherent in the new science of rhe German geopoliticians. First, ?ne
should not turn up his nose at a materialist approach in a field in WhlCh,
since time immemorial, all true experts have been imbued with more than
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a moderate dose of materialism. Second, the geographical materialism of
Baushofer is not a "materialistic" creed in the sense in which the term
is used by the critics. It is not a passive, deterministic and fatalistic belief
in the irrelevancy of the organized will of man. In spite of the tremendous
difference which-as will be shown later-exists between the two concep-
tions, the new materialism of the geopoliticians is just as critical, activistic
and, in the traditional sense, idealistic as was, in an earl ier period, the so-
called historical materialism of Marx. The hotly contested distinction he-
tween politica! geography and geopolitics is of exactly the same order as
that which in the nineteenth century existed between the polltical economy
of Quesnay, Smith and Ricardo, and the critiaue of politieel economy
of Marx.

Just as Marxism aimed at a conscious control of the economie life of
society, so Haushoferism today can be described as an attempt at the political
control of space. This character of the new materialism appears most clearly
in the following formulation which we select from the one hundred and
more '''definitions'' of Geopoliiik discussed in the current literature. Ac~
cording to O. Schaefer, as quoted by Whittlesey, p. 80:

"Political geography is directed toward the past, geopo!itics toward the present.
Politica! geography shows how space inlluences the state, imposes its law»
upon the state and so to speak overwhelms it. Geopolitics considers how the
state overcomes the conditions and laws of space and makes them serve its
purposes. The former places more emphasis upon the simp!e presentation ol
the qualities of space. The latter is interested in space requirements, with the
ou/spoken aim of linding norms lot the behavior of Ihe stale in ever increasing
space. To sum up, politica! geography views Ihe slale Irom Ihe standpoint
of space; geopolilies views space Irom the slandpoint of Ihe slate."

FROM MacKINDER TO HAUSHOFER

We shall not embark here upon " detailed analysis of that gigantic
and not yet concIuded historical process by which in our time the old form
of imperialism, based on sea-power, is transformed into a new imperialism,
no longer primarily based on sea-power but on control of the big continental
areas of the world. Nor shall we try to describe the forms in which sea-
trade and sea-power had a decisive share in the genesis of the whole economie,
political and ideological structure of that older type of bourgeois society
which prevailed to the end of the nineteenth century, nor to show why the
dOmination of large and contiguous ("continental" ) areas has become one
of the basic foundation of the new monopolist and imperialist structure of
capitalist society. Instead, we take our departure from the often observed
Contrast between the farm in which Geopolitiè was presented by Haushofer
roughly from 1920 to 1940 and the form in which it had been presented
by MacKinder during the preceding two decades, that is, in the period
overshadowed by the first World War. We shall try to discover the his-
torical basis for the daring anticipations of future development found 10
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MacKinder's work of 1919 and which appeared, even more miraculously,
in his earlier paper, T'he Geographieal Pivot of History , read before the
Royal Geographical Society in London in 1904 and now reprinted by Dor-
palen, pp. 185-201.

How did it happen that at th is particular time, after many centuries
of comparative self-assurance, a Britisch schol ar, equipped with an all-com_
prehensive geographical knowledge and endowed with a particular historical
sensitivity, became aware of the tremendons contradictions between the Sur-
vival of his own Britisch empire and the new potentialities inherent in the
material formation of the inhabited earth? Like Ricardo in the early 19th
Century, th is political geographer of the early 20th Century no longer
shared the naive faith of his contemporaries in a preestablished harmony
of the then-existing economie and political structure of the world. Like
Ricardo again, he lived at a time when the secret tremors under the surface
of the then-existing world system had just come to the open in the outbreak
of a world-wide economie crisis in the one case and of a world war in the
other. Yet in each instance, that first men ace had been safely overcome
and the threat of a new and greater danger was as yet but dimly perceivable
in the distant horizon. This explains the almost super-wordly quality of
serene detachment for which both these writers were admired by the best
among their contemporaries and by subsequent generations. "Mr. Ricardo",
said Lord Brougham, "seemed to have dropped from another planet." The
same st range feeling fills those who today, after reading MacKinder's book,
reflect on the immature historical conditions in which those daring discover-
ies were made, and on the tremendous isolation of the man who made them.

The whole situation had changed in the new period in which Haus-
hofer turned MacKinder's theories against MacKinder's wor ld. In the
meantime the entire traditional system of society had been shaken in its
foundation by the first waves of a world-wide socia! and political revolution
and the conquest of state power by the representatives of a formerly sup-
pressed class. The impact of this experience was not weakened by the fact
that the revolution was arrested and frustrated. The manifold broken and
distorted forms in which the revolutionary forces reemerged af ter a short
respite finally destroyed the faith of the ruling class, and of all classes, in
the security of the existing economie, political and ideological structure of
society. The defeated revolution returned in the more terrifving and brut-
alizing forms of a totally disenchanted, cynical and ruthless counter-
revolution.

From this historical souree derives the glaring contrast between rhe
scientific detachment of the geopolitical writings of MacKinder and rhe irn-
passioned and strangely perverted yet terribly efficient theories of Haushofer
and his disciples, Geopolitik represents the expression as weU as the weapon
of a desperate attempt to solve the revolutionary problems of our times in a
different way-through the cataclysm of a world-wide counter-revolution-

A furthed difference between MacKinder and Haushofer arises frorn
the fact that MacKinder's thought, in spite of a critical awareness of the
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illlpending changes, still corresponded to a structure of society based on trade
and on the production of oommodities. As such it was still bound to the
characteristic fiction of competitive capitalism by which each producer in
seeking his private ga in is assumed to serve, at the same time, a more general
end. What is good for one membet of the bourgeois "community" should
be good for aU. This principle was supposed to apply to scientific theories
and political programs as well as to the production and exchange of material
goods. Even the imperialist conquest and exploitation of colonial territories
and zones of interest was deemed to promote, in the last instance, the pro-
gress of the exploited peoples as weU as of the exploiters, Thus in the
eyes of MacKinder, and in those of his belated eulogists today, there is no
contradiction but rather a profound harmony between the fact that his theory
served the ends of the British Empire and the assumption that it
served the true interests of the whole earth. In contrast, the repetition of
MacKinder's theories by Haushofer at the present time serves nothing but
an insatiable lust for aggrandizement and conquest. The real difference
is, of course, that the new imperialism of monopoly capitalism as represented
by the totalitarian forces, is no longer formally bound to the traditional
obligation of the bourgeois class to represent its group interests as the general
interests of humanity - though it still indulges occasionally in the now
entirely hypocritical use of the old ideological language.

There is no sense then in explaining the difference between MacKinder
and Haushofer in psychological, ethical, or ethnical terms as the difference
between true and pseudo-science, a gentleman and a knave, or a Britisher
and a Teuton. Nor is it helpful to refer to Haushofer's use of MacKinder's
texts as a case of "the devil quoting scripture" .

When Haushofer reviewed MacKinder's book: in the second volume
of Zeitschrift [uer Geopolitik in 1925, he was fully aware of the ambiguities
of MacKinder's position. He advised his readers to make good use of this
highly valuable work which is "poisen", he said, for "good peace-loving
Europeans but wholesome for empire builders" - a work of lasting import-
ance for those who know how to think in the great coherent schemes of
geopolitical thought and .to travel the unbeaten paths of Geopolitik. He
showed that, through the very contradiction of his standpoint, the British
geographer had become the most logical geopolitical educator in a course
of continental poli tics which must be foUowed by the land powers of ·the
ol? world uniess they want to remain forever the victims of foreign exploit-
atlon. There is still another reason, he added, which makes MacKinder's
th .eOrtes valuable for the German reader. They should not be regarded
only as a lesson that can be learned from a "hateful enemy". It is even
doubtful whether in the coming fight between democr'acy and totalitarian
st~tesmanship this Britisher is to be regarded as an enemy at allo "Mae.-
/(znder", he said, combines polite bows to the democratie ideas with a
devastating criticism of t he democratie practice":
. Such duplicity of purpose seems indeed to be expressed in the very

htle of MacKinder's book which confronts "Democratie Ideals" with "Real-
15



ity". Again, in a short note to the 1942 reprint, the author described his
book as an at tempt to check the "wave of Idealism" which after the return of
peace will "sweep the English-speaking nations" by a "counterbalancing real-
ism". Finally, aU the expert reviewers of lVIacKinder's book in this country
the military specialists as weIl as the geographers and political scientists'
have praised the strong sense of reality which prompted the author to suppl;
the arsenal of democracy "with the weapons and means which democracy
can maintain and still remain democratie" (Major Eliot).
. Yet from a careful study of the whole of MacKinder's book, including
lts generally overlooked final chapter, there arises a suspicion th at the author
was not content after all with that trite distinction between a lofty but
impractical "ideal" and a brutal but intensely practica! "reality" by which
the average demoeratic citizen hides from himseIf the fact th at he pays lip-
service to the former for the purpose of serving the latter. The last sur-
viving representative of the more open-minded attitude th at prevailed among
European schol ars until the decade preceding the first World War, the
friend and collaborator of Elisée Reclu and prince Kropotkin, seems to re-
member another concept of reality which has not lost its importance even
in the present time of crisis wh en (in the words used by him in 1935) "men
may beoome crue 1 because imprisoned", and their first impulse will be "to
make sure of their castles of refuge".

In the last chapter of his book which foUows the discussion of The Free-
dom of Nations and is entitled The Freedom of Men, MacKinder turns his
back on that traditional "ideal" of Democracy which can be put into practice
only by transforming it into its opposite ; nor does he deal any longer with
that "reality" which exists only for the purpose of being so opposed to the
"îdeal" in a worId which "still rests upon force". (The words in quotes
are taken from the Note on an Incident at the Quai d'Ürsay 25th [anuary,
1919, which is added to the book as an Appendix - a fine ironical gesture
that escapes the eye of the superficial reader.) He contrasts the traditional
type of Democracy, which af ter its earliest phases became equivalent to the
organization of society in national states and ernpires and culminated in the
League of Nations, with the altogether different type of a thoroughly de-
centralized democracy based on , local communities, provinces and re!Óons
which are ultimately connected in a federal system of a well-balanced
humanity.

In presenting th is essentially anarchistic idea of democracy, MacKinder
is no longer af raid of a clash between his "ideal" and the so-called "real-
istic" claims of the "practical men":

"1 have no doubt that 1 shall be told by practical men that the ideal of a com-
plete and balanced economic growth in each locality is contrary to the whole

tendency of the age, and is, in faet, orchcnc, 1 shall be told that you can only
get a graat and cheep production by the method of world organization and
locaI specialization. 1 admit that such is the present tendency, and that it men'
give you maximum material resuIts for a while. But. _ . qteat specialist organ-
izations, guided by experts, wilI inevitably contend for the upper hand, and
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fhe confesf must end in the rule of one or other type of experts. That is empire,
for it is unbalanced." (pp. 198-2001

This ultimate ereed professed by MacKinder seems to lead far away
frorn the "realities" of geography and power with which, in the preceding
chapters, he had contrasted the allegedly too lofty "ideals" of the Democratie
statesmen. Yet the mental picture of a new and untried type of demoeracy
which is here designed by a great scientist and statesman may still turn out,
in a no longer remote future, to be more realistic than both the "ideals"
and the complementary "realities" of present-day Democracy. There is no
particular reason to expect that the "ideals" advanced by the leaders and
spokesmen of totalitarianism will have a better chance to survive the test
of practice than had the demoeratic ideals of the recent past. AU the same,
we must point to a peculiar resemblance which seems to conneet MacKinder's
view of a world organized in well-balanced regions with certain leading
concepts of the geopolitical creed of his authoritarian antagonists. As point-
ed out elsewhere*, the tendency toward unlimited expansion and conquest
was much more inherent in the old system of competitive capitalism than
it is in the geopolitical concepts of Haushoferism. Whatever will be the
ultimate outcome of the present struggle between ideals as weU as realities,
it is a sad fact fot capitalist Democracy th at today it is attacked by its friends'
and foes alike, not only for the permanent conflict between its ideals and
its realities but also for the increasing obsoleteness of its very ideals.

Karl Korsch

• The Worlct Historians, From Turgol 10 Toynbee. Partisan Review, Seplember-October,
1942.

THE BUREAUCRATIC SPIRIT
The life of a modern man has come more and more under the sway

~f party, trade union, army and state. These organizations are made up
~f men, it is true, but the human individual stands small and powerless
do re the huge apparatus. Everything is decided by the directors at the

top, and the ave rage citizen, or the average party or union memher under-
;tands neither the workings of the complicated apparatus nor its real aim.
o an ideology has been created to justify th is relationship, an ideology which

~reaches th at men must blindly subordinate themselves to "their" organ-
Ization, placing their lives at the disposal of a "whole," whether state or
Party. Rational organization thus leads to irrationality; the organization
no longer exists for men, but men now exist for the organization. Origin-
allv a . .. .b - means, orgaruzanon In our time tends to become an end, a fetish to
el' '~-orshiped. The bureaucrats function as the high-priests of th is new

re IgIOn.
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The bureaucratization of life has gone farthest in Nazi Germany and
in Soviet Russia, but the tendency is neither peculiar to this age nor limited
to the totalitarian countries. Industrial mass production, the proudest
achievement of the U nited States, has long anticipated the organizational
principles of the Comintern and the Third Reich. Here the mass of the
workers perform only single functions. Knowledge of purpose is not only
immaterial to the performance of these functions but often remains COn_
cealed from the workers. The individual laborer is taken into account along
with coal, limestone, lubricants and other materials of production ; all that
is required of him is th at he submit passively to the disciplined production
process. That the mass of the workers are not expected to understand the
process as a whole becomes clear wh en their union leaders make feehle
proposals in th is direction as in the case of the Reuther and Murray plans
for war production. "Planning" and "rationalization" in th is instance do
not raise the intelligence, the consciousness, or the self-reliance of the masses.
On the contrary, it relieves them of the necessity of employing these faculties
and hence of developing them. An understanding of the workings of the
whole productive process is limited to top-executives, and it is this know-
ledge that helps them hold their power positions.

In modern totalitarian states, it is as though the assernbly line
of a rationalized factory extended through the entire fabric of social life,
reducing the humanbeing to the status of a slave of his tooIs. In his book,
The W erker, the fascist novelist Ernst Juenger wrote in 1932, "There will
be an order based on cornmand .instead of on the social contract." In the
interests of efficiency and cheap production costs, al! personal freedom is
destroyed, every individual is manipulated by the stàte, which extends its
scope to the intel!ectual sphere, to private life and personal beliefs. Despite
the wel!-known limitations of freedom in bourgeois society, the individual,
as Marx pointed out in The German Ldeoloçy, had still left to him "rhe
enjoyment of accident. The right to take advantage of these accidents under
certain circumstances has been called 'personal freedom'." But in totalitarian
society, central regulation becomes so extensive that even this "accidental"
freedom ceases, and laissez faire fades out of personal as weIl as out of
public life. AH human experience is geared to the assembly line.

The triumph of the bureaucratized state has been maturing for genera-
tions in the wo mb of bourgeois democracy. It was over a century ago th at the
French sociologist, Alexis de Tocqueville, af ter traveling through the young
American democracy, predicted the ultimate defeat of democracy by ~he
centralized bureaueratic state, and the rise of functionaries - to "a natlon
within the nation" - occupying the position of a new aristocracy. In the
fourth volume of his Democracy in A merica he predicted th at the cit~z.en~
in "The demoeratic nations which have introduced liberty into the pohtl~a
sphere at the same time that they have fostered despotism in the admln-

. bl f . . h la rgeristrative sphere . . . will soon becorne incapa e 0 exercismg t e f
political powers." But the most remarkable anticipation of the procesS 0
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bureaucratization is to be found in the writmgs of Marx, especially in his
arly Criticism of Heçel's Philosophy of the State.e .

It is fashionable today to emphasize certain authoritarian tendencies
in Marx, more temperamental than theoretical in any case, and to ignore
he main content of his life work that recognizes as the enemy whatever

t lienates man from himself, whatever reduces him to an object, instead of
alevating him to the dignity of a subject. Marx's political and philosophical
s stem can best be understood as the completion, not the negation, of the
:umanitarian and demoeratic tradition of the eighteenth century; and he
himself so understood it. "The bureaueratic spirit," he wrote in 1842,
"is through and through a iesuiiical, theolcqical spirit. The bureaucrats are the stàte-
jesuits and state-theologians, the state priesthood. Jt conceives of itseli as the ultimata
object of the state. Since the bureaucracy has made its formal purposes into the con-
tent of state poifcy, it finds itseli in conflict everywhere with the real content of this
policy. Therefore, it must 0011 form content and content form."

And has not the Stalinist bureaucracy, for exarnple, constantly made the
form, th at is, the maintenance of the state machine and the party organ-
ization the content of its polities? International socialism has long been
degraded by the Comintern to a means of mobilizing the international work-
ing class in support of the foreign policy of the Kremlin. The party organ-
izations in various countries no longer serve any general political ends of
the working class. The bureaucrats shift their political lines according to
the changing interests of the Soviet Union, keystone of their apparatus.

"The general spirit of the bureaucracy," Marx wrote in his Criticism
of Hegel's Philosophy of the State,
"wraps itseli in a mysterious cIook ol knowledge which the hierarchy maintains
inside the bureaucracy, and which, from the outside, looks like the secrets ol Cl' frater-
nity . " Jl,uthority is therefore its articIe of iaitb, and the deifjootion of authority
is its conviction. The spiritualism (expressed in this attitude) becomes inside tha
bureaucracy a crass materialism of passive obedience, beliel in authority, of mach-
anica11y fixed, formal procedures . .. As lar as the individual bureaucrat is cors-

cerned the ends of the state become his private ends: promotion, the pursuit of ct
career. He considers real life to be primarily materiaiistic beoouse the spirit of liîe
has on existence of its own in the bureaucracy . .. In the second place, lila is
lor the bureaucracy only an object lor manipulation, beoouse its spirit is prescribed,
its purposes lie outside of it . .. By now the state exists. only in the form ol the
Various bureaus whose interconnection is based on subordination and passive obed-
ience . " While on the one hand, the bureaucracy is thus nakedly materialistic,
Jt reveals its cross spiritualism in that it wants to do everything, that is, 11 makes
Wm into a first cause. For the bureaucracy, the world is merely an object to he.
TlJ.anipulated."

The fact that the bureaucrat-? views the world only as an object is
the basis of his morality, a morality founded on contempt for humanity.-------
1) BureaucroCY nei/her signi/ies here the simple administrative worker or civil servant,
nOr does it deal with criticism ol "red tape." In our context, bureaucracy denotes
'he rule of men who possess Ihe key posilion in either an organizalion or the slale,
ond who ccquïre power through their lunetion.
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Where man is reduced to a mere factor in a political calculation anvth'hi h ' . lng
W IC serves to make him obedient appears as moral - the lie for insta
Th ' f ~e systernatrc use 0 the lie2) as a "technical means" for leading the ma ', , '" SSes
can anse only out of this spmt. In a passage in M ein Kampf, omitted in lat
di . H' I ere itions, I.t er wrote that the "Germans have no idea how one has to swindle

the ?eople 10 order to get a mass following." Here the irreconcilable anti-
th~sls betwee~ the Marxian concept ion and that of the bureacratic leader_
ship reveals itself. The basic Marxian thesis is that class-society wiU be
overthrown only ~hen the ?ppressed class comes forward as the subject
of the transformation of society. But the bureaucrat is interested in th
people only as the object. He is not concerned with what the people can
make of themselves, but with what he can do with the people. "We have
to take men as they are and take into account also their weakness and brut-
ality," Hitler wrote in Mein Kamp]. He is interested not in changin
existing human qualities but in using them, 9

Because the bureaucracy always sees itself wiser than and superior t
all other people it believes that the obedience of people is in their own in-
terest. It feels justified in using any means against opponents who disturb
the relationship between leaders and followers. The bureaucracv does not
suffer from a bad conscience. lts opponents are lumped in an amal~am (Jews
T'rotskyists, etc.) and invested with every diabolical property because al!
opponents, whatever their motives may be, frustrate the wise aims of the
bureaueratic leadership and incite the masses to think for thernselves, As
far as the bureaucracy is concerned, opposition is the evil principle. It makes
use of such formulas as "Fuehrer-Gefolgschaft" (leader-followers), "Man-
nestreue" (Ioyalty ) and "Party-discipline" in order to condemn the opposi-
tion in principle. The Stalinist bureaucracy justifies all its actions, however
cowardly and base, with party-discipline. T'he party as a fetish justifies
aU means. The idea is spread about that only clever calculation and dis-
regard for all feelings can make a revolutionist. This is called "Bolshevik
toughness." As the bureaucracy understands discipline to mean onlv sub-
mission to itself, so it understands heroism to mean only toughness ;gainst
others in the interest of its own power position.

Where such morality becomes a state-principle, all humanism ceases-
Exalted to a fetish, state-interest not only subordinates the political sphere
to itself but science as weIl. The German psychoiogist N. Ach, for example,
stated in his paper Toward a More Modern Study of Will, read before
the meeting of the German Association of Psychology in 1936, that "will
is a habit of voluntary response to the command of the superior leader."
Political theory degenerates into pure and simple apologetics. and art be-

2) The Ue is always a means of political rule. All revolutionary movements in historY
have served the truth beccuse !bey have altacked lies wbich sought to justify privileqe.
The diilerence is tbat tbe political lie was usually used wben needed, as an after'
thought or a justifi=tion, wbereas bere it is used systema!ically.primarily in order
to prepare tbe people for particular purposes of tbe leadersbip.
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comes incense-burning. Individualsseek to better their personal situations
through Byzantine slavishness. To denounce someone as a disloyal servant
of rhe only true fetish and its hierarchy becomes a moral act and a daily
rnethod of rising within the bureaucracy.

Where contempt for humanity becomes a universal principle, self-respect
no longer has any value. The uncritical adherence to commands, the re-
nunciation of one's personal opinions, and the acceptance of the official
creed as infallible lead finally to a type of intellectual masochism, to a
readiness to do perrance at once for every independent idea. Thinking trans-
forms itself automatically into a justification of official acts. The Nazi
psychoiogist, Pintchovius, wrote that only one idea may fill the soul and
that the aim of propaganda is the "narrowing of consciousness."

The possibility of rising in the hierarchy is bound up with special qual-
ities. The bureaueratic spirit corresponds to a definite type of personality.
The Nazis try to cultivate this type artificially in their so-called Ordensburgen
where, according to a phrase of the youth leader Baldur von Schirach, an
elite is to be educated in which each individual is formed and "stamped"
according to a certain type. No sensitive personality has a chance; ruthless-
ness is the only method of getting on in the bureaueratic apparatus. Critical
ideas are viewed with suspicion. The totalitarian rulers have a feeling of
inferiority in the presence of people representing critical thought who merely
provoke them into demonstrating the extent of their power. The vigorous,
practical men who knowand successfully exploit the average qualities of
people are those who advance. Their only passion is for power. Possessed
by th is passion, they know neither contemplative leisure nor sensibility. They
think cynically about one another. Herman Rauschning, who once belonged
to the Nazi hierarchy, writes: "In the higher circles of the bureaucracy
one speaks openly about the personal shortcomings of certain members of
~he elite. Rivalries and deadly enmities are cynically admitted." Where
ideas are only a means to power and not rooted in conviction, cynicism, of
Course, alone remains.

Today people are fascinated by the fact that the totalitarian form of
organization is successful, that the ruthless and exactly calculated use of
hum . I ' .an matena IS supenor to the unplanned forrn of organization. And
as the planned factory is more profitable than the unplanned one so the
~la~ned state is more powerful than the unplanned one. Howe~er, the
elief that class society can be overthrown by a bureaueratic leadership has

proved to be a "0 f h .. I ....d n error. ne 0 t e principa moments 10 previous hlstoncal
evelopment was the consolidation of our own creation into a real power

Over us a th I df ,power at outgrew our contro, estroyed our expectations, and
. rustrated our hopes," Marx wrote in the German ldeology. The totalitar-
lan state and the totalitarian party - no matter what ideology they may
Use - only continue this historical trend.

However, when the organizational apparatus places itself above men
and .makes them its slaves, we find that behind the assumed "general 10-
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terests", to which subordination is demanded are concealed only the interest
of the bureaucracy which considers itself final. We have said before tha:
modern methods of production accustom the people to bureaueratic direc_
tion and th us we know the psychological foundation of the belief _in leader_
ship. For exarnple, to those who share this belief, even the stripping of
the werking class in Russia of all its rights may appear as a first and neces_
sary step towards true democracy. The growing differences in income rnav
seem necessary for the realization of socialism, for all this - devised by a
clever leaders hip - may, despite all appearance, lead to a good end. The
legend that a party with iron discipline which excludes all criticism, will
be prerequisite to the struggle towards a classless society has not as yet been
destroyed. Many anti-fascists believe that it is possible to do away with
all oppression by the very. means of fascism. Many still think that Hitler
has shown us how we have to do it ourselves. The Trotskyists, for in-
stance,- relentlessly persecuted by the Stalinists - never understood that
the real socialist aim needs other organizational means than those used by
rhe Stalinists, because a totalitarian party necessarily generates a bureau-
cratie spirit.

Real democracy, realized only when those who produce cease being
the slaves of their tools and themselves have the power to rule over the
means of production, can be attained only by demoeratic means. AU means
reflect the ends which they serve. As Hegel has pointed out in his Loçic,
an end can be attained only when the means have already been penetrated
by the nature of the end. The aims of demoeratic con trol over the means
of production can therefore not be reached through the help of an organ-
ization over which the members have no control. - In order to accomplish
this aim, there must be a progressive change of the environment through
permanent expansion of the demoeratic sectors, as well as a change in the
people themselves. The people can acquire the ability to decide their des-
tiny for themselves only through their own political experience. Marx there-
fore insisted that the revolutionary task does not consist in a momentary
sharing of the booty of demagogy, but in saying to the workers, "You wil!
have to go through 15, 20, 50 years of civil war and national struggles not
only to change conditions, but to change yourselves so that you can qualify
for political rule."

The bureaueratic spirit sees in the problem of organization only a tech-
nical problem. The Marxist who sees relationships between human beings

behind such "technical problems", unmasks bureaueratic organization as
a new form of domination which can be overcome only by a political con-
ception in which the masses come forward as the agents of action. Major
changes in society are not brought about through clever arrangements. Cun-
ning, business ability, political chicanery, conquests of organizational offices
do not replace ideas which become a mate rial force when they take hold

of the masses. T'he ideas, without which no progressive transformation of
society is going to be accomplished, do not come from clever, practical polit-
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icians who subordinate and adapt them to a powerful organization but from
revolutionary personalities, who at any time are prepared to give their bureau-
cratic critics- the answer that Friedrich Engels gave them: "No party in
any land can condemn me to be.silent wh en I am determined to speak ...
You of the party need the science of socialism, and th is \cience cannot live
without freedom of expression. "

The masses are not aroused by crafty tactical resolution or bureaueratic
formulas. When the time is ripe, they are receptive to bold and inspiring
ideas. These ideas cannot be kept from the world by any defeats, by book-
burnings, by concentration camps, byMoscow trials, or by executions. "To
overt acts," Marx wrote, "even though they be carried out en masse, one
can answer with guns as soon as they become dangerous. But ideas which
conquer our intelligence and which overcome our conviction, to which reas-
on has welded our conviction, these ideas are chains which cannot be ripped
from a man without tearing cut his heart." The totalitarian state can
achieve victory for its principles only wh en the critical faculty is extermin-
ated. The overcoming of the bureaueratic spirit begins with criticism which
attacks every instanee of the lowering of the human being, with the doctrine,
to speak once more in Marxian language, "that man is the supreme being
for mankind," and ·therefore with the "categorical imperative to overthrow
all conditions in which man is a degraded, servile, neglected, and contempt-
ible being."

Sebastian Frank

MARXISM AND PRAGMATISM
The dialectical logic of Marxism sterns from the "Science of Logic"

of Hegel, first published in 1812. The instrumentalist logic of Pragmatism
traces its origin to the 17th century "New Organon" of Francis Bacon.
But the developments of both these logies have proceeded far beyond their
original geneses to produce the thinking of Marx and Engels, on the one
~and, and of Peirce and Dewey on the other. The reason is to be found
10 the fundamental changes in the economy of the modern wor ld. On the
~lass front, Marxism is the organon of the working classes, pragmatism
IS the distinctive organon of the bourgeoisie.

Hence there are two phases of the logies involved: 1) a social-class
a~Pect, and 2) a technical method of thinking. In reality these cannot be
dlssociated since they function organically toward the common objectives
of the political and economie psychologies involved. In this sense, the dial-
ectical logic of Marxism is a revolutionary weapon, and the instrumentalist
logic of pragmatism is one of reform, reconstruction and palliative within
the confines of capitalism.
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The dialectics of Marxism has been set forth time and time again '
the literature of modern socialism so that we need not recapitulate all the dlO

t~ils here. But there has as yét~o far as I know-been no clear present:~
non of instrumentalist logic with respect to its social and class implicatio
r.her~fore this .ar~ic~ewill try to provide a preliminary note in this unexplor~
direction. 'This IS Important, especially in America, since most of the liter_
ature on the subject of pragmatism remains immured in the technical and
metaphysical issues of philosophy proper.

Bacon's work, as we know, proceeded out of the changes from feudalisrn
to emergent capitalism in Renaissance England. It was found that the old
~ormal logic of the schools was no longer adequate for the social and reason_
In~ purpo~es of the new class lately come to power-hence, its scientific
alhance with the methods of the natural sciences, and its interest in the
techniques of discovery and induction. The innovation lay in the kind of
thinking most apposite for the enterprise of industry, commerce and manu-
facture, which sought to achieve power. The chief characteristic of the
new log ic of Bacon was, thus, the utility of thinking for the needs of the
hour: con trol over nature on behaif of the new class. Mill, a little later
amplified this logic to reconstruct thinking to his classic methods of research'
which were designed to fit the utilitarian philosophy of rnid-Victorian Eng~
land; as the Empire more and more became the sole concern of the period.
Finally, in 1878, we have the first clear note of pragmatism in America
from Charles Peirce, the famous scientist and logician, who founded modern
logic.

The Maxim of Peirce reads: "Consider what effects, that might con-
ceivably have practica 1 bearings, we conceive the object of our conception
to have. Then, our conception of these effects is the whole of our concep-
tion of the object." The Maxim was definitely offered as a rule of logic,
as a break with the forma I logic of feudalist thinking, as a concomitant to
the methods of natural science and mathematics in the modern temper. This
meant the beginning of bourgeois logic in the current sense, since a modern
method of thinking to serve the present ruling-class and its vested interests
was on the order of the new day. The stress on "effects" and on "practical
bearings", as we see in the Maxim, logically meant nothing but the social
needs of capitalism. This marks a break with the logic of idealism, ancicnt,
feudal and modern.

The empirical note in Peirce is in the tradition of Bacon and Mill,
but the differences lie in the experimental and laboratory methods of "prae-
tical bearings", with emphasis on action, use, behavior and results. At thc
same time, Peirce drew his values from the mathematical sciences, the hiatus
found in the prior Bacon-Mill reconstruction of logic. This, in the larger
world, came to mean the success of America as a capitalist state after the
Civil War. Further implernentation came from Dewey shortly before Wor/d
War I, thus marking the further usefulness of instrumentalist logic for rhe
purposes of modern imperialism.
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Dewey's reconstruction lay in his ernphasis upon the particular "situ-
ation", which gave the logic of pragmatism the added distinction of function
and behavior in the modern psychological sense. Thinking was most at home
''l'ith a problematic situation, a difficulty and a perplexity, hence the logic
of rhe instrument toward resolving the problem to a successful conclusion.
It became, in short, a logic of judgment in which experience played the
greatest role because of the individual and discrete situations confronted.

We observe, then, that as feudalism was replaced by modern capitalism,
rhe techniques of the syllogism of Aristotelian formal logic gave way to new
methods of experiment, experience, behavior, function and operation. Uniess
we keep in mind the historie and class mission of this pragmatic logic of
instrumentalism, these techniques do not assume their necessary social im-
plications in the modern world. For the revolt was against the idealist logic
left over hom feudalism on behalf of the new philosophpy of the bour-
geOiSie, narnely, pragmatism. Fixity and stat ic inflexibility in thinking as
seen in the rigid categories of the old log ic were rapidly replaced by the
mobile, fluid, flexible and evolutionary concepts behind the instrumentalist
logic of the American pragmatists.

W orld War 1 brought into prominenee still another type of logic,
namely that of dialectical materialism, or Marxism, as pragmatism faced
a new enemy and opponent in the philosophy and logic of the working classes.
I t was no longer idealism and the syllogism that were at stake:
it was rather the advance of a new social class and a new social
economy. The empiricism of England and the idealism of Germany were
now to be superseded by the dialectical meterialism of Soviet Russia, by
virtue of the Russian Revolution. What was the instrumentalist logic to
do now in face of this drastic change in the economy of the entire worId?
Could ft still speak of experience, of experiment and of behavior? Could
it still cling to the doctrine of the "situation"? It was a social question of
critical importance, since logic itself 'became basically involved once again
in new economie and political arrangements.

The class-struggle between capitalism and socialism, between the mid-
dIe-classes and the working classes thus directly affected the contemporary
battle between the logic of instrumentalism and the dialectical logic of
Marxism.

Why? Because dialectical logic is geared to materialism, the philosophy
of social revolution; instrumentalist logic is the weapon and ally of the
now-declining bourgeoisie, of the enti re capitalist- economy. In this sense,
Pragmatism no longer assumes the role of reconstruction and reform but
rather that of counter-revolution, since it is faced with the critical alternative
of choosing between the forces of communism and fascism in the world
economy. Instrumentalist logic, being functional and practical, being pur-
~osive and relevant to human need, must therefore keep up with the critical
ISSuesof the times if it is to be significant and meaningful in the world about
us, This is its social dilemma as well as its logical dilemma.
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The truth is that instrumentalist logic follows the line confessedly f
h . I ' , 0t e experimenta .natural scienc~s - including biology. But it has neVer

worked out the Important relations demanded by the social changes d I
. h bh' ea tWIt Y t e sciences of economics and polities. We find for instanee vr le If hi ki . " eryitt e I any t m ing in the entire literature of pragmatism concerning. d I" I OUreconomie an po rtica system. To be criticalof them would be to ado

the. Marxian analysis, which would lead to socialism. Yet the hiatus r~~
mams, .so t.hat faced with the issues of communism and fascism, the instru_
mentalists mex?rab.ly find themselves in a quandary. Thus the experimental
a~d .the e~pe~lentl~1 features of th is logic find the pragmatist confined
Wlt~l~ caPlta~lsm, Impotent to progress and advance beyond it to socialism.
This IS the Impasse of the instrumentalist logic fashioned in America b _
tween the Civil War and W orld War 1. e

C. P. West

COMPETITION AND MONOPOLY
Almost th ree years ago, during a Hearing before the Temporary Nation-

al Economic Committee, representatives of the Federal Trade Commission
declared th at "the capitalist system of free initiative is quite capable of dying
and of dragging down with it the system ofdemocratic government." Mono-
poly, they said, "eonstitutes the death of capitalism and the genesis of author-
itarian government."l) Since then, and because of America's official entry
into the war, the discussion around the monopoly question has calmed down
considerably, As far as public interest is concerned the TNEC has seem-
ingly labored in vain. This is not at all surprising. Contrary to the pro-
paganda of despair that had been released by the liberal business world
which asserted among other charges that the monopolistic restrietion of out-
put would "impair democracy's ability to defend itself in times of war,"!)
production has been expanded to a remarkable degree. And this has been
made possible not by limiting but by strengthening the power of the mono-
polies and by the further concentration of economie and political power in
the hands of the greatest of aIl monopolies - the government.

The government which, according to traditional ideology, stands above
social factions and separate interests, was to destroy the monopolies.ê? bust

I) lnvestigation of Concentration of Economie Power. Monograph No. 21. Washington,
D. C., 1940, p. IB.
2) Ibid.

3) In a round table discus sion on Preserving Compelition vs. Regulaling Monopoly at
the Fifty-second Annual Meetinq of the American Economie Associalion, Leon Henderson

(Conlinued on page 27)
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the trusts, and help the "little man" resto re fair compention in order to
foster economie mobility and th us social stability. And it did break the
economic stagnation but not its alleged cause, the monopolies. It did re-
store a sort of international eompetition by way of war which, however,
led to the further restrietion of competition at home. "By the aid of war
contracts and other assistance from the Federal Government, the larger
companies in virtuaIly every industry are assuming greater importanee, while
the small units are being foreed gradually out of business or assuming a
lesser role."4) Thus even the professional trust-buster, Thurman W. Ar-
nold,5) who claims to believe that the monopoly issue may be solved because
of the "fu11 production eompe11ed by war" and the "potential inerease
to national wealth by a new release of productive energy," finds himself
forced to make the amendment - "provided production does not faU into
a few hands with power to shut it off." His optimistic expeetation is based
on the assertion that "no monopoly can maintain its control over prices
in the faee of a surplus which it does not control." But in reality, there
are no obstacles to controls of a11 kinds, including th at of price, and in the
face of all kinds of surpluses. At any rate, if there should be an "uncon-
tro11ed surplus" it will be uneontro11ed by existing monopolies only because
it will be contro11ed by the stronger state-monopoly.

However, there will be no surplus. There will be, instead, deteriorated
productive apparatus and dilapidated manpower for whieh the newly devel-
oped techniques and organizations of production, as weIl as the new capacit-
ies of the additional workers drawn into production, will be only smaU
compensation. The present imperialistic expansion of production is extension
for destructive purposes. N ot at once, but in the long run, this kind of
expansion results in the same situation which is presumably created
by the output restrietion of monopolies. The population can be impover-
ished and its labor wasted by the expansion as weIl as by the restrietion
of production. A11 the inventions, a11 the increases in productivity and new
productive processes of the first World War, for instance, did not affect

(Conlinued Irom page 26)
spolce in favor of preserving competition. "The supposed evils of excessive competition
he did not consider to be particularly terrifying. Nor wa's he worried over the de-
struction of investment in industry if the country should decide 'whether as a way
of life or as an economie policy monopoly should not exist'." (The American Economie
Review, Part Il, March 1940, p. 212).

4) J. H. Carmical in The New York Times, January 24, 1943 ... H. S. Truman, chairman
of the senate committee investlgating the war program, related that "In two short
Years the peace time production balance of America has been put in reverse. Today,
100 COrporations .enjoy 70 per cent of the war and essential contracts, while the
175,000 smaller companies have been reduced from their fonner 70 per cent posülon
to cr mere 30 per cent." The Chicago Tribune, February 12, 1943).

5) Democracy and Free Enlerprise, University of Oklahoma Press, 1942, p. 24.
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the permanency of the capitalist crisis and did not improve the living con,
ditions of the mass of the world population.

Although improbable, it may be possible to produce objectives and
implements of war faster than they can be destroyed so that a favorable
balance is gained at the end of the hostilities. Yet this balance would make
possible the resumption of war, it could not be a basis for improving social
conditions, The latter depend not only on production but also on the kind
of goods produced. The arguments that stress the possibility of a quick
reversal from war to peace production overlook the fact that under modern
conditions all peace production is necessarily product ion for war. Among
Roosevelt's "Conditions of Peace" that of the "Disarmament of All Enemy
Nations," for instance, implies the "Policing of the World" by the armed
victors and th us the impossibility of reverting to that limited war produc-
tion usually called production for peace. Maintenance of the peace can
only mean that the victors gain and secure their monopoly of arrns. [nes-
capably, a progressively increasing part of their total production will have
to be devoted to destructive ends.

Aside from this, the very nature of capital production itsel{ precludes
the possibility of producing at will or "according to plan." Neither the
individual entrepreneur, the monopolist, nor the government can decide
what and what not to produce. Whether they know it or not, all their
decisions are determined not by their will to serve themselves and society,
but are forced upon them by the development of capital and the social fric-
tions connected therewith. All positive expectations connected with the
increase of production and productivity by way of war are based on the
illusion that the capitalist system may be regulated consciously, on the false
notion that those people who deelare war mayalso assure peace j that those
who preside over the chaos of destruction mayalso bring about abundance
for allo To us, however, who proceed from the peculiar laws which deter-
mine capitalist development, the present restrietion of the social forces of
production by way of the progressive destruction of men and materials
seems rather like the action of a suicide who, instead of simply starving to
death, laborously constructs himself a deathly contraption for his final
plunge into the night unending.

II

The discussions around the monopoly problem are unrealistic because
the present war is a war between more or less monopolistically developed
nations. The transformation from a state of "imperfect competition" to
the dominanee of monopolies has long since been accomplished. The current
ideas and theories in this respect deal awkwardly with the past. The war
makes the world conscious of this fact j it also removes the last remnants
of the old laissez faire structure. And yet, though it appears as if some-
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thing new has evolved, wh at is really new concerns only the [orm not the
substance of capitalism.

Capitalism is not particular as to what form it assumes. lts genesis
and previous development, however, exclude the possibiIity of a victory of
he forces of ·"competition" over those of "monopoly." The past cannot

be resurrected. The struggle between laissez [aire and monopoly, further-
more, was not a fight between adherents of op~osing economi~b PdrinbciPdlC:Sf'
but simply the actual unfolding of capitalism, difîerently descn e y.1 -
ferently affected interests. The victors were always temporary monopoh~s
o matter how competitively they behaved j the losers merely lamented this

;act. The present struggle between monopoly capitalism and totalitarian-
isrn is a continuation of the previous struggles by which the form of capital-
ism is altered.

From its very beginning capitalism was always both monopolist ic and
competItIve. One group in society had the monopoly of the means of pro-
duction. It did not "compete" with those who had none, but exploited them.
It was competitive against other monopolists. Class relations, implying
monopolism, exclude non-cornpetitive conditions. Ideologies formed by class
relations exclude the spreading of non-cornpetitive conceptions. Thus it
seems to almost everybody th at competition is derived from "human nature."
The "natural competitive aptitude" supposedly transeends and overpowers
all social and economie changes. I t is to be utiIized for the welfare of
society just like any other natural force. The more widely spread com-
petition in the early stages of industrial capitalism, due to the greater num-
ber of capitalists sharing in a smaller mass of capital, Was thought to benefit
society. In asserting itself the competitive ego supposedly brought about
the most economical arrangement of the practical social life. This ideology,
seen as a universal truth, corresponded to the interests of a small part of
the world that ruled almost aU of it - to a limited group in society that
monopolistically dominated the whole.

"Competitive society" in the sense in which it is today defended by
would-be trust-busters and anti-fascists never existed in reality. lts place
Was in the methodology of economie theory which itself was merely a phase
of traditional ideology, 'The theory of competition had been directed against
interferences by undefeated powers of the past. Originally it refused to
serve other functions than th at of glorifying the absence of theory in the
practical social life. With the final defeat of feudalism, economy could only
serve descriptive functions because of competition which, supposedly, auto-
matically regulated supply and demand, harmonized value and price, and
"'ould be the more "economical" the less one tried to deal with it.

Not to deny the usefulness of theoretical models, it is nevertheless true
that those of the professional economists who concerned themselves with
COmpetition analysis in statie rerms and closed systems were entirely useless
for understanding and influencing the real world. However ingeniously
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constructed, there never was the slightest resemblance between the different
economie models and the developing reality. The equations of the Com_
petitive models which established economie equilibriums could not serve
as the "ideal" to which laisses faire economy could or should aspire, nOr
as the "ideal" which monopolistic competition left so far behind. Nor yet
as theoretical yard sticks with which to measure the extent of the diversions
that the automatic competitive regulation might suffer, thus throwing light
upon the necessary counter measures in order to reach a bet ter approxima_
tion of the "ideal."

There was only the historical fact that some became capitalists sooner
than others, that some amassed more capital than others, and that Some
were more favorably affected by social and economie changes than others.
There was only the fact of the relentlessgeneral scramble for the largest
profits possible, repeated in all the subdivisions of the socially created sur-
plus value, and the feebie attempts on the part of the workers to get the
highest possible wages. Actual occurences made immaterial the assurances
of economists that the competitive system must only become really com-
petitive to be the perfect system. The inconsistency of the N eo-Classicists'
attempt to "learn the secrets of the rnarket" in order to improve social con-
ditions was merely an indication that they recognized the constant widening
of the always existing gap between reality and economie theory. For despite
aU competition, laissez faire economy was progressively "disrupted" by mono-
polistic and state interferences which, in view of the traditional convictions
as to the wonder-workings of the market, we re In great need of rationalization.

Of course the process of capitalist production and distribution might
be described as a competitive process. Wage differentiations, too, allow
for competitive procedures within the working class. With the par-
ticular means at his disposal, each one tries to get as much as possible .of
the results of social labor. By force of circumstances, the struggle of 10-

dividuals is at the same time a struggle of groups, organizations, classes.
" . hThis competition, however, does not result in the equations of Adam Smlt. ~

nor in those of the modern economists. On the contrary, the fiereer rhis
competitive struggle, the greater the inequalities and disproportionalities
that form the base of the whole capitalist structure.

Some fifty years ago there existed in thçhighly developed nations less

capital concentration and therefore less monopolization than is evident rodav-
• . . highh'In the world at large, however, the more competitrve econormes were .'

monopolistic by virtue of the concentration of industry in a few countnes.
With the spreading of capitalism competition became as fierce on the wo~ld

. . been onlv i hl' d . I t Wlth.raarket as previously it had een on y in t e ear y in ustna cen ers.
the extension of the competitive process, war and direct appropriation were

employed in addition to the "peaceful" competitive means of increasing e"-
ploitation and profitability through the growth of the productivity of lab~r

. . f . 1 I' '[hlSmade possible by the teehuical concomitant 0 capita accumu ation.
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thing new has evolved, what is really new concerns only the [orm not the
substance of capitalism,

Capitalism is not particular as to what form it assumes. lts genesis-
and previous development, however, exclude the possibility of a victory of
the forces of "cornpetition" over those of "monopoly." The past cannot
be resurrected. The struggle between laissez faire and monopoly, further-
more, was not a light between adherents of opposing economie principles,
but sirnply the actual unfolding of capitalism, difîerently described by dif-
ferently affected interests. The victors were always temporary monopolists
no matter how competitively they behaved; the losers merely lamented th is
facto The present struggle between monopoly capitalism and totalitarian-
ism is a continuation of the previous struggles by which the form of capital-
ism is altered.

From its very beginning capitalism was always both monopolistic and
competltlve. One group in society had the monopoly of the means of pro-
duction. It did not "compete" with those who had none, but exploited them.
It was competitive against other monopolists. Class relations, implying
monopolism, exclude non-competitive conditions. Ideologies formed by class
relations exclude the spreading of non-competitive conceptions. Thus it
seems to almost everybody that competition is derived from "human nature."
The "natural competitive aptitude" supposedly transcends and overpowers
all social and economie changes. It is to be utilized for the welfare of
society just like any other natural force. The more widely spread com-
petition in the early stages of industrial capitalism, due to the greater num-
ber of capitalists sharing in a smaller mass of capital, was thought to benefit
society. In asserting itself the competitive ego supposedly brought about
the most economical arrangement of the practical social life. This ideology,
seen as a universal truth, corresponded to the interests of a small part of
the world that ruled almost aU of it - to a limited group in society th at
monopolisticaUy dominated the whole.

"Competitive society" in the sense in which it is today defended by
Would-be trust-busters and anti-fascists never existed in reality. lts place
Was in the methodology of economie theory which itself was merely a phase
?f traditional ideology. The theory of competition had been directed against
lnterferences by undefeated powers of the past. Originally it refused to
serve other functions than that of glorifying the absence of theory in the
practical social life. With the final defeat of feudalism, economy could only
serve descriptive functions because of competition which, supposedly, auto-
m . I •atlca ly regulated supply and demand, harmonized value and price, and
would be the more "economical" the less one tried to deal with it.

Not to deny the usefulness of theoretical models, it is nevertheless true
that those of the professional economists who concerned themselves with
~ompetition analysis in static terms and closed systems were entirely useless
Or understanding and influencing the reaI world. However ingenicusly
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constructed, there never was the slightest resemblance between the different
economie models and the developing reality. The equations of the Com_
petitive models which established economie equilibriums could not serve
as the "ideal" to which laissez faire economy could or should aspire, nOr
as the "ideal" which monopolistic competition left so far behind. Nor vet
as theoretical yard sticks with which to measure the extent of the diversions
that the automatic competitive regulation rnight suffer, th us throwing light
upon the necessary counter measures in order to reach a better approxima_
tion of the "ideal."

There was only the historical fact that some became capitalists SOoner
than others, that some amassed more capital than others, and th at Some
were more favorably affected by social and economie changes than others.
There was only the fact of the relentless general scramble for the largest
profits possible, repeated in all the subdivisions of the socially created sur-
plus value, and the feebie attempts on the part of the workers to get the
highest possible wages. Actual occurences made immaterial the assurances
of economists that the competitive system must only become really corn-
petitive to be the perfect system. The inconsistency of the N eo-Classicists'
attempt to "learn the secrets of the market" in order to improve social con-
ditions Was merely an indication that they recognized the constant widening
of the always existing gap between reality and economie theory. For despite
aH competition, laissez faire economy was progressively "disrupted" by mono-
polistic and state interferences which, in view of the traditional convictions
as to the wonder-workings of the market, were in great need of rationalization.

Of course the process of capitalist production and distribution might
be described as a competitive process. Wage differentiations, too, allow
for competitive procedures within the working class. With the par-
ticular means at his disposal, each one tries to get as much as possible of
the results of social labor. By force of circumstances, the struggle of in-
dividuals is, at the same time, a struggle of groups, organizations, classes.
This competition, however, does not result in the equations of Adam Smith
nor in those of the modern economists. On the contrary, the fiereer th is
competitive struggle, the greater the inequalities and disproportionalities
that form the base of the whole capitalist structure.

Some fifty years ago there existed in the highly developed nations les>
capital concentration and therefore less monopolization than is evident today.
In the world at large, however, the more competitive economies were highl)'
monopolistic by virtue of the concentration of industry in a few countries.
With the spreading of capitalism competition became as fierce on the world

market as previously it had been only in the early industrial centers. With
the extension of the competitive process, war and direct appropriation were

employed in addition to the "peaceful" competitive means of increasing ex
ploitation and profitability through the growth of the productivity of lab~r
made possible by the technical concomitant. of capital accumulation. Thls
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led, in turn, to the spreading of monopolization as previously competition
had been spread by existing monopolies.

The means of competition have quantitatively grown with the growth
of preduction, the extension of capitalism in space, and the growing differen-
tiation of functions within the socio-economie structure. But the end re-
rnains the sarne ; the power of some individuals and agencies is broken in
favor of others. First, competitive business is monopolist ic and becomes
increasingly so by way of competition. Monopoly competes against com-
petitive business and against monopolies. The government supersedes both
rnonopoly and competitive business by its greater strength and competes
with more and more powerful means, internally and externally, for control
over men and resources. Competition in this sense does not cease even iE
"cornpetitive society" disappears,

Today the conviction grows that not competmon but "planning" will
insure social welfare. Yet this "planning", too, involves competitive pro-
cesses. "Within the sphere of collective enterprise," writes the London
Economist,6) "the need for competition is even greater" than in the sphere
of privately-owned business. The struggle for power, involving economie
control, remains a competitive struggle in monopolistic society. Even under
conditions of an imagined single world-monopoly based on class relations,
competition would continue. It would be a general competitive struggle
for positions everywhere within the hierarchical set-up.

III

The previous preoccupation of economists with compention and their
present preoccupation with monopoly explains itself by their preoccupation
with the distributive side of capitalism, The substance of capitalism - the
exploitation of labor for the possessors or controllers of the means of pro-
duction - can be discovered only in the social production relations. As
their eternity is always taken for granted, the substance of capitalism is
nowhere challenged. All capitalist changes did not affect the substance of
capitalism but referred solely to ways and means by which the surplus
value is distributed. To be sure, the fact that .the production of surplus
value itself could he the reason for all peculiar economie phenomena that
arise within the capitalistic development,cannot he made the subject of in-
vestigation without challenging the ruling classes. It is for this reason that
capitalist economy concerns itself almost exclusively with questions of "de-
mand" and with "marker laws." It also explains why the "laws of market"
are now resurrected in rhe so-called "planned economies."

The limitations of the Classicists Marx hrought to light with his class
Struggle theory in both its philosophical and economie form. In the course
of its development capitalism itself destroyed its early labor theory of value,

6) Pull Emoloyment: The Cost. October 17, 1942.
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It could no longer face that truth it conceived in its theoretical fight against
the persistencies of feudalism. Theories we re now constructed to prove the
value-creating power of capital and its possessors. At the same time sub-
jective value concepts attempted to do away with all class considerations
in economie theory. "Supply" and "cost" made room for "dcmand" and
"utility."

In modern economics "value" refers to the rate of exchange between
useful and scarce commodities. Expressed in money terms it is equal to
price. This, of course, explains neither value nor price. To escape the
tautology, the principles of diminishing and marginal utility" ' are called
upon. Small increments and decrements in the utility of a commodity are
thought to be of prime importance in value determination. Consumers are
believed to compare the marginal or final degree of utility of different goods
when choosing one or another commodity on the market. In th is way they
lire supposedly determining exchange values and thus the allocation of re-
sourees. The mechanism of the theory has been extended from demand
to production, productivity, saving, rent, interest, profits and wages. The
endeavor was brought to lead to the discovery of the reasens for the changes
of actual market values. It incorporated also an attempt to utilize the
methods and findings of the natural sciences in economie theory. The lat-
ter became mathematica I and analogous to mechanics and modern physics,

Because in this theory the utility of a good is derived from the intensity
degree of its want-satisfying ability, it offers no concrete scientific standard
to measure utilities. It is for th is reason that many economists abandoned
the utility-value concept altogether and restricted themselves to the mere
consideration of price. Others tried to give the concept a more concrete
meaning by working with preferenee scales and price schedules derived
from observable market actions. But the fact that "individual desires"
seem to express thernselves in observable choices on the market does not ex-
plain the real reasons for these choices, nor anything else of importance for
the understanding of the economy. Though conceived as a theoretical base
for actual procedures in the economie sphere, all these endeavors find their
most important reasons in the apologetic nature of economie theory. AH
"progress" made in th is field relates only to form - the refinement of corn-
petition analysis. Wh en it comes to the real economie problem modern
economics has not made one step forward since Adam Smith. It still pro-
ceeds from the false assumption that economics is the problem of the equal-
ization of the interests and desires of individuals, realized by the competitive
process that brings about an equilibrium between supply and demand, cost
and price, and the most economical allocation of resources. Of course,

7) Diminishing utility, in texbook terms, means "thot the additional benefit which a
person derives from a given increase of his stock of a thing dimmtshes with every
increase of the stock he already hers." Marginal utility, in Webster's short definition,
means "the minimum degree of utility necessary for continued production or use of
goods or services."
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within the abstract framework of theories th at concerned themselves with
non-existing equilibriums, unverifiable margins, and unexplained prices all
and nothing could be proved. AH sorts of plays with mathematical quan-
tities could be arranged for and anything desired be established if one stuck
close to the postulated rul es of the invented game. The complete alienation
of economic theory from its real base had been achieved.

IV

Although economie theory has no relation to reality, changes in the
latter nevertheless enforce new formulations of existing economie abstrac-
tions so that they may continue to serve apologetic purposes. At present
economie theory supposedly finds itself back on the road to reality. This
attempt involves an over-lapping and harmonizing of the various doctrines
that split up the economie schools. The process, long in evidence, started
with the adaptation of marginal principles by the Neo-Classical school. Many
modern value theorists are now ready to supplement "pure economics" with
the "sociologieal" approach of the Institutionalists. The "microscopie" tech-
niques of "pure economics" are to he re-enforced with "macroscopie" argu-
ments concerning social and political perspectives of today. Yet, as at aH
times hefore, so now, too, in regard to class and property questions, modern
economists maintain a "neutral" attitude.

By their extensive consideration of act ua I price-setting practices, it
could not escape the economists th at the assumption that prices are deter-
mined by individu als dealing in a highly competitive market was not jus-
tified at allo The "individual competitor", furthermore, was not the small
individual proprietor of traditional economie literature, but rather the large
quasi-monopolist ic corporation. Price, they discovered, was a "highly elusive
thing." It had often no conneetion whatever with the changes in cost and
profit conditions. I t became more and more obvious that the competitive
assumptions had no rel at ion to facts. The market price theorists found
themselves forced to consider the imperfection of competition and to con-
sider it differently than had heen done previously because of the ruling as-
sumption8) that the economy was always tending towards an equilibrium
between supply and demand, cost and price, marginal cost and ave rage price,
average cost and marginal revenue, and so forth. The theory of pure and

8) Recently it has become the voqua to declare that "the good old days of competition
never really existed," and that "it had always been known that perfect cernpeutton
Was a mere abstraction." (Supplement to Fortune, December, 1942.) However, for
more thon a hundred years of economie theory and general thinking on economie
Subjeel's, the idea of perfect competition ruled not as a mere abstraction, but as expres,
sing the goal towards whieh the real economie movements were tending. The recent
publication dates of almost aH treaties of monopolislic compelilion also indlcate that
the present wisdom, expressed by the edttors of Fortuna, was not the general property
of the competition theorists who, for so long, monopolized economie literature.
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perfect competition made room for that of monopolist ic competition. And
as previously in regard to value and price, here, too, economie thought split
Înto two factions: those who believe th at the postulates of the old competi_
tion theory may still be useful in the investigation of monopolistic reality,
and those who simply deal with the latter without bothering to reconcile
it with the traditional assumptions.

The Great Depression brought the monopoly issue into the sphere of
polities and forced the economists to deal with it in a more serious manner.
Yet, the old idea that the prices established under conditions of a free market
have the tendency to maximize utility for all concerned was not really re-
jected. Rather, on the basis of th is erroneous assumption it was now argued
that this sort of price format ion had been made impossible because of mono-
polization. Consequently, all ·that would be necessary was to resurrect a
kind of competition which insures price /l.exibility. All economie evils were
now blamed on monopoly and the price rigidity supposedly connected with it.
From the President down to the left-wing agitator, concentration and mono-
polization were made responsible for the economie stagnation. Concentra-
tion, in the definition of the economists a "situation in which the number
of sellers is too few for pure competition but too many for complete mono-
poly", was thought to result in prices to buyers higher than those necessary
to call forth supplies.

Among others it was especially Dr. Gardiner C. Means'" who advocated
that the basic cause for the breakdown of laissez faire and the principal
reason for the failure of the American economy to function properly was
to be found in the monopolistic, administrative control that replaced the
market control of pricing. However, in opposition to this point of view
and with new empirical evidence at hand, Dr. Alfred C. Neal10) demon-
strated that price inflexibility, found so significant today, is not at all a new
problem connected with, or to be blamed on, the rise of monopolies. Of
course price in/l.exibility is also caused by monopolistic price manipulations.
Yet, in regard to the whole price system and by a comparison of the pres~nt
with the price formation of the past, it must be admitted that there exists
no real proof that concentration has resulted in in/l.exible prices. Though
it is true - in regard to stagnation - that there exists in times of depres-
sion the tendency for those commodities which suffer the greatest drop in pro-
duction to show the smallest decline in price, this behavior "is manifested
in a similar degree by products produced under both 'high" and 'low' con-

9) The Structure of the American Economy. Part I a. Part II (Toward the Full ?se
of Resources). See also K. Korsch's reviews of both publicatiens in Living Marxlsm,

Vol. V, No. 3, p. 36 to 49, and Vol. V, No. 4, p. 60 to 63.

10) lndus/rial Concan/ra/ion and Price lnflexibility. Washington, D. C., 1942.
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centration conditions, which is evidence that concentration is not a significant
factor for such behavior."l1)

Be this as it may, the whole dispute is possible only by the artifi~al
nfrontation of monopoly with competition. It ceases to have meanmgco " ...
soon as it is realized that - in the words of Marx - compennon IID-

~ies monopoly, and monopoly implies competition." At all ~imes capitalist
~evelopment knows both /l.exible and in/l.exible prices, stagnation and exp~-
. n The reason why at certain periods the one or the other can and 15

~. 'f
Phasized will not be found in monopolization as the outward mam esta-em ., h

tion of capital concentration but in this concentranon process as 10 erent
. the accumulation of capital. To approach the problem as one of monopoly
JO • I di ibuti Bcompetition means to remain in the sphere of capita istrr unon, ut::i the important happenings in the sphere of capita~ distribution are de~er-
mined by what happens in that of capital production. Only by entenng
the latter is it possible to comprehend the meaning of monpoly.

v
Cornpetition is not the regulator of product ion and distribution, but

is itself the result of capitalistic disproportionalities. Specifically, it is tbe
necessary consequence of the permanent overproduction of capital, w.hich
finds its reason in the fact that capitalists accumulate for the sake of accum-
ulation and workers produce for the sake of the capitalists, Yet "competi-
tion had always to shoulder the duty of explaining all inexplicable ideas of

1 . .. "12)the economists, whereas the economist should rather exp aIO competrtion.
They failed to do so and thus they now fail to explain monopolization. But
if competition, as is now widely acknowledged, is not the regulator of the
capitalist economy, its imperfection or total absence cannot be made respon-
sibie for capitalist difficulties. Both the growth and the present impasse of
capitalism are independent of competition as well as of monopoly. Of course,
both play their parts in economics; but neither is for nor against the regula-
tion of the capitalist economy.

Competition and monopoly have sernething to do with the distribution
of profits. Competition "cannot balance anything but inequalities in the
rate of profit."18) It may bring about "a price of commodities by which
every capital yields the same profit in proportion to its magnitude; . • . the
only thing it tells us is th at the rate of profit must have a certain figure."18)
The dominance of monopoliesmay interfere with the distribution of profits
according to the size of capital invested in different branches of production
and within each single branch. For shorter or longer periods the monopolists
secure for themselves extra-profits which reduce the profitability of non-

11) Ibid., p. 36.
12) Knrl Marx, Capital, Vol. IlI, p. 1009.
13) Ibid., p. 1008.
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monopolistic business. By preventing the free move ment of capital within
a sphere of product ion and from one sphere to another, by monopolizing a
certain product or a number of products, by political means and by all SOrts
of controls and devices that hinder competition by out-siders the monopolists
reduce the profits of non-monopolistic enterprisers below the average that
may be obtained under more perfect competitive conditions.

The problem of competition vs. monopoly belongs to the secondary
sphere of profit distribution. Empirical observation, in so far as it is possibl-,
has here shown that concentration - to speak in the language of the profes-
sional economists - has "a small but significant infIuence upon the decline
in the difference between unit price and unit direct cost - the overhead-
plus-profit margin."U) The margin over direct cost is the souree of interest,
depreciation, savings, dividends, salaries, bonuses and the like; in short, the
Marxian surplus value. "This margin tended to decline least where con-
centration was high; most where it was low."14)

To ask for the restoration of competition means to ask for a more
"equal" profit distribution, fer the elimination of ext-ra-profits to bolster
the average rate of profit. In asense, th is quest is a mere repetition of the
quarrels of the Classicists in regard to profit and rent and of banking and
industrial capital in regard to profit and interest. Now that neither rent
nor interest is any longer of great importance because of the growth of in-
dustrial-financial capital and because of its dictatorial position in society,
the capitalists' quarrels have been reduced to a mere family brawl. The
nght concerns the distribution of profits between bigger and smaller capital-
ists affecting, of course, the interests of all the social layers that are being
fed by the surpluses created in production.

To ask for the equalization of profits according to the sizes of capital
Is, however, to ask for the impossible. In spite of all competition, therc
has never been such a profit distribution. There have always been extra-
profits which, for shorter or longer periods, escaped assimilation with the
lower average profit rate. Of course, as long as competition was fierce the
equalization of the profit rates existed as a tendency - one which, however,
became weaker the faster capital accumulated.

AIthough competition tends to bring about "a price of commodities,
by which every capital yields the same profit i1t proportion to its magnitude,
the magnitude itself is independent of it." 13) But all depends on this
magnitude. Capitalism, being production for profit, prospers, stagnates, or
declines in accordance with the movements of the profit rate. In addition
to others, its most important "economie" difficulty consists in the decreasing
profit rate th at accompanies the formation of capita]. This tendency asserts
itself under all the forms that capitalism may assume; it determines to a
large extent the changes in form. Competition is one way to escape this

14) A. C. Nea1, Industrial Concentration and Price lnilexibility , p. 165.
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difficulty. Monopolism is its result and is also another at tempt to escape
rhe declining profitability. As the successful competitor turned monopolist,
50 the latter now competes to become a supper-monopolist. Wh at spurred
on competition also drives monopolism: the search for extra profits to escape
rhe consequences of the self-contradictory movement of capital accumulation.

According to Marx "the development of capitalist production makes
it constandy necessary to keep increasing the amount of capital laid out in
a given industrial undertaking, and competition makes the immanent laws
of capitalist production to be felt byeach individual capitalist as extern al
coercive laws. lt compels him to keep constantly extending his capital, in
order to preserve it, but extend it he cannot except by means of progressive
accumulation."16) With accumulation, more and more capital is invested
in the means of product ion and relatively less in labor power. The relative
decline of the latter, being the sole souree of surplus value, leads to a smaller
profit rate measured on the tot al size of capital. But production must be
profitable, capital is set in motion to yield a greater capital, thus the surplus
value must be raised to neutralize the profit decline. It can be raised by
increasing the exploitation of labor and by an absolute increase of the labor
force despite its decline relative to the tot al mass of capital. In order even
to maintain a given rate of capital accumulation the production apparatus
must be developed in such a manner that more and more of the total social
labor serves the needs of accumulation. To make possible th at relatively
stabie rate of accumuiation that capitalism knows, the productivity of labor
must be raised continuously to yield the additional capital for expansion.

The concentration process is the result of the continuous effort to raise
the surplus value. lts social consequences arc unavoidable under conditions
of capital production. Just as the genesis of capitalism is to be found in
the concentration of the means of production in the hands of a particular
class, so present-day capitalism necessitates the further concentration of cap-
ital in fewer hands. The essence of capitalism is this process of expropria-
tion by which the control of the means of production is centralized and
an always greater mass of people are deprived of aU but their labor power.

The influence of monopoly upon prices, resulting in monopolistic extra
profits that lower the profits of non-monopolist ic enterprisers, forced, as
they are, to a more severe competitive struggle in a restricted field of eco-
nomic activity, will lead to the ruin of small business, but it does not explain
economic stagnation. Rather, monopolistic profits should make possible an
increased econome activity and monopolist ic expansion. The disappearance
of small business cannot be given as the reason for the monopolist ic stag-
nat ion for it is obvious that the monopolies Hourished because of it.

The reason for the monopolistic stagnation is the sarne as that for the
growth of monopoly. Monopolies came to rule in order to escape the de-

15) Capital, Vol. I, p. 649.
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creasing profitability of capital, However, just as the greater "perfection"
of competition could not yield what the existing competition refused to bring
about, namely, the undisturbed accumulation of capitaion a competitive
basis, so also the greater "perfection" of monopolization did not lead to
what monopolization aspired to: profits high enough to enable the further
accumulation of capitaion a monopolistic basis. The long pre-war stagnation
merely indicated that the escape was not successful, that the decreasing
profitability had caught up with the monopolies and hindered their further
unfolding. The period of crisis and deeline was utilized for the preparation
of another escape in the old - and only - manner given to capitalism.
Being a world system, capitalism now continues the concentration process
that started nationally and was slowly extended by international carteliza-
tion on agiobal scale.

Seen from this point of view, the present war emerges as a consequence
of the monopolistic difficulty of solving the needs of profit and expansion.
There now exists on agiobal scale wh at has been experienced everywhere
before on a smaller scale: the expropriation of capitalists by capitalists. By
trying to win the war, America hopes "to face opportunities of unpreced-
ented scope. . .. By the end of the War the United States", it is thought,
"will be the only great industrial power with its physical facilities and social
fabric intact."16) Her international monopolist ic position will be used "to
help rebuild other countries," 16) which, in less poli te terms means "a 'peace'
more vindictive than the Versailles T'reaty, that will seek to stabilize an
Anglo-American feudal monopoly over the entire world."17) Of course,
the Axis fights th is war for similar ends. Whatever the outcome of the war,
however, capitalistic difficulties will not be solved. The war can only re-
produce capitalist contradictions on a still larger scale. This reproduction,
to be sure, affects the form of capitalism, But the substance remains the
same,

VI

The law of the falling rate of profit. due to the disproportional develop-
ment between the two constituents of capital, variabie (wages) and constant
(means of production), has often been rejectedlS) with the remark that if
capital is viewed as a whole, constant capital disappers and all capital is
variable. If-in the final analysis-all capital is variable, the contradiction
between constant and variabie and its consequence is merely imaginary.
The Marxists would be the last, of course, who would den)' that all weaIth
is the product of labor. But it is elear th at the workers do not carry con-
stant capital but only wages in their pay envelopes. The rneans of produc-
tion belong and remain in the hands of a separate elass and because of this
elass-relation in the productive process, means of production appear as con-
stant and labor power as variabie capital.

16) Gustav Stolper. quoted in the Chicago Tribune. Sept. 22, 1942.
17) R. S. Lynd, The Strue/ure of Power, "The New Republic", Nov. 9, 1942.
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Because of particular social relations, and for no other reason, the
results of previous labor oppose the existing laborers since the former cao
serve only to exploit them. The growth of wealth in capitalism is the growth
of profits which find their way into means of production with which more
labor can be exploited and all labor can be exploited more intensively.
Without the division of the products of labor into constant and variabie
capital, capitalism would not be possible. To say th at all capital is variabie
is tantamount to saying that th ere exists no ernploying elass in soviety and
thus also to negate the statement that all capital is variable,

For the proponents of "classless" economics it is no doubt necessary
to ignore the contradictory development between constant and variabie cap-
ital determined, as it is, by the elass structure of society. But its result -
a lack of investments for reason of insufficient profitability - is widely
acknowledged and investigated. In th is field, however, the burden of the
professional economists has somewhat been eased because of governmental
depression procedures which they merely had to sanction. They shelved
"pure theory" for the duration and neglected the "laws of the marker"
to give more attent ion to production and the business cyele or, now, to
production and the war. The question of monopoly and competition made
room for theories of employment and income distribution which largely
ignore the old equilibrium assumptions.

Maynard Keynes,19) the most famous contemporary economist, reached
his elevated position not by breaking with the customary marginal principles
but by temporarily forgetting them and constructing a "theory" that justified
the makeshift policies of governments in distress. Of course his theory is
dressed in marginal terminology and fitred to traditional assumptions, but
its "application" is independent of its subjectivistic formulation. Keynes
starts from appearance, that is, from -the fact th at a capitalist depression
is,in Stuart Chase's term characterized by "idle money and idle men."
Although quite late, Keynes found out that the assumption of the Classicists
that what is not spent on present consumption is spent to provide for future
consumption is not true ; that there are no automatic forces operating that
adjust the "spending habits" of the community; . . . "the propensity to
consume becomes weaker, . . . because it is increasingly difficult to find at-
tractive fields of investment." Keynes even found out that there has been
a "chronic tendency throughout history for the propensity to save to be
stronger than the propensity to invest."20) But "ernployment can only in-
I:rease pari passu with an increase in investment; unless, indeed, there is a
I:hange in the propensity to consume."

According to Keynes the marginal efficiency of capital will tend to
decrease as investment increases; a sudden shift in the schedule of the mar-
ginal efficiency of capital causes entrepreneurs to hesitate to make new com-
--------
18) Recently again by Henry Bamford Parkes in Marzism: An Autopsy. Boston, 1939.
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mitments. There arises the desire on the part of people to hold their wealth
in the form of cash, the so-called "liquidity preference" . .As there are no
automatic forces that bring about a revival of investment activity, that is
bring about an increase in the marginal efficiency or profitability of capitai
the goverment, not subject to the pessimism of the enterpreneur in regard
to the profit outlook, will have to assume "an ever greater responsibility
for directly organizing investment." 21) The national debt can be used
to balance income and investment; uninvested savings can be made the
special target of tax laws and can finance public works th at regulate economic
activity; inflationary methods can raise the money wage and decrease the
real wage of the workers and thus increase profitability. And there are
yet a number of other means beside these by which the present system of
production may be stabilized.

The fact of insufficient investmentsêê ' can be interpreted in different
ways. Against the principle of diminishing utility offered by Keynes, it
is argued that the failure of investment cannot be due to a "lack of con-
fidence"that has possessed business men, as there exists no rea 1 evidence of
a "liquidity preference" on their part. Calculations based on an American
study "of the relationship between the volume of new securities issued and
aggregate after-tax income received by individuals above the $10,000 level,"
indicated that the "answer to the mystery of why investments in new secur-
ities have shrunk so greatly is not hoarding, but inability of the prosperous
classes to invest more. There are two main reasons for this inability. First,
the number of persons receiving incomes of $10,000 or more is smaller than
in the late 'twenties'. Second, and more important, is the steep rise in in-
come tax rates."23)

From the point of view of the government as represented by Keynes,
taxation leads to a greater volume of investment. From the point of view
of the taxed business men, it will shrink private investment still more and
thus - in the long run - lower total invest ment. The mere governmental
control of investment certainly cannot increase its volume, which does not
depend on attitudes but on abilities. But it does transfer capital from rhe
hands of private capital to those of the government; from one group of
individuals to another. It may, via the government, enter the hands of
the monopolists in case they control the government; it may strengthen

19) The General Theory of EmpIoyment, Interest and )Joney. New York, 1936.

20) Ibid., p, 347.

21) Ibid., p, 164.
22) Flotations of new se=urities in the U. S., for example, amounted to $9,978,000,000

in 1929 or around one-eight of !he reallzed national income. By 1933, such flotationS, I
had dropped to $693,000,000, a decrease of 93 per cent. The market recovery n
1936 did not bring !he volume of new flotations higher !han $1.950,000,000, a figure

representing but 3 per cent of !he realized national Income. CWillford 1. Kinq, Whot

Has Happened to the Investor Class? "Trusts and Estates", January, 1943'>

23) Ibid.
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the government against the monopolies in case the government has capitalized
·tself already sufficiently to operate against the .monopolies, It may do both
I .
at rhe same time. The procedure is only a particular form of that contmuous
expropriaticn of capitalists by capitalists which accompanies the whole cap-
italist development,

The war seems, however, to disprove the idea that what is here involved
is rhe mere transfer of capital, by itself unable to increase the volume of
:nvestment. The blessings of New Deal measures in all capitalist nations
could be questioned, because nobody can really tell whether or not, sooner
or later, business would not have picked up of its own accord and driven
the revival further than that presumably created by government action. Thc
spurt in economie activity was too insignificant to be able to prove anything.
It went far ahead only wherever "public works" and "pyramid buil ding"
served, or changed into, war production. And only intensive prepatation
for, and the final cutbreak of, the war led to the desired situation where
there was neither idle men nor idle money.

When Maynard Keynes discovered that throughout history "the pro-
pensity to save exceeded that to invest," he noticed cnly the obvious fact
that capital must first be accumulated before it can be nvested. Not every
amount of capital can he invested; the necessary amount var.es with the
changes in capital fomation. With the growth of the organic composition
of capital, that is, in other words, when more and more capital is invested
in the means of production and relatively less in labor power, the necessary
additional capital - despite the cheapening of capital goeds - must grow
progressively in order to secure a given rate of expansion.

The magnitude of the needed additional capital for expansion is deter-
mined by the magnitude of the capital already invested. Since the exploit at ion
of a given number of workers under given conditions has its limitations, ad-
ditional workers must be exploited and be put to work under more profitable
conditions. The existing capital, earmarked for expansion, can fulfill its
function only if able to establish a productive apparatus which allows for
the exploit at ion of such a number of additional workers as would be neces-
sary to make its investment profitable. The absolute number of workers
must grow despite its further relative decline connected with the growth
of the organic composition of capital. And th us, however large the idle
capital may be, it may still be too small to satisfy the capitalistic expansion
needs. The idle capital, appearing as a surplus, would merely indicate
a temporary profit shortage hindering the further unfolding of the capitalist
CConomy. To overcome the ensuing stag nat ion the profitability of capital
mUst be raised, which implies its further concentration and centralization.

Meanwhile, the idle capital, insufficient for a profitable capital expan-
sion, can still be used for unprofitable N ew Deal measures. Workers are
PUt to work not to create additicnal capital but to secure the stability of
thc capita list systern, Stagnation is dangerous. Though it strengthens the
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forces of monopoly just as weIl if not better than expansion, it also creates
a situation which threatens the whole social structure and therewith the
eovernment itself. Out of the necessity of intervening in the economie
sphere, the government soon makes a virtue and transforms itself into one
monopoly among ethers to be:ome in due time the strongest. of them. all,
"Before 1933, despite the growth in government control, prrvate busmess
scemed to have the ascendancy. Since then, the pendulum has swung in
the opposite direction."24) It was then realized th at "goverrnent must be
adrnitted as a partner if it is not to be master."26) But today it is also
realized that the continuance of the policy of governmental interference
in the economie life, particularly with regard to investment, "implies the
ultimate governrnental ownershp of all industries."26

That this trend finds the acclaim of the rnajority is itself merely the
political express-en of the concentratien of capital which makes the private
owners of capita! an always decreasing minority facing an increasing non-
owning population, still more augmented by the incorporation of so-called
"backward nations" in the interest spheres of imperialism. The trend is
al! the more welcomed because of the .well-fostered and wide-spread illusion
rhat a government-controlled economy will be a welfare economy, capable
of bringmg about that economie equilibrium often aspired to but neve~ reach-
ed, bv a proper balancing of investment and ernployment. Q~estlOns. of
"want" and "choice" become irrevelant; planning from above IS to bnng
security to allo Euddcnly it is assumed that the government knows best ~hat
per-ple really desire in kind and quantity of commodities and what kinds
of jobs and working conditions they really favor. Thus, at th~ v~r~ moment
when all "capitalistic principles" of the freedom of the individual are
violated far more than ever before, at that moment the capitalist propagan-
dists feel that "man becomes the master of his fate."

Despite the new phraseology used, the New Deal measures are the
old capitalistic procedures ernploved during periods of crisis. And th us they
are limited. They merely foster the more rapid concentration of capital. S~ort
of a complete state-cap.talist revolution of the Russian type, it is not possible
to oppcse the backbone of the economy - the monopolies. All that can be
done is to create conditions for their expansion. Internally this means to
"recreate" conditions of "equal opportunities" for all capitalists, for pr.e-
ciselv under such conditions will those already at a disadvantage be still

. d . ono-more disadvantaged. The more laws are passed and execute agamst m
poly the stronger the existing monopolies will be, for in th is way they are

-, . d . gglefreed from the threat of monopolist ic competition. 'The emoeratte stru
against monopoly - indicating the existing monopolist stagnation - hel ps

. G I "Th Annals"24) E. L. Bogart, The Changing Economic Functions of o~ernme~ . e 5.
of the Americon Academy of Political and Social Science. Phtlcdelphic, Nov. 1939, p.

25) Ibid., p. II (W. W. Jennings, The Rise 0/ Governmenl Conlrol.)
26) W. I. Kiriq, What hos Happened 10 the Inveslor Class?
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to secure the stronger monopolies. The harder the struggle, the more of
the social capital enters their hands.

N eur Deal measures must be understood as procedures dictated by neces-
sity and ordained with the faith t?at the capitalist syste~ will sooner or
I ter, as it always has in the past, bnng forth a new prospenty. In the course
~ rhe process that the N ew Deal releases, "the idle money" of the weak~r

o pitalist disappears. That of the monopolists becornes still bigger as their
ca . d f h .profitability increase~. But ~f the Ke.ynes proposals are carne urt er it

ill also disappear 10 due time. It IS hoped,however, th at before such a
rirne the increased profitability of monopolistic capital will initiate a new
boom to compensate for the depression losses.

If the upswing does not come, the Keynesian methods of stabilizing the
system lead to the end of the whole capitalist structure: an end th at. fi.nds
its beginning in complete government control uniess wh at IS done on a limited
national scale is repeated on the larger plane of the world economy. A
greater mass of the world's surpluses must be brought into fewer hands,
so that the victorious monopolists will be able to change the whole process
of capital production and circulation in such a marmer th at it yields profits
which will enable the further expansion of both constant and variabie cap-
ital, despite the further growth of the organic composition of capital, Of
course th is necessity need not be recognized. Monopolistic competition
and the power poli tics connected thereto provide enough incentive to ern-
broil the whole world in war. Yet whatever the proposals dealing with
the goal of the war, all of them point to the con trol over more men and
resources by fewer competing monopolists. Each side is out to restriet or
to eliminate the other. Just as monopolization nationally is fostered in
the name of the restoration of democratie competition, so internationally
it is fostered by the quest for equality in opportunities on the part of the
"have-not" nations, and by the free-trade promises of the Atlantic Charter.

In each capitalistic nation a lack of capital with regard to the capita 1-
istic-social needs of accumulition appears as a surplus in the hands of the
competitive and monopolistic entrepreneurs. In a similar manner a shortage
of capital with regard to the expansion needs of the world economy appears
in each capitalist nation and each monopolistic power bloc as a surplus
without profitable investment possibilities within their narrow structures.
lIence their attempts to widen the structure, to gain Lebensraum , to con-
centrate the wealth and poverty of the world still further. The N ew Deal
becomes the new world war. Centralization by competition and law changes
ioto centralization by direct force. U nprofitable production and "pyramid
bUilding" changes into the destruction of capital by military means.

. Internationally, however, the monopolists do not face the weaker cap-
Italists they face at home. They meet other monopolists. The capital which
is insufficient to allow for the progressive accumulation of the world economy
is also insufficient to serve the needs of destruction. AH available resources
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must now be used to provide the means for the imperialists' struggle to
create conditions under which the monopolistic su rvi vors may add the profits
of the losers to their own and th us secure their further existence. Just like
capital accumulation. the war situaticn, toa, masters the capitalists instead
of being mastered by them. The war of monopolists becomes more than
that. The released farces of destruction en force changes in the form of the
economy which go beyend the centrol and the desires of the ruling class.
Yet the war itself testifies that the substance of capitalism is still intact.
Ta satisfy the demands of war, the capitalists must use more and more of
the surplus labor and, finally, more than just the surpluses for purposes
of war, which leads, on the one hand, to the accelerated centralization and
concentration of capital and power in the hands of the monopolistic govern.
ment and, on the other, to a decreasing productivity because of the impover-
ishment of the broad masses who, paid below value, are no langer able fuHy
to reproduce their labor power, The more extensive, the more feverish
the production for war, the smaller are the chances to reach that profitability
needed for a new general upswing of the capitalist worId.

VII

Monopolization, government con trol and the necessines of war have
changed the market economy into an administered market economy. It is
widely assumed that thereby Ît becomes possi?le consciously to direct the
economy according to one plan or another. The editors of Fortune F') for
instance, pronounee as "the lesson of war, that economie mechanisms are
the servant, not the masters, of rnan's fatc." In their opinion th is implies that
"poverty is not inevitable any more." They are not disturbed at aIl by the
greatest impoverishment ever experienced in modern times when in large parts
of the worId millions of people are literaIly starving to death and the lucky
ones in other parts find their consumption progressively reduced. For that
is only for the present, the result of the satan ic planning of the Axis. The
new technology now developed will make post-war life beautiful. Thus,
toa, the technocratic-minded Stuart Chase,28) to' give another example, has
no other worries than what to do with our savings when the war is over.
Recognizing that the decline of the market cannot be undone, and also r~-
cognizing th at trusts, monopolies, cartels and tradeassociations, with rheir
price controls and production restrictions, are not the cause but the resu~t
of the decline in the rate of expansion, he finds the solution for the economlC
problem in the continuation of the policy that rules war production whic~
policy, by considering price a secondary matter, lays bare the physical baSIS

hi ki f aluesof the economie system. We must keep on t m mg in terms 0 use-v
instead of in terms of exchange-values.

27) Suplemenl 10 Fortune. December 1942. (The Domestic Econorny).
28) The Road We are Traveli'1q. New York, 1942.
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The depression-born vogue of technocracy found its adherents among
rhe dispossessed and among aspirants of the expanding bureaucracy. Today
rhe rechnological trend of thought is taken up by the spokesmen for the
capitalists to substantiate the promise of a happy life just around the corner
of the war. Existing miseries are always justified by promises of a better
future. But there never can be a better future without the direct bettering
of the present.

It should be noted that it is no longer capitalism but "science" that now
farms the basis for optimism. "Even during the depression," write the edit-
ors of Fortune, "the scientist stuck to his task, dreaming up new produets
and techniques as rhough there was no such thing as 'overproduction'A'";'
Vet periods of depression or - what is the same - of overproduction of
capital, are precisely those in which the scientists "dream up" new products
and new techniques to enable their capitalistic masters to continue their
expansion. Overproduction of capital is always answered with still more
overproduction. "Science" within capitalism can only function capitalistic-
aIly. It is not only "a mistake to count on scienee to remold the worId in
accordance with man's best interests," as the editors of Fortune admit; it
is also amistake to believe, as they do, that "scienee creates the conditioris
in which individualism, a healthy family life, and a true American culture
can flourish."30)

The thinking and acting in terms of use-valuesdoes not alter the ex-
change-value motivation in any way. Both remain determined by the self-
propelling, contradictory forces of capital accumulation and all thescience
of Fortune and all the semantics of Stuart Chase can do nothing about it.
Besides there is nothing "revolutionary" in th is attitude of considering the
physical basis of the economy. Capital itself is theresult of the difference
between the use-value of labor power and its exchange value; of the physical
capacity of the laborer to create more than he consumes. In practice this
fact is always recognized by the capitalists' activity in widening the gap
between productivity and wages. It is hidden only in theory and ideology,
To lift the veil a little, to recognize the physical basis of the economy, does
?ot change the econorny in any respect. It merely replaces one capitalist
ldeology with another or, rather, changes the ternts of the same ideology.

The fact that people learn to think and act in terms of materials and
rnanpower only facilitates their unchanged economie activity, It merely
fosters the removal of some superseded and unessential mediating factors
and agencies within the capitalistic circulationprocess. Others take their
place. Initiated by monopolization, the war merely accelerates this trend.
With the monopolistic control of diverse products, non-market distribution
for purposes of capital formation became more dominant. The new "rev-----~29) SUpplemenl '10 Fortune. December 1942, p. 1.
30) Ibld., p. 18.
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olutionary" fiscal policies of today were foreshadowed by the increasing
self-financing of the great industrial combines. The war-ration system finds
its forerunner in chain-store practices and product standardization connected
therewith. In brief, thinking in physical terms rnerely reflects the mono-
polistic actuality and cannot serve as a program for the future. To think
consistently in this direction leads to a totalitarian ideology - to exactly
that which is allegedly combatted. The fetishisms that rule society have
their basis in the class re1ations th at underlie all economie phenomena. The
one cannot be ended without ending the other.

Those who do not recognize classes because they belong to or support
the ruling class may imagine that the new changes in the economy will allow
for its planned direction. "Thanks to the TNEC/' write the editors of
Fortune, "the concentration of economie power in the U. S. is no longer
a sinister supposition, but a measurable facto Being measurable, it can be
handled."31) To handle it, they propose "a return to the higher values of
individualism. The restoration of the creative, risk-taking, profit-seeking,
competitive individual to the legitimate throne of a sovereign free mar-
ket."32) Yet they insist that this "counterrevolution is not a return to laissez
faire," because, lito accornplish this restoration, the individual must enlist
the aid of the very power that has been harrasing him; . . . the power of
government."32) As the economie power has already been transfered to
Washington, the "only realistic question is: to what use will th at power be
put."32) It should not be used against bigness of enterprise for bigness is
not the issue; but it should reconcile "the profound but perplexing American
desire for both security and freedom. The government should underwrite
the whole economy, using fiscal controls, public works, and a broader social
security program, so th at everyone who wants and is able to work may have
a reasonable chance at a job. The government should recognize its respon-
sibility for the health of the economy, by vigilantly policing the free market
and actively encouraging the risk-taking individual."33)

This request has, of course, been granted long since. "Big business,"
deolared H. S. Truman, chairman of the Senate Committee investigating
the war program, "has shifted into our bureaucratie agencies, such as rhe
war and navy departments, and the war production board. It has placed
thousands of its' representatives in key positions in Washington."U) "Here
the "risk-taking individual" asserts himself in the interests of a "true Am-
erican culture," and the government has given everybody without means

a "reasonable chance" to "work or fight." All the "planning" that is done
is done in the interest of the ruling class and opposes the "planning" of
other ruling classes, just as the "planning" in one particular factory or in-

31) Ibid., p. 4.
32) Ibid., p. 9.
33) Ibid., p. 17.
34) The Chicago Tribune (2/12/43)
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dustry opposes that of another. H, in the latter case, the result is the an-
archy of competition, in the former it is the anarchy of war. In both cases
there is no planning in a socio-economie sense, but only an organized on-
slaught against the lives and interests of all the ruled all over the world.

If big business wants to utilize the increased governmental powers for
its own purposes, the economie journalists of liberalism want to see it utilized
in rhe interest of the population as a whole. But here they face a great
dilemma. To diminish the surpluses of the monopolies in favor of "srnall
business" leads to the monopolization of the latter; the destruction of some
monopolies leads to the establishment of others. It is, of course, "conceiv-
able" that all monopolization may be forbidden by law, just as the job
trusts of the trade unions have been outlawed in the totalitarian states. But
in that case all smaller monopolies would be dissolved in the "perfect"
state-monopoly. To escape this conclusion, the anti-monopolists return once
more to Adam Smith, whose "political economy was sound in its insistence
on free enterprise and on the separation of economie from political power."35)
However, writes Lewis Corey, though he "fought against mercantalist mono-
poly he did not foresee the capitalist monopoly which now destroys economie
freedom," and thus we "need to use government more than Adam Smith
envisaged."35) More, but not too much. The new political economv must "use
government to destroy monopoly by transforming it into free p~blic enter-
prise in the form of public corporations, on whose boards of directors are
represented management, labor unions and consumers, th at are largely in-
dependent of the state. By keeping and strengthening free enterprise in
the. form of independent business and farming, of independent cooperatives,
of independent labor unions ... a new system of checks and balances will
he created preventing centralization of economie power in a new tyranny."35)
Mere verbiage accomplishes here the reconciliation of the irreconcilable. The
end of capital concentration and the destruction of monopoly means also
the end of free enterprise and competition, the end of capitalism itself. To
square the trend towards further concentration with the alleged struggle
for democracy, free enterprise and competition by way of the government
enforced "democratization of the monopolies" merely elevates the ordinary
monopolistic War propaganda into an "economie theory."

No doubt it seems plausible that the elimination of monopolistic extra-
profits would benefit not only the smaIl business men but the working class
th well. It seems especiaIly plausible because it is always taken for granted
t a~ the end of the rule of the monopolies wiIl not effect the trade unions
\Vhlch will b bl f' .I e a e to en orce wage mcreases and transfer purchasing power
tO\Vards . d' hconsumpnon goo s smce t ey now face a weaker enerny, In the
course of ti h h I If ime tew 0 e economy wou d assume more and more the character
o . production-for-consumption instead of for capital. AU depends on the
el(lstence of a benevolent government that controls society in the interests----------
35) Le . CoWls rey, Politica} Economy and the State. "The Humanist", Winter 1942, p. 149.
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of the whole and - not to deviate from its task - is, In turn, controlled
by those it controls.

And th us whether in a technological, scientific or economie setting
each hopeful attitude towards the fut ure depends on government controi
of the social life. Only the degree of state interference do the theorists
debate, and th is only during the transitory stage from monopoly to govern_
ment con trol. In Russia and Germany they are all of the same opinion.
Previously, governrnent - was thought to stand independently above social
faction in order to preserve order; now its dominating position leads to the
belief that it eliminates the class character of society altogether. In tech-
nocracy as well as in modern econornics the dist.nction between capitalism
and socialism disappears.

The old nonsense th at economics has to do with human behavior as
a relationship between ends and scarce means which have alternative uses
is now accepted almost generally with th is difference, however, that the
government must now do wh at the market no longer fulfills satisfactorily.
Economics is reduced to a mere technique to be ernployed by the government
to satisfy demand and the proper allocation of resources by apricing systern
based on marginal principles. Even the difference between "the traditional
Marxist and the modern position" in regard to these questions is described
as "but a difference as to the technique applied."36) With mathematical
precision it is demonstrated - on paper - that government pricing and
fiscal policies which balance supply and demand could guarantee full ern-
ployrnent and the optimum use of resources. If this would be accornplished,
the "philosophically inclined could speculate for a long time whether the
society was capitalistic or socialistic."37)

Situations which were hitherto merely the unrealistic assurnptions of
static equilibrium theories are found today to be realizable by virtue of
governmental control. Even pure competition theorists do not hesitate to
advocate controlled institutionaI monopolies to enforce "perfection" of com-
petition. Just as state-capitalist -theorists, by defining competition in "func-
tional terrns", that is, as the correct allocation of resources, attempt to in-
corporate the competitive principles in their authoritarian set-up, so com-
petition theorists believe that competitive results may be achieved by way
of monopolistic institutions. For in such a definition "the extent to which
any process, practice, law or institution constitutes to the optimum allocation
of resources determines whether it is to be classed as econornically compet-
itive or not."3S) From this position it is not inconsistent for political author-
itarianism to act in the name .of democracy, or for democracies to apply
authoritarian principles. Everybody's inconsistencies are removed by a sim-
ple redefinition of terms.

36) Oscar Lange, On the Economic Theory of SociaJism. Minneapolis, 1938, p. 142. n
37) A. P. Lemer, Democratic Perspective. The University Review, Kansas City, AutuJTl

1942, p. 70.
38) A. C. Neal, Industrial Concentration and Price InfJexibility, p. 12.
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The great concern of the economists with the "economie optimum",
j(1lPlying the most economical allocation of resources, springs from the old
illusion that capitalistic principles are economie principles, On the basis
of this illusion, they apply their economie principles to all forms of society
regardless of the particularity of the sociaI relations. But behind their ap-
parent timelessness is revealed their specific, historical, capitalistic character.
For capitalism is not a social production but society ·production for capital,
precisely in its disregard for sociaI relations and in its ernphasis on ends
and means there comes to light th at particular social relationship that con-
stitutes capitalism - the division of society into exploiters and exploited.
In order to ignore this division, economics has to concern itself with the
bettering of the existing state of affairs without altering it. For the econom-
ist a "better state of affairs" means a more "econornical" one; the better
allocation of resources and their fuller use for the given "sociaI ends" -
whatever they might be. Right now they happen to be war and victory,
yesterday they were competition and accumulation without extensive warfare.

The ruling economie theories are so constructed that they can always
serve capitalistic needs regardless how often or to what extent the form
of capitalism might change. Their great adaptability to actual capitalistic
changes brings to light once more that their quarrels about competition,
monopoly and state control do not touch the real problem of capitalism
but deal with the problems of capitalists which arise in their struggles over
the division of surplus value. If this great adaptability has led to a redefin-
ition of terms equating monopoly and competition it also contains, of course,
the reluctant confession that Marx was right after all in his insistence that
monopoly implies competition and competition, monopoly.

With few exceptions, then, economie theory echoes both the actual
economic policy and the propaganda accompanying it. By itself it has noth-
ing to offer but the theory of the equation of sacrifice and desire by way
of demand and price formation which, already ridiculous in view of de-
pressions, is made utterly nonsensical by war. The present-day optimism
of the economists over assumed planning possibilities and the assumed trend
towards a welfare economy by virtue, or with the help of government con-
trol is without any justification. Though it is true that for quite a while
the economy tended towards aproduction for consumption goods,39) this---------
39) George Terborqh's Estimated Expenditures for Durable Goods shows that durable
~nsumers' goods production averaged 9.3 billions per year lor the period 1919 -

38; whereas for the same period durable producers' gOOd3 production averaged
Only 6.6 billions. (Federal Reserve Bulletin, Sept. 1939).
f The predominance of durable corisumers' goods production is an additional reason
~r the increasing economie stagnation. "Consumers durable goods demand," writes
b' C. Naai Undustrial Concentration and Price Inflexibility, p. 160), "ts influenced not
u!'e.COnsiderations of profitability of future demand, but by use-vcrlue and income. The

value effect is likely to make for inelastic demand; particularly in depressions." ...
(Continued on page 50)
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was merely an indication of the great dilemma in which capitalism found
itself. And though it is true, as many economists (Hicks, Hansen, Keynes
Wallace and others) have realized - in contrast to traditional ideas ~
that the greatest flexibility of prices by way of competition could not guar.
antee economie stability and social welfare, their own suggestions in th is
direction in favor of price stabilization and government interfer.ences are
also no antidote for depressions. The contradictions of capitalisrn do not
turn overnight into blessings merely because the government finds. it Con.
venient to speak in terms of social welfare in order to keep up national
morale and to keep down its own bad conscience in this, capitalism's "war
of survival."

VIII

lf it seems "plausible" to writers like Lewis Corey that conditioris of
the past can be resto red by destroying the monopolies with the help of a
government otherwise restricted in its power and yet achieve a sort of "so-
cialism" - that is, production for consumption which, of course, could
not mean the conspicuous consumption of the capitalists but that of the
masses - this "plausibility" has no other basis than the wish to serve the
powers th at rule today. The innocent are nevertheless capable of being taken
in by such propaganda. They desire a better future and in their power-
lessnes are only too willing to believe in it in order to make their present
lot more bearable. Such people must be reminded th at the early period
of capitalist development with its wide-spread competition and its division
of powers knew an even greater misery of the workers than the period of
monopolization and the contraction of political power. Monopoly is neither
a greater nor alesser enemy of the werking class than is competitive
business.

The betterment of the laborers living conditions within the capitalistic
development was not due to a growing humanitarianism of the capitalist
class, and not even due to the wage struggles on the part of the wor kers.
Back of this betterment was the fact that the productivity of the workers
was raised to an extent which allowed them to consume more although
they received increasingly less from society's total production. Greater ex-

39) - IContinued irom page 49) . of
With durable goods demand being what it is. even the often advocated pohCY.
selective price cuts would not stimulate investments. Dr. Neal relates that duTlng
the last depression the Boston Building Trade Council wrote a large number of COIll'
panies asking whether " cut in wage rates would alter their building programs. None
replied in the affirmative. h nge

An increasing use-volue production (production for consumption) does not ca.
. il I th I k lt increOs

the character of capitali'st production but disrupts it st 1 ur er. t ma es I . n
. I Il I th restoratlOingly more diflicult to overcome depressions and leads. ina y. to war or e . of

of profit production as the only kind of product ion that insures the expanslon

capitalism.
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loitation irnproved living conditions. But greater exploitation implied cap-
fral concentration and monopolization. It is thus impossibie to advocate
a special opposition to monopoly on the part of the working class. The
workers' opposition must begin and end with capitalism.

Those who are not opposed to capitalism have no choice but to favor
monopoly. "The trade unions, seeking improved labor conditions and better
educational opportunities, find it much easier to come to terms with the
big monopolies than with the general run of smaller firms, and are con-
sequently apt to favor the big business interests wh en they clash with those
of the smaller firms."(0) Of course, in the last resort, "such an attitude
cannot possibly benefit more than a fraction of the working class; for even
if the monopolists are ready to share profits with their employees, monopoly
profits must come from somewhere, and that in practice means that a large
part of it must be extracted from the workers who are not in privileged
employment. Yet the workers cannot possibly find allies in the smaller
capitalists, who are induced by their inferior bargaining position in the
market to be less liberal in their treatment of labor."40)

At any rate, monopoly th at splits the capitalist class also splits the
work:ing class.41) If the existing wage differentiations in each capitalist
country weld parts of the working class to the monopolists, in the world
at large workers support their government against others in order to secure
or to gain a privileged position in the shade of their nation's privileges.
Because some of the workers ally themselves with their rulers in order to
safeguard their immediate interests, others have no choice but to follow
their lead. There is no greater hypocrisy than th at of labor leaders and their
followers who speak of the liberation of the working class as a whole and
of the liberation of suppressed peoples from imperialistic rule when at the
same time their activity at home and their participation in war helps to

40) Big Monopolies and Small Firms. The New Statesman and Nation. December 5.
1942. p. 366.

41) The 'Severity ol the split may be recognized by existing wage differences in the
United States. The weekly earnings of American factory workers ore:

Under $ 20 .•...... _..•.• 2,490.000 ...•..... _.. poverly
$ 20 to 30 2.810.000 poverly
$ 30 to 40 .. _ 2.240.000 bare subsistence
$ 40 to 50 ..•..••...•.... 1.650.000 ..••..••.... minimum decency
$ 50 to 60 •..•.•.... _ •.. 1.410.000 slight comfort.

Same 7% million wage earners still make less than 40 cents an hour. This re.
Present 19 per cent of the 40 million American workers. Many in lines of work not
covered by the wage and hour law are gettinq less than 30 cents and same as little
CIs15 cents. About 52 per cent of all factory workers get less than 76 cents per hour and
Only 8 per cent earn $1.20 and more. <Bulletin of the International Federation of
1'rClde Unions. No. 3. February 1943.)
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secure capitalist exploitation and to extend it over still more people and
to include even the colonization of the defeated colonizers.

In this situation lies the hope for capitalism. As was evident from the
last war and the ensuing long depression, capitalism was headed for de-
struction. Yet it did not collapse but regained strength for another attempt
to solve the crisis capitalistically. Social relations do not collapse like a house
on rotten foundations; they must be changed by independent action on the
part of the working class. But there are no signs in this direction. And
there is no telling how long a particular social relationship may exist under
the mest intolerable conditions, especially if th is relationship concentrates
all power in the hands of an unremovable minority and if the society, though
not at all changing substantially, changes continuously in non-essentials.

The war, for instanee, changes many things: from the greater COm-
radeship between private and officer when faced by the enemy to the control
of war profits by the leaders or representatives of the people. Nor only
the Russians and Germans but aU the participants in th is war speak now
in terms of socialism. Although in the democratie countries it is argued
that the war must first be won before the rule of the common man mav
begin, even the most reaetionary statesmen seem to favor social legislatio~
designed to end insecurity. Nevertheless, every proposal in this direction
incorporates the continuation of capitalist class relations.

It must also not be overlooked who the people are who speak today
for a welfare eeonomy tomorrow. "Any one who analyzes the composition
of the Conservative party in the House of Commons," writes H. J. Laski,
"cannot avoid the conclusion that its essential purpose is the proteetion of
the interests of private property in the means of production. Forty-four
per cent of them are directors of public companies; between them hold
nearly 1,800 directorships. All important economie interests are represented
here - banks, insurance, railways, shipping, iron, steel, engineering, textiles,
electricity supply, coal, oil, tobacco, foodstuffs, newspapers and so forth."42l
As yet, ending the power and influence of private capital is no more than
a possibility of the future. "The very rich," writes Nicholas Davenport,
"rernain just as rich and powerful.as before, for the sirnple reason that they
retain their capital and their hold of the national wealth. True, the Gov-
ernment has requisitioned securities and stock of rnaterials, but it has given
the former owners cash or Government stock in exchange. The former
owners of capital have merely received claims on our future wealth. Throug?-
out all the war industries private ownership and control of plant rem~tO
the rule of our wartime economy. When the Government has to excerclS~
some sort of authoritarian regime it usually does so by asking 'big businesS
to administer the controls of their own capital."43l

42) Who Are the Real Ruiers of Britain. New York Times. 1/24/43.

43) Social Revolution--Conservative Style. The New State'sman and Nation. october
10. 1942.
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loitation improved living conditions. But greater exploitation implied cap-
~al concentration and monopolization. It is thus impossible to advocate
a special opposition to monopoly on the part of the working class. The
","orkers.' opposition must begin and end with capitalism.

Those who are not opposed to capitalism have no choice but to favor
monopoly. "The trade unions, seeking improved labor conditions and better
educational opportunities, find it mueh easier to come to terms with the
big monopolies than with the general run of smaller firrns, and are con-
sequently apt to favor the big business interests when they clash with those
of rhe smaller firms."4ol Of course, in the last resort, "such an attitude
cannot possibly benefit more than a fraction of the working class; for even
if the monopolists are ready to share profits with their employees, monopoly
profits must come from somewhere, and that in practice means th at a large
part of it must be extracted from the workers who are not in privileged
employment. Yet the workers cannot possibly find allies in the smaller
capitalists, who are induced by their inferior bargaining position in the
market to be less liberal in their treatment of labor."40l

At any rate, monopoly that splits the capitalist class also splits the
werking dasS}l l H the existing wage differentiations in each capitalist
country weld parts of the working class to the moncpolists, in the world
at large workers support their government against others in order to secure
or to gain a privileged position in the shade of their nation's privileges.
Becanse some of the workers ally themselves with their ru Iers in order to
safeguard their immediate interests, others have no choice but to follow
their lead. There is no greater hypocrisy than that of labor leaders and their
followers who speak of the liberation of -the working class as a whole and
of the liberation of suppressed peoples from imperialistic rule when at the
same time their activity at home. and their participation in war helps to

40) Big Monopolies and Small Firms. The New Statesman and Nation. December 5,
1942, p, 366.

41) The 'Severity of the split may he recoqnized by existiaq waqe differences in the
Unlted States. The weekly earninqs of Americcn factory workers are:

Under $ 20•....•.....••. 2,490.000 ...•..•... __.poverty
$ 20 to 30......•....••• 2.810,000 ._ _. __poverty
$ 30 to 40...• __• __....• 2,240,OOO _..• __bare subsistence
: ~~ to ~~..• --. _. _.• .1,650.000._ __. _. minimum decency

-- _ _.1.410.000 _' _. __..• _.. sliqht comfort.

Some 7 % million waqe earners still make less than 40 cents an hOUT. This re-
PrElSent 19 per cent of the 40 million Americcn workers. Many in lines of work not
c:aVered by the waqe and hour law are qetting less than 30 cents ond some as little
Ila 15 cents. Abou\ 52 per cent of all factory workers get less than 76 cents per hour and
;nly 8 per cent earn $1.20 and more. (Bulletin of the International Federation of
rilde Unions. No. 3. February 1943.)
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secure capitalist exploitation and to extend it over still more people and
to include even the colonization of the defeated colonizers.

In this situation lies the hope for capitalism. oAs was evident from thc
last war and the ensuing long depression, capitalism was headed for de,
struction. Yet it did not collapse but regained strength for another attempt
to solve the crisis capitalistically. Social relations do not collapse like a house
on rotten foundations; they must be changed by independent action on thc
part of the working class. But there are no signs in this direction. And
there is no telling how long a particular social relationship may exist under
the most intolerable conditions, especially if this relationship concentrates
all power in the hands of an unremovable minority and if the society, though
not at all changing substantially, changes continuously in non-essentials.

The war, for instance, changes many things: from the greater corn.
radeship between private and officer when Iaced by the enemy to the control
of war profits by the leaders or representatives of the people. Not onlv
the Russians and Germans but all the participants in this war speak now
in terms of socialism. Although in the democratie countries it is argued
that the war must first be won before the rule of the common man may
begin, even the most reactionary statesmen seem to favor social legislation
designed to end insecurity, N evertheless, every proposal in th is direction
incorporates the continuation of capitalist class relations.

It must also not be overlooked who the people are who speak today
for a welfare economy tomorrow. "Any one who analyzes the composition
of the Conservative party in the House of Cornmons," writes H. J. Laski,
"cannot avoid the conclusion that its essential purpose is the proteetion of
the interests of private property in the means of production. Forty-four
per cent of them are directors of public companies; hetween them hold
nearly 1,800 directorships. AU important economie interests are represented
here - banks, insurance, railways, shipping, iron, steel, engineering, textiles,
electricity supply, coal, oil, tobacco, foodstuffs, newspapers and so forth."42J
As yet, ending the power and influence of private capital is no more than
a possibility of the future. "T'he very rich," writes Nicholas Davenport,
"remain just as rich and powerful as before, for the simple reason that rhey
retain their capital and their hold of the national wealth. True, the Gov-
ernment has requisitioned securities and stock of materials, but it has given
the former owners cash or Government stock in exchange. The former
owners of capital have merely received claims en our future wealth. Through-
out all the war industries private ownership and control of plant remain
the rule of our wartime economy. Wh en the Government has to excercis~
some sort of authoritarian regime it usually does so by asking 'big business
to ad minister the controls of their own capital."43J

42) Who Are the Real Rulers of Britain. New Vork Times. 1/24/43.

43) Social Revolution~onservative Style. The New State'Sman and Nation, October
10, 1942.
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Thus far the war is a war between monopolism and totalitarianism.
Totalitarianism is the attcmpt of weaker monopolistic groups to beat rhe
itronger ones in a super-monopolistic wal' by the more thorough coneen-
tration of all possible powers in the hands of a more centralized directing
force. The monopolistic governments counter this attempt by transforming
themselves into similar governrnent-controlled super-monopolies. For them
there is no answer to totalitarianism but totalitarianism.

The character of the war as a struggle between totalitarianism and
monopoly is not altered by alliences of monopolistic democracies with total-
itarian states such as Russia and China. Imperialistic needs and defense
necessities at times transeend internal differences between allied nations.
This also demonstrates the mixing and overlapping of many struggles of
various groups during a particular historical period. Russia's totalitarianism
is the product of the last war. It was designed to lead to a quick industrializa-
tion and to prevent exploitation and con trol by foreign imperialisms. German
totalitarianism, the product of the Great Depression, is an attempt to solve irn-
perialistically what could not be solved by traditional economie means. The
growing totalitarianism in England and America is the result of the new
war and springs from the desire to safeguard the capitalistic forces which
are threatened by German imperialism. Coming to life at different times
and under different conditions, each totalitarian state has characteristics of
its own. From a long-range point of view this individualism disappears,
however. In the matter of capitalism, there is no difference between demo-
cratic, monopolistic or state capitalism. In the matter of capitalists, the
Russians are different from the Germans and the Germans from the Am-
erican. Furthermore, a Russian commissar arrives at and defends his position
in a manner different from that of an English factory owner. The Goering
Works have quite a different history from the United Steel Trust. Yet
whatever differences exist between .the various owners and controllers of
capital, they all act alike.

The expansion and concentration of capitalism occur simultaneously
and result in the centralization of economie and political power. This trend
-:- unavoidable so long as capitalism lasts - can of course temporarily be
mfluenced either positively or negatively. The stat/Is quo can be retained
or it can be broken. Whether one or the other happens, one or another group
of interests, or a particular combination of interests, must rule. Determined
by economie class relations, capitalist development is executed, however,
by way of struggles between classes, groups, cliques and individuals. The
~hange of rulers occuring in these struggles creates the illusion that history
IS made by men. Yet in all nations aU rulers always act in the same wav
whatever philosophy they profess to believe in - that is, they all divid~
Society and keep it divided between themselves as rulers and controllers
on the one hand and the ruler and exploited on the other. And they all
try to defend themselves against other ruling groups, or try to eliminate
other ruling groups by way of peace and war.
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When English or American capitalists speak of German fascism as the
mortal enemy, they mean not only German imperialism but also the subor_
dination of the individual capitalist to the state as practiced there. In fight-
ing German fascism they hope also to rernove the threat of their own dis-
placement by fascist bureaucrats. The fact that many German capitalists
remained capitalists and even became bigger capitalists under fascism is not
enough to quiet their fears, for they cannot be su re that they will belong
to those who retain privileged positions - especially not if they belong
to a nation controlled or defeated by German imperialism. Even if English
and American capitalists think themselves capable of withstanding competi-
tion by other capitalists, they know that they cannot withstand the diètates
of a totalitarian government.

The totalitarian threat th at comes from Russia is quite secondary to
that stemming from Germany, for at this time only the latter nation is
able to challenge Anglo-American capitalism. The defeat of Germany
would bring western Europe into the orbit of Anglo-American imperialism,
just as the defeat of France made her - however uneasy - an ally of
Germany. The "rulers" of the "new Europe" would be ruled by Anglo-
American capital, The threat of Russia - if it arises ar all - will concern
Asia rather than Europe but it will also have to be met, of course, in
Europe, which is an additional reason for the allies to control western
Europe. German totalitarian.sm is the most immediate issue to be dealt
with and monopoly capitalism concentrates its power for the battle for
Europe.

If the monopolistic nations must copy the organizational forms and
military methods of totalitarianism, they must also take over totalitarian
propaganda. Thus both the struggle of fascism and the struggle against
fascism appears propagandistically as the fight for socialism. The more
strictly the governments act in the exclusive interests of state-supported
monopolies or the monopolistic state, the more lip-service they pay to social-
ism. With the progressively increasing concentratien and centralization of
economie and political power the illusion must be strengthened that aH th is
implies the opposite from what it really is.

Although monopoly implies totalitarianism and vice versa, just as at
an earlier stage of development competit.on implied monopoly and vice versa,
it is nevertheless important not to overlook the distinctions between mono-
poly and totalitarianism. Otherwise many real problerns of today would
remain incomprehensible. But it is just as important not to forget that
these distinctions refer to the struggles for control of the various competing
ruling groups in a world that socio-economically remains unchanged.

If the state supported monopolies in the democracies have their way,
that is, win the war in a short time, government con trol - however ex-
panded - will be used chiefly to secure private capital and its profitability.
Super-monopolies will assure extra-profits and reduce the profits of rhe
54

weakened competitors still further. The state-monopolies of the defeated
nations will be dissolved. Mr. HuIl speaks the truth when he promises
restoration of "free trade" af ter the war. It will be "free trade" for others
who face a stronger Anglo-American monopolism just as at an earlier time
England fostered "free trade" hecause of her monopolist ic position in the
world market. Free trade merely means preventing other nations from
using monopolisticpractices and thus to making it easier to exploit them.

The anti-fascist struggle, on the part of the democracies is no fake.
Without fascism Germany and Japan would be no match at all for Anglo-
.American capitalism. A "democratie" Germany was a weak competitor,
for her monopolistic strength lies only in her organization and not in the
expansiveness of her territory, nor in her possession of vital raw materiais,
nor, for that matter, in her productive apparatus. Just as monopolist ic nations
are in favor of free trade to the disadvantage of other nations, so monopol-
istic nations, however much they themselves may tend towards totalitarian-
ism, are strictly opposed to fascim in other nations, th at is, to fascism with
imperialistic ambitions and potentialities. Those without such arnbitions and
potentiàlities they are only too willing to accept.

Assuming that the Anglo-American monopolists win this war, that
they succeed in breaking all monopolies hut their own and assuming further
that they will be able somehow to reconcile their monopolistic world posi-
tion with the needs of the majority of the world population and thus hring
about a period of peace and reconstruction of world production and world
trade; assuming all this, it is conceivahle that the surplus value and the
profitability of monopoly capitalism will he sufficiently raised to allow for
the further expansion of capitaIon a more strictly monopolistic base. On
the basis of th is assumption it is also conceivable that just as at previous peri-
OOsof increasing exploitation so now again parts of the world population will
he ahle to increase their consumption despite, or rather because of, further
monopolization. The masses of the property-less would be greater, the nurn-
ber of capitalists smaller, but capitalist economy would flourish once more.

Accumulation would continue. The hastened monopolization, however,
does away with the extra-profits based on the existeace of non-monopolistic
spheres of production. The monopolistic rate of profit would tend to hecome
the given ra te of profit determined solely by accumulation and the rising
organic composition of capital. The need for rapid expansion would be
greater and stagnation more dangerous than ever before. The need for
more surplus value to compensate for the decreasing profitability would he
more pressing than ever before and the exploitation of the wor kers of the
world would have to be increased in an as yet unknown rneasure. In due
time, however, capitalism would face another period of stagnation, which
would lead to new wars and to the further expansion of government contro!.
A.l! that the present war would have accomplished would be- the postpone-
ment of the complete merger of capital and government.
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If monopoly capital fights for a cause already lost, it dees so because
it has no "cause" at all, because its actioris are determined not by any social
considerations but by momentary competitive needs in the general struggle
for Iavcrable pcsit.ons at the sourees of surplus value. That this general
cornpetitive struggle and its devastating results stiU deterrnine the anti-social
history of mankind is fuUy revealed precisely in monopolistic "planning"
and in the "neworder" of totalitarianism. AU the realorder that may be
detected within the capitalist development only demonstrates that the Con-
tradictions between social- and ciass-production have objective limitations.
This order asserts itself inspite of capitalism and rnerely shows once more
that social planning and order ean be established not by, but only against
capitalism. '

Just as Adam Smith's fear of monopolistic conspiracies against the
well-being of society did not stop his most ardent followers from conspiring
zgainst their competitors and from forming monopolies, so the most earnest
monopolists in their fight against totalitarianism will eventually becorne
totalitarians while struggling to maintain their monopolistic-competitive
position. For what they want and what they are forced to do are two dif-
ferent things. In their search for profits they destroy the profitability of
capital. In their attempt to safeguard capitalistic freedoms they establish
totalitarian prisons. With their "planning" they lead the world in the
barbarism cf the present war, all the while demonstraring that, as always
before, so today, too, instead of controlling anything they are controlled by
developmental laws which they cannot change without giving up their cap-
italistic existence. Friedrich Engels pointed out some fifty years ago, what
is still the truth: "Although production assuredly needs regulation it is
certainly not the capitalist class which is fitted for that task ... The trusts
of manufacturers of whole spheres of production for the regulation of pro-
duetion, and thus of prices and profits ... have no other mission but to
see to it that the little fish are swallowed by the big fish still more rapidly
than before."H)

In the final arialysis monopolistic profits mean nothing else than ex-
prepriatien of capitalists by capitalists. Monopolism does not represent
stagnation ; the charge that monopolies hinder economie development out
of fear of losing their monopolistic position is nonsense, for precisely by
attempting to hinder development they push it forward. I f capitalism can-
not go on expanding by the ordinary capitalistic means of commodity ex-
change, the monopolists do the "uncapitalistic" thing of favoring the statuS
quo. The status quo for the monopolists is, howevcr, the decline of small
competitive business, that is, the status quo does wh at expansion would do
- it fosters the expropriation of capital by capitalists, The more the mono-
polists try to maintain a certain situation, the more they actually change
that situation. The war should be proof enough of that.

44) Capital, Vol. m. pp. 142-143 (Footnote),
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If the status quo is only another expression for monopolistic expansion,
the struggle between monopolism and totalitarianism must end with the
"ic rory of the latter uniess, of course, capitalism itself is abolished. To be
sure, this does not mean that the present totalitarian powers wiIl be victor-
ious. It me~ns only that no matter who wins or loses on the military front
the world will proceed from monopolism to totalitarianism as it moved from
competition to monopoly. Both trends - which are really one trend - are
only other ways of demonstrating that capital expansion is the concentra-
tion and centralization of capital which is brought about in less developed
/lations by forceful political means and which springs from the economie
forces on hand in developed nations. For monopolism, the war is what
the revolution was for backward Russia, a direct political attempt to hasten
a process of development th at became too slow by the ordinary rneans of
commodity exchange and capital export.

Private capital and private monopoly are everywhere on their way out,
They also cannot be developed in backward nations which have to start
where capitalism leaves off - with state monopoly. AII Mr. HuIl's hon-
esty with regard to the restoration of free trade does not make his program
realistic, for free trade in the proclaimed sense presupposes a return to the
condinons of early capitalism. A way must be found to bring to the mono-
polistic nations the fruits of free trade without free trade. Faced with the
impossibility of undoing the concentration process and its social-material con-
sequences in the defeated enemy nations, the modern free traders will have
~o employ the fascist methods of direct appropriation and direct annexation
morder to realize Mr. Hull's program.

Even victory over the totalitarian Axis powers will not enable the victors
to realize their goal - the maintenance and further expansion of present-day
mo~opoly capital, The exploitation of the' defeated powers itself wiIl turn
agamst the monopolists of today and transform their society into a totalitarian
~ne. This, as weIl as the difficulties connected with the attempts of bring-
mg the whole of Europe and Asia under the direct military control of
Anglo A' , I'.. - mencan caprta ism, not to speak of the future discrepancies and
enm,ltJ~s between England and America, explains the vagueness and the un-
;.eahstJc character of all the AIlied peace proposals brought forward. The Al-
les really do not know wh at to do to make the war and victory the profitable

undertak' . h be i ,mg it as to e In order to glve another period of life and success to

dmonopoly capitalism. "The gruesome fact is," said a liberal writer the other
ay "th iff' at 1 the slaughter were to end tomorrow it would be a catastrophe
or the entire world."45)

The "I' ."th most rea IStlC proposals under these conditions are no doubt
in~se t~a~ a~vocate the complete destructien of enemy nations by their-de-
~n, by mass-kiUings and mass-sterilization. This process
45) 11'

Ircnn MOlherwell in Common Sense, April 1943. p. 114.



would have to be repeated in all the coming wars unt.l finally there would
be nothing left but the most powerful exploiting nation without anything
to exploit but her own population.. Imperialism, however, is designed t
escape the limits of national exploitation. And so the whole history of illl~
perialistic competition would have yielded a "solution" which consisted silll_
ply of a return to the problems th at initiated imperialism. The most "real_
istic" proposals are not realizable and the unrealistic suggestions are merely
excuses for the lack of any ideas concerning the coming peace. What has
been said in regard to the war of 1914-1918 is doubly true for the present
one: "It differed from others because it lost all relation to particular en ds.
N.ations went on fighting because they had begun and did not know how
to stop."46)

Paul Mattick

46) Linden A. Mander. Foundation of Modern World Society. Stanlord University

Press, 1941. p. 646.

PHILOSOPHY AND THE STATE :(.
AH philosophies have been political weapons. The Hegelian philosophy

_ especially in its opposition to English empiricism - expressed a varianee
of interests which resulted from different stages of development reached
in England on the one hand and on the European continent on the other.

The naturalistic onesidedness of English empiricism expressed the
strength of English capitalism. It feit sure of itself. With the overco~~ng
of feudalism there no longer existed a "social issue". The wor kers' posltlOn

in society was their "natural" position; economie laws we re "natural" laws
that had finally been discovered : the workers' share of the produce ,;as
their "natural" share; their misery a "natural" law, and so forth. Accor~lflg
to laissez faire ideology there was no sense in attempting to organize society,
no way to do it, no knowledge that could serve such an attempt. What
knowledge there was came from sense perceptions. The immediate factS
were the only ones th at lent themselves to scientific investigation.

. . f h . . . . h h f t of natUre,It was not the satlsf~ctlOn. 0 t ~ emplr.lcls~s Wit. t e ac s d the
however but English satisfaction with capitalist society that cause ., ring
ernpiricists to remain in the sphere of natural facts. But by not answe ld

h E I· h ... m cOU
questions pertaining to society and social c ange, ng IS empmcis .

. d bi d subject,
not answer adequately the problems of matter and min , 0 ject an
nature and consciousness.

. . . New
') Continuation ol Ihe article The Marxian Dia/ectic and its Recent Cntlcs In
Essays, Vol. VI. No. 2, p. 49 10 p. 75.
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The opposrtion to empiricism manifested itself in scientific and philo-
sophical terms. It was, nevertheless, not so much an opposition to empirical
rnethods as an opposition to the philosophy that was connected with it that
was unable to account for, or to further, social progress by other than the
rneans employed in the advancement of natural science. This opposition
was really, in the last analysis, an opposition to English capitalism.

Hegel's philosophy, which conceived the present as both past and future,
and "being" as "becoming", must be explained out of the pre-capitalist sit-
uation and the predictabie developmental tendencies inherent in the capitalist
system. However, the problems he was concerned with remained always
rhose of his time whether they stemmed from the past or pointed to the future,
He wanted to go beyond today and yesterday, not to excel the given reality
but to represent it as weU as possible.

The French Revolution enunciated reason's ultimate power over real-
ity. "Man is a thinking being. His reasoa enables him to recognize his
own potentialities and those of his world. He is thus not at the mercy of
the facts th at surround him, but is capable of subjecting them to a higher
standard, that of reason."39) The rationalism of the French revolution al-
ready superfluous in England, could still serve in Germany. Hegel, how-
ever, knew the political economy of his time. He was aware of the anarchie
and hazardous character of the capitalist mode of production, of the con-
tradietion between capital and labor and the dangers it implied. But he
sawalso that the system was actually functioning, th at despite aU the atom-
ization of society it advanced precisely by reason of its contradictions. There
~.as a sort of "regulation" and "order" behind the disorder and irregular-
tties. And thus for Hegel, Reasen was not subjective human reason but
the. whole objective reality. He did not see in man, in the individual, a
ratlonal creature who forms his own world according to his own knowledge
and desire. "Mankind, he believed, could never completely understand its
?wn destiny, because it could not climb out of history and view it object-
Ively from a timeless stand point. We are the creatures not creators of time
and. our reason is the sport of Reason, not its overlord."40) This philosoph;
whlch made men the products of forces outside their con trol was - in its
realistic core - the expression of a social relation in which the productive
~ocess controls men, not men the productive process. Hegel's Absolute

eason, which in his description "Iets men 'wear one another out in the
Pursuit of th . d' d h . h d' . f
I

eir own en s an t us, Wit out irect inter erenee neverthe-
ess ' . h 'I attams er own purpose only', th is concept of Hegel's was ... nothing

; Se than an idealization of the bourgeois concept of the benefits derived
rom free competition."41)------~

39) H~ erhert Marcuse, Reason ond RevoJution. Hageland the Rise of Sociol Theory.
ew Yorlc 1941 640) , . p. .

41) R. H. S. Crossman, Government ond the Governed. New York, 1940, p. 214.
K. Korsch, Kar! Morx. London. 1938, p. 141.
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It was the capitalist mode of production that found in Hegel's philo
sophy its best expression. The capitalization process of society became an
inevitable process. All th at served this process was rational. When sub_
jective reason could be ernployed by, but also turned against, the bourgeoisie
Hegel's objective Reasen could served none but the masters of his time:
And just as ernpiricism became a weapon of the ruling class in England
so Hegel's idealism served the developing capitalistic class in Germany. Both
served identical ends.

The capitalization of Germany, however, could be enforced only by
methods which countries with a longer capitalistic history had learned to
look upon as "reactionary.' When, after Germany's "liberation" from
N apoleon's rule, the capitalistic industrialization increased in scope and
tempo, it was soon found that what was good for the goose was not so
good for the gander. The unequal competitive powers of the different
nations excluded general adherence to "universal" trade practices, Appar-
ently "reactionary" methods such as the prohibition of political economy
in favor of national economy, protective tariffs and state interferences ran
counter to the laissez faire philosophy and infringed upon the "liberty" of
individual capitalist entrepreneurs in favor of the state.

Of course the "increasing powers" of the state really did not meao
much more than the maintenance of the existing powers of the state, which,
still in the hands of a feudalistically-orientated absolutist military caste sim-
ply refused to retreat before the industrial entrepreneur and financial mani-
pulator. Thus, in view of the general trend of development, a reacti~na~y
class actually attempted to stop "progress". But in its attempt to mam tam
and thus necessarily to strengthen its own position, th is reactionary class was
forced in its very struggle against "progress" to adopt and employ "pro-
gressive" means of combat, th at is, to industrialize the nation. The "enemy
without," i. e., the growing capitalization of the world, did not allow. ~he
complete or even partial suppression of the "enemy within," i. e., the nsmg
bourgeoisie clamoring for power to determine policies according to its own
interests. Whereas before the French Revolution, the economie theory of
the Phvsiocrats was in its essentials "a bourgeois reproduction of the feu?-
alistic 'system,"(2) the new school of national economy that developed ~n

. f d 1" bItwas 10Germanv represented a capitalistic theory 10 eu ansnc gar .. . h old
"harmony" with a situation that demanded comprormses between t. e
and new ruling classes because "the constant threat from without did not
allow internal clashes to work themselves out."43) It was thus, so to speak,
the "anonyrnous power of capitai" th at overcame the former class Syst~(Jl

. A d hi d . the "VIC-and its more primitive agricultural production. n t IS esprte .
tories" of the reaction and the incorporation of feudal privileges in rhe cap_
italistic structure. The omnipotence of the state in Germany did not con

42) Kar! Marx, Theorien ueber clen Mehrwert. Stuttgart, 1921, Vol. I, p. 4l.
43) Adol! Loewe, The Price of Liberty. London, 1937, p. 29.
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tradict her capitalistic development but was one ot lts forceful levers. The
"historical fact of the omnipotence of the state dominated German philo-
sophy: German philosophy did not create the omnipotent state. Fichte and
Hegel had to deal with and explain the accomplished reality. I t was the
world they lived in."H)

The principles of the French Revolution - Reason and Freedom -
seemed unrealizable in Germany. But these principles to which Hegel ad-
hered, implied something quite tangible and specific. There was no other
reason and freedom involved than that "reason th at liberated industry."(5)
The bourgeoisie had been hindered in its development by the absolutist ic
institutions of the pre-capitalist era. "What must the government do in
order to maintain abundance in the kingdom ?," the elder Mirabeau had
asked. "Nothing !," he answered himself. If the bourgeoisie of France
thought th at with regard to industry and trade "no government was the
best government" and if they had been able to enforce the reorganization of
their society by way of revolution, still their struggle against the state was
neither a fight against the state-as-such nor against the absolute state. It
was a struggle against an existing state in favor of another th at would be
absolutely at the service of ·the bourgeoisie. The old state, insisting on the
status quo in order to safeguard its own existence, was attacked for its
inability to adapt its policies to the new situation which was brought about
by the feudalistic disintegration and the rise of the bourgeois mode of pro-
duction. In France, the most powerful European nation at th at time, the
state was an "arrogant" state, unwilling to yield to the "enemy within"
because it was not seriously threatened by an enemy from without. ,

The preponderance of the state in Germany was not specifically "Ger-
man." The modern nation state developed with capitalism. The state
fostered th is development through a process of centralization that limited
the powers of the nobility and broke that of the gen try. The absolute rnon-
archy and its supporters, it is true, yielded their ncw-won powers not in
the interests of the middle class and the exploited in society but solely in
their OWn interests. Yet the middle class could develop faster under better
conditions. As far as social power is concerned, however, the centralization
process polarized society into a smaller ruling body and a large mass of
ruled. It created a basis for revolutionary actions that could involve the
whole of society and influence national development. I t mul tip lied the
social grievances and directed all oppasition against the central authority.

At the eve of the French Revolution there was everywhere hatred
~etween the classes. "The bourgeoisie hated the nobility, while the peasantry

ated bourgeoisie and nobility alike. The lesser nobles hated the dukes
and marquises and counts; and the petty bourgeoisie hated the rich notables.-------
44) Gustav Stolper, German Economy. New York, 1940, p. 10.
45) H. Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, p. 4.
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The laity hated the clergy, and the poor parsons hated the luxurious arch-
bishops and bishops." 46) The bourgeoisie, however, was that class that
could strive for state power and dominance. AU opposition against the ex-
isting state of affairs, including the opposition of the laboring class against
all other classes merged into the fundamental opposition of the time-that be-
tween feu:lalism and capitalism. The bourgeoisie, for its own part and in
aU its layers, was convineed that its own emancipation would benefit the
whole of society. AU interests, desiring a turn of events, sided with the
bourgeoisie not because of an identity of interests but because of their corn-
mon hatred of the ancien regime. The manifold interests taking part in
the revolution explain its turns and twists, the iUusions and disappointments
eenneered with it, its revolutionary and its reactionary aspects.

In England the situation was different. The insular position fostered
internal deveIopments. lt did not isolate the country but made it more
immune to onslaughts from without. England had become a nation state
as early as the eIeventh century. At a time when, on the Continent, the
coming of kings indicated the rise of the national state and the beginning
of the end of feudalism, in England it was already possible to restriet the
powers of the king without disturbing national unity. The Magna Charta
demonstrated, however weakly, a control of the existing central power. The
middle class, industry and trade, grew faster in England than anywhere
eIse. And yet the "political form under which the nat ion was· 'freed' from
feudalism and papal supremacy was in fact more desporie than anything
which preceded it ... Mercantilism transferred to the state th at supervision
of economie life previously heId by the Church. The Tudor era is not a
period of free trade but of state-controUed trade, in which a new bureau-
cracy dire::ts the activities of private enterprise. The state intervenes to
grant monopolies, fix wages and prices, manage the currency, determine
tariffs and by, a new poor law, to tackle the problem of unemployment."47)

Germany, the battle ground for the European wars, was one of the
last countries that completed its national unification. To ask for astrong
state in Germany was to ask - quite independently of what those strug-
gling for national unity were thinking - for the capitalization of the coun-
try. Because in Germany what had since long been a reality in France
and England was realized at a later time, there existed in the beginning
of the nineteenth century not a state with greater powers than other states
possessed but only a different reIationship between the state and the ruling
classes. The German state still served both the feudalistic interests and
those of capitalism. In France the state served a capitalisrn that could ignore
the remnants of feudalism. In England the bourgeoisie had long since turn-
ed into aristocrats and the aristocrats had turned into the bourgeoisie who
made the state the exclusive instrument of capitalism. Against the exploited

46) R. H. Dabney, The Causes 0/ the French Revolution. New York, 1889, p. 286.
47) R. H. S. Crossman, Government and (he Govemed, p. 47.
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classes the state was equally omnipotent in al! nations, equally powerful
equal!y absolutistic. With regard to the ruling classes the state served, all
appearances to the contrary notwithstanding, the capitalistic needs of the
nation.

The state that the bourgeoisie found best fitted to its needs was one
that forbade aU social practices which interferred with the accumulation
of bourgeois private property. The nation state became the bourgeois state.
But the range of the bourgeois exploitation exceeds national boundaries.
The state had to remain a double-edged weapon against internal and ex-
ternal foes. The non-intervention in the economy demanded of the state
at home was not in contradiction to but a counter-part of state intervention
abroad. Though this was true for society as a whole and for the whole
of its. d~v~lopment,c: it me~nt al! sorts of things for different classes, groups,
and individuals. '-ta te mterference found act ua I opposition from groups
directly disturbed or hurt by it; it was hailed as the proper policy by those
who gained through its application.

To be sure one could adhere to laissez faire or to state control without
being directly influenced by one or the other policy, As both policies were
only tendencies within the capitalistic deveIopment, indicating changes of
procedure in the competitive struggle, it was often not a consistent opposition
to one or the other policy that asserted itself in the political arena but merely
the fear that a prevailing tendency rnight be allowed to go too faro People
who had a difficult time within the laissez faire situation imagined that some
day they might succumb altogether to more forceful competitors - a fear
q~ite justified by everyday experience. They wanted the state to do away
with the "bad side" of Iaissez faire. Others, however, saw in state inter-
ference the basis for a more successful competition abroad that in turn would
make th~ position of private capital at home easier. Thus in actual polities,
the:e existed a mixture of points of views with regard to these problems
whlch found revolutionaries in reactionary camps and reactionaries in the
progressive camp.

Though in Germany, too, the individual capitalist found himself ham-
pered by the semi-feudal regime he still had first. to favor the strengthening
of nation and state in order to develop more freeIv. He had thus a twofold
th h '.'oug not a contradictory attitude, towards state power. He wanted the
freedom to accumulate for private purposes and he wanted a nation that
~ould furnish the basis for it, plus a state th at would give securitv. But
In ?rder to deveIop a powerful nation, that freedom of private enterprise
whlch '1 d' E I dT' preval e m ng an could not at once be realized in Germanv.
hhat freedom itself had been the result of a long period of developme~t

c aracterized by state interferences.

w .Aft.er the F~ench Revolution and the Napoleonic wars the bourgeoisie
as mchned to think, and had every reason to think, that a further weakening

of the already weak Germany through internal strife would lay the country
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open to Iurther aggression. To a certain extent it IS true th at N apoleon's
campaigns had helped to destroy the feudalistic vestiges in Germany. Be
had for this reason been the object of the "admiration" of the "progressive"
elcments in Gerrnany. Yet his occupation had not strengthened the German
bourgeoisie eccncmically, The "ideological liberation" had not been trans_
Iatable in cash. "The more Napoleon aspired to broaden the frontiers
of his adrninistration, the more did he seek to constrict the definition of
'national' interests. Both aspirations were designed to benefit the French
industrial and commercial bourgeoisie, whose support was indispensable to
the Emperor. Consequently, their interests - the 'national' interests _
became the keystone of his pillaging policy in the conquered lands."48)
Napoleon suppressed the productive powers in the subjugated countries
and the admiration that the "progressive" bourgeoisie had felt for him
changed into the desire to liberate the nation from his despotic rule.

The French Revolution in its political aspects could no longer be a
real inspiration for the whole of the German bourgeoisie. It began under
the leadership of dissatisfied aristocrats and capitalists and was liquidated
under similar conditions. lts revolutionary phase - the Jacobin terror -
was merely an episode destined to fail from the very beginning. The bour-
geo.s revolution was not cnly a revolution against feudalism but also against
the petty bourgeois and the laboring classes. What seemed revolutionary
within the French Revolution was hopelessly utopian, for the most "radical"
demands flatly contradicted the need for the full release of the capitalist
forces of production. When, however, the revolutien ended with the re-
conciliatien of capitalists and aristocrats the question naturally arose - why
not begin with such a reconciliation ? The refusal of Germany to repeat
the cycle of the French Revolution did not violate the principles of that
revolution, for the concrete content of those principles, thc liberation of
industry, could now be gained without much fighting, thanks to the existing
authority.

The past was also not forgotten. I t showed that a state could do both:
obey the demands of a particular class, but also "stand above all class in-
terests." Of course, the latter meant no more than th at the state, wavering
between feudal inclinations and capitalistic necessities, "solved" its problem
by doing only what served its own interests. The mercantilistic state, espe-
cially, seemingly demonstrated that a government could - like the Church
or God himself - tower over the whole of society and rule it "in rhe
interests of the whole." lf it did not do so it was thought that this was
net because it was not possible to do so, but because the people who corn-
prised the state were either bad or lacked wisdom. The paternalistic re-
lationships of medieval society we re retranslated to fit new conditions.

With Hobbes the more sceptical bourgeois thinkers saw in the omnI-
potent state a necessary reaction to the ceaseless frictions of the competitive

48) Eugene Tarlé, 'Bonoporte. London, 1937, p. 237.
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struggles which grew out of the passions of human nature. Strong authority
was to secure the social order. There was, however, the other idea, that
a powerful state could prevent the rise of conditions that awakened the
competitive passions in man. The state could be tyrannical or beneficient
and also a beneficient tyranny. In Fichte's mind the state could even de-
velop in a "governrnent that made government superfluous." To be freed
from government, however, the government itself had first to be freed from
social fetters hindering its development. Fichte's "free state" was to be
freed from its bondage to particular interests. It was to become a "political
community" which, by passing through a stage described as a "closed in-
dustrial system" that was to lead to economie abundance, would end up
in a real social community. Yet, for all practical purposes, th is whole
scheme terminated in the demand for the actual national state that could
only be the bourgeois state. Still the ideological scheme did not contradiet
the real development. To have the national state it was necessary to accept
the "closed industrial state." To attain the latter in face of the feudal
reaction and the foreign foe, it was first necessary to have a "political
community,' Even in the ideological scheme the "social community" had
been placed in the far away future and thus to the "idea" no bourgeois
needed to object.

To desire the national state was to desire participation in the capital-
ization process of the wor ld. But as long as there was a wide gap be-
tween desire and reality, the mind could wander freely and idealize expec-
tations. It could imagine that the capitalization which emphasized the state
Was something other than that which emphasized private interests. It could
i~agine this all the more as it had already been demonstrated th at laissez faire
did not mean social peace, welfare, security, or equality, not even "equality
of opportunity" among the capitalists themselves. What could not be
achieved nationally could certainly not be achieved internationallv. Thus
the other road appeared as the possible better one. .

Even in France where the laissez [aire ideology originated - though
under different conditions than those that induced the Englîsh economists
to adopr it for their capitalistic apologies - the traders and industrialists
found it necessary to accept the supplementatiorî of free trade with control
rneasures. They always wavered between both policies with any turn of
~~e?ts. .They always sought to determine or influence development; yet
heir actions we re reactions to movements beyond their control. Even before

te. Revolution and despite her military strength, France's textile and metal-
~rglc ~arkets were dominated by British capital. The war during the
rnevolutlOn was essentially one between English and French merchants and
F~nufacturers. The struggle ~as. ;arrie~ on by Napoleon and lost by

nee. The war enhanced Britain s agncultural and industrial develop-
~ent enormously. British dumpings after the war spelled ruin to foreign
Industr' I h . denressi ..b les. n t e ensumg epression cornpetrtron was merely sharpened
Ut especially Dy means of protective measures. The two-faced attitude
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toward state control and laissez faire was just as much a French as it Was
a German "characteristic."

The exaltatien of the state that Bavored German idealism and her
economie and political theory also played a great part in French history.
"The protective spirit had been deeply planted in the French character,"
writes R. H. Dabney, "therefore it was not strange that there were writers
like Necker, Mably, and Morelly,49) who saw the means of improving the
conditions of the people, not in laissez faire, but in what they considered
beneficerit regulation 'by the state."50) This attitude never left French
thought or, for that matter, the ideas of men anywhere.

Nor was this attitude new; it was always newly revived and adapted
to the fashions of the moment, but it could nourish itself on practically
the whole of human history. Plato's Republic, the "ideal state" of Aristotle,
the countless visions of remembered and forgotten .utopians expressed dis-
satisfaction with things as they were, and longed for conditions as they
ought to beo They expressed, too, suppression and exploitation, the inability
to change conditions at will, the isolation of groups and individuals, social
frictions and the impossibility of overcoming them, the escape from the
outer disharmony into the inner harmony of the imagination; the hope that
some one - the messiah, some force, the state - would straighten things
out, would solve the overwhelming problems of mankind in the face of which
the greatest humility still looked like utter conceit.

Within the capitalist structure, however, the exaltation of the state
was always an expression of the inner contradictions and the historical limit-
ations of capitalism itself. 1t was a declaration of bankruptcy on the part
of those who praised the profit motive as the creator of all thing valuable,
who spoke with pride of the self-regulating features of their marvelous mar-
ket-mechanisrn, of the liberating demoeratic forces inherent in commodity
production. For them it was a "return" to a previous, more primitive ~tate
of affairs, a set-back, a temporary retreat from the new, the better, the
limitless, the unsurpassable capitalist society. If they called upon the state
for help, they did so shamefacedly, always ready to bite the hand that had
just fed them, always attempting to put the state - its servant ~ in its
place. But the state was a feature of capitalism that could never totally be
removed because of the existing class and property structure and 'which could
thus, and at times had to, become the dominating feature. The danger was

49) Morelly. lor example. published in Paris in 1775 a book called "Code de la
Nature" that advocated a sort of slate-communism. He said that "nothing in society
shall belong as individual property to any person. Private property is detestable.
and he who should attempt in the luture society to re-establish it will be imprisoned
lor the rest of his Iile as a violent madman and enemy ol humanlty. Each cilizen
is to be supported. mainlained. and employed by Ihe publlc."
50) The Causes of the French Revolution, p, 257.
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always there th at some day it might destroy the bourgeoisie which supported
is most staunchly and at the same time had the greatest contempt for it.

If for the optimistic bourgeoisie the state was rather unnecessary as
far as the economie Iife of the nation was concerned, for the pessimist ic
bourgeoisie this independent economie life seerned just as unnecessary because
of the existence of the state. Though the lat ter remembered that progress
had been described as the emancipation of capital from the state, they could
conceive equally well the emancipation of the state from private property.
To them the whole bourgeois revolution appeared as a mere intermediary
phase in the development from an unsatisfactory state to a better one that
really represented and even was identical with society as a whole. Capitalists,
full of despair during economie depressions, on the verge of ruin in the
tumult of the crisis, unsuccessful in their climbing towards the top, possessed
by the fear of being hurled into the proletarian abyss; intellectuals wavering
between oid and new loyalities, experimenting with the ideas of the day,
divorced from the bread-baskets of the aristocracy that had fed them to-
gether with jesters, jugglers, and dancing bears, not appreciated by the sus-
picious, miserly, accumulating bourgeoisie of thefounding period, unacknow-
ledged by the beastly exploited and thus "beastly proletarian scum" that
found its happiness in cheap whiskies and its salvation in the mumblings of
still cheaper priests; politicians conspiring for power and positions; revolu-
tionists looking for "radical" solutions and "shortcuts" to a better society
- in brief, all those who opposed the "successful" within the atomized
capitalist society based their hopes and programs on that sole feature within
the capitalist society th at seemed to be the single social element in the an-
archic scramble of individual interests and activities.

Hobbes' Leviathan of the future was expected to be of a beneficial
nature; it would con trol but also secure a .more blessed life. Hegel's "divine
idea" of the all-powerful state was no Frankenstein either. And now, after
the first experiences with a capitalism quite grown up, a state was envisioned
th at might preserve its good side, i. e., its productivity and abolish all its
bad sides: exploitation, crisis, and possibly even wars. The "true socialists"
of Germany who were grouped around the idealist, Moses Hess, thought
their way into the future in a direct line from Hegel to the communist
state. Fourier's phalanstére and all the utopian experiments based on sim-
ilar ideas, expressed paralleling tendencies in France. The idea of -the future
state th at was to be society appeared in speculations such as Bellamy's
Looking Backward. The government of the FrenchFebruary Revolution,
as well as th at of the little Napoleon, emphasized once more the identity
of state and society. The earlier German labor movement under Lasalle
Was equally convineed that state control was the key to all sociat questions
and so was their class enerny and friènd-in-arrns, Prince Bismarck.

To be for the state was to take a communal as 'against an egotistical
stand; it seemed to be equivalent to a choice between capitalism and social-
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ism. Scme of the bourgeoisie turned into "socialists" 61) merely by being
good nationalists. This was the counterpart to what in England had been
called "Tory-Chartism," and wh at had turned Napoleon's adventures into
"peoples' wars." The temporary "alliances" of opposing classes such as
those bet ween tories and workers, bonapartists, capitalists, and workers
liberals and socialists, Prussian Junkers and the laboring class were time~
conditioned opportunistic moves made possible by the continuous shifts of
economie fortunes and political power positions of various groups and inter-
ests within the general development of the capitalist nations.

Those who bound their hop es ro the further development of the cap-
italist forces of production necessarily favored further centralization of
economie control ; and thus, in order not to lose the achievements of the
bourgeois revolution, they favored astrong "social state" to combat the
inevitable result of capital concentration - the dictatorial plutocracy.
To make possible the capitalist mode of production with its promised eco-
nomic abundance and also the liberty that had inspired the revolutionary
bourgeoisie, a state was needed which would guarantee these liberties that
were progressively destroyed by the process of capital accumulation. But
the. "return" to the dominanee of the state did not need to be demanded.
It was ene of the results of capitalistic development.

To oppose an increasing control by the state would have been possible
only through the stabilization of conditions as they existed prior to and
during the French Revolution and the American Wat for Independence.
As pointed out before, the J acobins had not been the "true" representatives of
the French Revolution for their dictatorship had been directed against neces-
sities. Their social vision did not go beyond a demoeratic peasantry, a
decentralized static economy of insignificant enterprisers who had more or
less equal competitive strength and we re th us able to prevent the rise of
monopolies. The Jeffersonian dernocracy, too, had been defeated long be-
fore it celebrated its political successes. The American constitutionwas
designed as an instrument to help the industrial and mercantilist interesta
in the East to counteract and overcome the pressure of the agricultural
majority that constituted Jefferson's followers. To have the kind of demo-
cracy th at was in the mind of the people during this period, it would have
been necessary to caH a halt to aH further development, to "freeze" society
once more as it seemingly had been "frozen" in medieval society. But this
was not possible. The Federalists won in America and Robespierre died
under the guillotine because the future belonged to big business and large
industry, to Capital.

The concentration and centralization of capital destroys the socio-eco-
nomic basis of even that limited kind of democracy that may exist in class

51) In a letter to Marx (845) describing a "socialist workers meeting" F. Engels wrote:
"The whole of Elberfeld and Barmen was present, from the money aristocracy down
to the épicerie, onlv the proletarians were missing." (Briefwechsel, Vol. I, p. 16).

68

and slave societies. Thus it can be pointed out, for instance, against people
who adjudge the American South as an essentially fascist regime compared
with the industrial East that the opposite would be much nearer the truth.
The South was rather, as Donald Davidson remarked, "as complete a real-
ization as we have any right to expect of the kind of society that Jefferson
visualized, the society in which democracy could flourish and remain itself
without artificial stimulation."62)

Indeed, most of the hitherto existing social theories opposing the state
have ad he red to socio-economie concepts that were in opposition to the real
developmental tendencies of capitalism. Not only Proudhon but almost all
rhe anarchist creeds looked backward when constructing their blue-prints
of the future. The "individualism" of the bourgeois. revolution was retained
in the Bourses du Traoail, in the English "Guild Socialism" and came to
light even in the "counter-utopias" opposed to those conceived in the spirit
of state control as, for instance, in William Morris' "News from Nowhere."
This much was obvious, however, that capital developrnent led either to a
plutocracy th at made the state the servant of small groups of titans engaged
in the exploitation of all, or that the state destroyed the plutocracy by making
itself master of society. 53) In either case there was reason to fear that
liberty, fraternity and equality would soon be ended.

(To he conlinueel in Ihe lollowing issues ol New Essays)

52) Mr. Cash and th« Prolo-Dorian Soulh. The Southern Review. Summer, 1941. p. 15.

53) Before the turn of the century even the socialist program was simply a demand
for state ownership of the means of production. In fairness to Marx and Engels,
however, It must be said thaLboth sought state power to eliminate the power of the
state. The "administration of things thot was to follow the government over men, they
saw merely as a branch of the production and distribution process of no greater
lrnportance than any other. Practical politicians, however, aspired to Uttle more than
the replacement of individuol capitalists by governmental administration. The post-
Marxian theories of socialism resurrected the divjsion of society into controllers and
controlled. Georges Sorel observed rightly that the "authors of all inquiries into mod-
~rate socialism were forced to acknowledge that the latter Implies a division of society
Into two groups: the first of these a select body, organized as political party; the
Second is the whole body of producers. This division is 50 evident that generally
no attempt is made to hide it." The first .world war led to an extended state control
OVer production and distribution. All socialÎzation theories developed during and
~~er the war leaned heavily on the war-time example as Lenin's for instanee. As

le Halévy has said: "The whole post-war -socialism is derived from this war-time
organization more than .from Marxism."

69



BOOK REVIEWS
And Keep Your Poeader Dry! An Anthropologist looks at America. By
Margaret Mead. William Morrow & Co., New York, 1942, X and 274
pp., $2.50.

There is more in this stimulating
book than is revealed by its some-
what thartial title. Yes, there is a
lot of p rwder in the "American ehar-
acter", and the author is just the
right person to bring out th is im-
portant asset of the Ameriean people
in the present war. If we assume.
in a preliminary way, that "powder"
in a character-study means about
the same as "pep", there is no doubt
that the author herself has brought
a generous share (Jf th at vital in-
gredient to her study of the stuff
the Ameriean people are made of.
Her book reveals, furthermore, a
fair amount of that good marksman-
ship which does not necessarily go
with a superabundanee of powder.
As old Leatherstocking advised his
young friend of the Mohiean tribe,
"I teIl you, Uncas, you are wasteful
of your powder, and the kick of the
rifie diseoneerts your aim ! Little
powder, light lead, and a long arm,
seldom fail of bringing the death
screech from a Mingo f At least sueh
has been my experienee with the
creatur's."

Without losing sight of the essen-
ti al conneetion between the manifold
subjects treated from various angles
in the different parts of the book, we
propose to deal with its ma in con-
tents under two separate headings,
of whieh the first should read,

Coming of Age in America
The au thor does not claim th at

she, or any other student of primit-
ive soeieties, can approach modern
eivilized society with the high de-
gree of detaehment achieved in the
study of remote and strange societies
and still remain a norma!, part.icip-
70

ant member of that society. The very
familiarity of the language, institu_
tions, ideas and mores seems to ex-
clude the "detailed objective record_
ing in human behavior" which is the
aim of anthropological research.

Here is, indeed, a very contradic_
tory situation. The greatest praise
that Franz Boas could bestow on his
gifted pupil in the Foreword to Mar;
garet Mead's best known book, Com,
ing of Age in Samoa, was that she
had been able "to identify herself so
completely with the Samoan youth."
For this purpose the anthropologist
has to step outside his culture and
his century. _There is a chance that
in face of such different moral stand-
ards and theoretical concepts, he may
even be able, within certain limits,
to forget about the equally acciden-
tal and conventional \Talues whieh
are part and parcel of his own cul-
ture, deeply ingrained in his and his
kin's behaviour. Yet if he turns
back, as Margaret Mead has at-
tempted to do in a few important
chapters of her recent hook, to apply
the same methods to his own ci~iJi~a-
tion, the trouble is not that it ~s ddf-ficult for him to identify himsel
with this particular culture, but th~t
he is already too completely identd
fied with it. Even if he succee~e
in the contradictory task of steppJn3'
outside and remaining inside the s~-
ciety which is the subject of hlS
study, his readers might miss the ~s-
sential point since the anthroPo~O~r
al record will lack "the whole mC "
ental paraphernalia of strangen~SS
which in other cases are aIl the tlIJI~
reminding them of the "othernes~
of the discribed situations. That IS,
as we may note in parenthesis, eX-

Bctly the same diffieulty whieh for
long time prevented the true un-

derstanding of the Marxian criticism
of the fetishist nature of modern
c8pitalist "commodity production" .

In spite of such difficulties, Mar-
pret Mead sets out valiantly to solve
her self-imp'osed task. Chapters VI
and VII deal with the typieal at-
titudes towards "achievement" and
"success" whieh in American life are
derived from the partieular relation-
ships between parents and children
on the one hand, and the infiuences
exerted on the growing ehild by his
siblings, near relations, nurses on the
other hand. A high point of this
kind of investigation is reached in
the ninth chapter (The Chip OD, the
Shoulder,) which might indeed have
been an excellent section of the au-
thor's unwritten book, Coming of
Alfe in America.

Before dealing with the conclus-
ions the author derives from her an-
thropological investigations we point
to a certain ambiguity in her own
description of the aims of the new
anthropological approach. There is
no reason to deIiy that, as the author
says in one place, "one way of un-
derstanding the typ ieal character
structure of a culture" is to fo11ow
step by step the way in which it is
"mediated" to the child by his par-
ents and his brothers and sisters.
Vet there are other statements in
which she raises 'a stronger and more
~xclusive claim. She contends that
lUst this particular method is the
on.ly way to "understand" the regul-
arlty of the particular behavior of
P~rtieular people in a particular pe-
riod, while a11 other hitherto accept-
~d scientific approaches lead at best
o a mere "description". Since it is

pr~bable that the incongruity of this
~ al~ d?es not lie exclusively or prt-

anly In the somewhat spurious use
?f the two terms which we have put
~~l~uotas, we reprint the passage in

"rd 0 the lamily we must turn lor an un-
8~rstanding ol the American character
e r.ucture. We may describe the adult Am·
r:1can, and lor descriptive purposes we

ay reler his behavior to the American

scene, to tho European past, to the stote
of American industry, to any other set ol
events which we wish; but to understand
the regularity ol this behavior we must
investigate the lamily in which the child
is reared." (37)

From th is and many similar pas-
sages it seems to follow that for such
problems as the war and the ensuing
peace the reference to the underly-
ing historica I, economie, and other
material conditions ("any other set
of events"!) is expressly cut out to
make room for the only relevant
question "how babiea become Am-
ericana". The author does not dis-
tinguish between the investigation of
the dynamic changes of a given his-
torical structure of society, and that
of the comparatively statie ("time-
less") conditions which are commonly
supposed to be characteristie of the
so-called primitive societies. She ex-
pressly excludes any possible attempt
to approach the investigation of the
origin of the American character by
a question which looks towards "a
few historical causes" (80-81), or to
explain the "betrayal" of the Liber-
ation of Europe after the first WorId
War by "statements about interna-
tional banking, the big interests, the
fe ar of Communism in the bourgeois
mind."

There is no doubt in the review-
er's mind that from a strictly scien-
tific viewpoint we must accept this
(or any ether) methodological re-
striction of a given pièce of invest-
igation. It is quite possible, e. g.,
to deal with sueh events as the World
War and the Depreasion merelv in
terms of "believing in" and after-
wards "betraying" a "Cause", and of
an ensuing "punishment". Though
the reviewer is not much impressed
by this or any other particular form
of "phrasing the worId", he admits
th at an anthropological "theory of
character structure" on these Iines,
as opposed to the traditional "theory
of history" may serve its purpose.
In the author's words, it may help
to make this war "make sen se to us,
as a people, if we are to fight it and
win it; and th en work to keep aU
th at we have gained."
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Unfortunately, the author has not
reached her results, even in the more
especially "anthropological" chap-
ters, through a strict adherence to
those methodological postulates.
There are deep insights into the pee-
uliar dynami es of American life and
its basic driving force, the eraving
for success. There are brilliant for-
mulations of the inherent contradie-
tions of the American mind, its am-
bitions and fears, its incessant ef-
forts to measure up to an unknown
and unknowable standard, and the
resuIting anguish of a desperate un-
certainty. Yet it is a delusion that
these results have in fact been ob-
tained without connecting those pee-
uliar traits of the American charac-
j er with' definite historical, êconomic
and societal conditions. This be-
comes unmistakably clear if we turn
from the author's analysis of the
family relationships as such to her
discussion of the particular role
which has been and is being played
in tl:e development of the American
cl.araeter by the incident of immi-
gration. It is here that "históry"
creeps back into all the author's de-
s-ripticns of the particular dynamics
of the ever changing American
scene. The general trend of th is in-
cessant movement is derived from
the quasi-historical phenomenon of
a permanent infiux of newcomers
and their gradual adaptation. The
"first generation" tries to overcome
its European heritage (the au thor
never mentions the analogous pro-
cesses of the Asiatic immigration l)
The "secorid" and all subsequent
generations strive to overcome the
various intermediate phases of a nev-
er completed process of Americ~n-
ization, until in a somewhat elusive
last phase the whole non-stop move-
ment seems to turn backward in a
circular curve since there is nothing
left to which one might still adapt
oneself. The only way out of this
situation is, as the author proceeds
to show in the second part of the
book to turn from American isola-
tion 1:0 a world-wide extension of the
American society, complemented by
the valuable elements of other cul-
tures, other peoples, and other civil-
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izations. This last and greatest op_
portunity is offered t? th~ American
people, in the au thor s view, by thc
present war.

Phr asîng the WGrid for War

"Winning the War" is written in
large letters, as it were! all over thc
author's book. She dedicates to this
purpose not .only ~er great t~lent of
factual investigabon but, bemg the
kind of person who must go .the whole
heg in all she does, throws m a num,
ber of most atrocious prejudices-
such as the reviewer fondly believes
she would not have seriously consid_
ered even a few years ago. There is a
terrible exaggeration in the manner
in which she lumps together, in one
foul pool of "miasma", aU that the
best type of the last generation of
Americans thought and feIt af ter the
triple shock of the W~r, the Pros-
perity, and the Depression. The last
twenty-five years are told as the
story of "a generation who betrayed
their own ideals, whose moral mus-
cles went fiaccid", and who exposed
the whole succeeding generation to
"a moral peril such as no group of
Americans had ever been exposed. to
before". There is only one good po~nt
to this whole situation. The bodles
and souls of the offspring of that
lost generation, the unfortunate
children of the "moral debauches of
the last twenty years" were saved
from incurable moral decay by the
fact that their would-be defil~rs, or
top of their other failures, fatled ~h
so in sufficiently infecting them WI d
their own cynical failure. ~ny: reaofer who suspects th is descnpt~on the
being overdone should read In.ffer-chapter Are Today'. Youth Dl en-
ent?, the hum bie a~ology of thedïble
erafion who committed th~ ho the
crime. This is what, according t:antauthor, they should sa~ if they .
to look their children In the eye.

d some-"We admit Ihal we have one We
Ihing which mighl have cripp1ed ~ou. Ihal
laughl you 10 believe Ihàl everylhmg we
we loughl lor was a mirage a~d that We
were dopes 10 have lallen fOT 11 • • . ral
did lai1 in Ihal we withdTew our rno d
eliort =». Ihe job, and in Ihal we sloPpe

trying. We had pul our hands to tbe
p10ugb and turned back. FOT Ihat we
must asJe iotqiveness, We fai1ed you be-
c;ause we lied to you, lorcing ourseives
aDd you to believe that we had DO part
in the way in which the wor1d was get-
ting steadily worse. Still we ~n say
wUb deep thankfulness that we bave lail,
ad to break you, failed to rob you ol yOUT
Arnerican inheritonce . . . In ·this OUT lino]
lailUTe. to put upon our cbildren OUT own
weaJeness. we have failed also, thank
God." (pp. 127-128)

This repentant mood of the au-
thor, like a magnifying mirror, re-
fieets a state of mind which of late
has become increasingly common a-
mong the American intelligentsia. It
is for this reasen mainly that we
have dwelt on it although, if we look
at the book as a whole, it does not
represent its main tendency.

The true aims of Marga1"et Mead's
work are much better expressed by
the fact that it is presented as "ene
part of the program of the Council
of Intercultural Relations which is
attempting to develop a series of sys-
tematic understandings of the great
contemporary cultures so that the
special valnes of each may be or-
chestrated in a world built new."
The anxious question whether th is
goal can be reached by a conscious
effort of the American people as it
is today ("There is no time to re-
educate us -- even to the degree to
whieh re-education is possible") un-
derIies the careful stock-taking of
all the strengths and weaknesses of
the American charaeter which takes
~p the greater part of the book. It
IS highly interesting to observe tbe
manner in whieh the author mar-
shals the of ten widely divergent and
~ven eonfiicting results of her var-
10US investigations and reasonings to
~he one purpose of presenting the
~meriean task in this war not as a
Inere world conquest but as a much
Inore diffieuit, more daring and,
~herefore, a much more worthwhile
Job for the Americans.

"BUilding a new world" -- what
~ task for -God's chosen people!
Amerieans should make good lead-

el's in such an undertaking" (p.

121) . The very eontradictions be-
tween the American character and
the American situation: the all-de-
vouring impetus toward suceess. in
every young American and the rm-
possibility for "the fourth-genera-
tion Ameriean who is the fourth of
a line of suecessful men" to go on
sueeeeding, going plaees, onwards
and upwards (76 ff.); the secret
knowledge that this whole need for
an everincreasing success which since
pioneer times has been an indispens-
able element of the American way
of life, is after all suited only to an
ever expanding world (261) -- all
these contradictions inherent in pre-
sent-day American demoeracy lead
the- author, herself an American, to
the ardent conviction that the only
worthwhile aim is to blend these eon-
trasting features of the Ameriean
character " for a New World which
lies not in the New World, is not
entirely of it, and yet could not have
been without it" (79).

Even more revealing is the "pre-
cedent" on which the author bases
the details of her American plan of
"building the world new." As a good
American she claims for America the
whole credit for the historical pro-
cess by which during the last two
hundred years the old craftsman-
ships and specialized hereditary skills
of Europe were replaced by mach in-
ery. It was not the Duteh, the Eng-
lish the German and, in the last
pha~e, also the American, who to-
gether performed th at tremendous
change of the whole eeonomic struc-
ture of society which was described
by their historians as the Industrial
Revolution. It was the American a-
lone who, by three successive steps
of one gigantic effort, moved away
from the European system of spe-
cialized personal skills and, through
the pioneer stage when each man was
his own Jack-of-aB-trades, moved on
to "our present age of machine
tools and assembly lines" (220). It
was the American who with his char-
acteristic mixture of strengths and
weaknesses, imported all those valu-
able skills from Europe, yet did not
learn them himself, but instead set
about studying the underlying opera-
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tions and made machines to do what
till then the European skilled work-
ers had done (222-24).

Of a similar nature, the author
continues her argument, is the new
particular task th at lies ahell;d of the
Americans at the present juncture.
Again, the task is not to invent a
new culture for the whole world de
nnv">. "lf we wish to build a world
which will use all men's diverse gifts,
we must go to school to other cul-
tures, analyze them and rationalize
our findings. We must find models
and patterns which, orchestrated to-
gether on a world scale, will make
a world as different from the old as
the machine world was from the
rraf't industries of the middle ages"
(235).

The whole plan as presented,. and
the historical "precedent" on which
j f- Î" based, confirm that this is es-
sentially an international task and
not merely or primarily the job of
a particular nation. Just as de
Tocqueville one hundred l'ears ago
dealt with American Democracy as
part and phase of a world hlstorical
process which he described as the
marsh of revolu.tion, so we must re-
cognize today the buil ding of a new
society not as the enter prise of one
nation but as the outcome of a world-
wide movement. The author herself,
af ter having neglected this aspect in
the eartier parts of her book, dis-
arms our criticism on the concluding
page. Af ter having fully prese~~.ed
the importance of the task from In-
side" her own American culture, she
adds that "this is not a job for one

nation alone" . Though for immed_
iate purposes it is necessary to "see
this job as America's", we must see
it in a wider aspect if we want to
transform the fulfillment of the job
at hand into a first step towards a
future state of society "where there
will be neither war, nor the absence
of war, but a world that is not war-
oriented at all."

The present reviewer has no quar-
rel 'with this lofty ideal. Yet from
a methodological point of view it is
hard to discover any but the most
tenuous link between those ultimate
results of the bock and the anthro-
pological investigations from which
it started. Thus it seems that the
book as a whole does not bear out
the author's claim that if we want
to win this war and to build the
world anew af ter, the war, we must
know what American mothers are
telling the four-year-olds at the
breakfast table. This deficiency
does not invalidate the author's at-
tempt to apply to the modern A:n-
erican scene those methods and skills
which during the last seventeen
years she applied in studying the
primitive societies of South Sea. Is-
landers and Indians. Many SIgnS
point to the increasingly important
part that such "unhistorical" ap-
proaches as those of anthropology,
psychology and technology will p~ay
in dealing with what in the reced~ng
past of the Euramerican civilizat.lOn
were regarded as purily histoncal
subjects. A detailed discussion of
this larger problem is beyond the
scope of this review.

K. K.

ESCAPE' PROM FREEDOM. By Erich Fromm. Farrar & Rinehart.
New York. (305 pp. j $3.00)

This book begins with some ex-
tremely dubieus statements. When
Fromm writes "The familiar picture
of man in the last century was one
of a rational being" and "One feIt
confident that the achievements of
modern democracy had wiped out all
sinister forces," he forgets th at up
to now civilization has been confined
to a few Islands in a vast ocean of
74

barbarism, ignorance and corrup~io~.
Even in the more advanced natIo~h
the "enlightened citizen" of the 1 .. nun-
century has always been In a this
ority; and we now realize that ov-
worthy citizen was tremendously his
er-confident, largely because of inible 1 -• unconsciousness of the te~ 0-
security of his historical pOSItJOn.~a-
day the .probiems posed by the re

tions of white and colored races in
the East and by the changes going
on inside backward countries require
of us a more critical, that is to say a
more revolutionary, attitude toward
the struggle for freedom.

In general. however, ESCAPE
FROM FREEDOM is a valuable con-
tribution to what might be called
our "intellectual rearmament." Past
concepts of freedom have by now
lost much of their validity. There
was always a good deal of hypocrisy
about bo.urgeois democracy, which
corresponded too naively with the in-
terests of arising capitalist class j

and the old socialist and anarchist
doctrines were themselves too much
colored by the 'society in which they
were born. A revision of our know-
ledge and our ideals is indicated -
or perhaps rather a clarification.
This is what Fromm undertakes, in
some ways most successfully.

"Nazism is an economie and polit-
ical problem, but the hold it has over
a whole people has to be understood
on psychological grounds." The key
is furnished by the distinction be-
tween "freedom from" and "free-
dom to." The individual, as the
shattering of feudal forms by rising
capitalism makes him increasingly in-
dependent of the social group, feels
himself increasingly helplees in the
midst of an organized chaos which
threatens to shatter him as a human
being. The alienation of man, to use
Marx's well-known expression, leads
him to give up this terrifying negat-
I~e "freedom from," which is quite
dIfferent fr om that positive "freedom
to" which expresses itself in spon-
taneity, creative work, human solid-
ar~ty and intelligence, T)e autorit-
arlan regimes at once invite and re-
quire the individual to reject his
~u~anity, exploiting his despair and
eehng of insecurity. This humsnity,

as Fromm weIl shows, is an embar-
rassment anyway under capitalist
democracy, which debauches the in-
riv~dual and leaves him only the il-
uSlOn of thinking. His ideological

and spiritual nourishment is forced

on him by the same kind of hi;;l1-
powered advertising methods as are
used to promote a new tooth-paste.
Fromm's analysis brings out the dan-
gerous kinship of the sick demoera-
cies and the total dictatorships of
our time. The social conformism of
the former, induced by the capital-
ists' control of the press, the radio,
the movies, and the educational sys-
tem, and the state-imposed uniform-
ity of the latter-these are shown
to differ quantitatively rather than
qualita tively.

Fromm explains the psychology of
the masses who accept fascism by the
need to escape from a "freedom"
that has become intolerable because
of the insecurity, both economie and
spiritual, which accompanies it un-
der capitalism. This is, of course,
quite true; and his analysis of the
origin of fascism is extremely valu-
able. But the totalitarian experience
continu es, and we can now see it
developing a new kind of insecurity
even worse than the one that it re-
medied: the German and Russian
masses no longer live simply under
the rule of an aIl-powerful central
authority, which has its psychclogfe-il
attractions, but rather in an atmo-
sphere of permanent catastrophe.
Will fhis not force the subjugated
human being once more to reassert
himself and take his destiny into his
own hands? Many years of exper-
ience in a totalitarian society with
socialist tendencies have taught me,
furthermore, that a collective econ-
omy requires the initiative and the
freely-expressed criticism of the mas-
ses of producers, that is to áay. free-
dom of thought based on feeling of
human solidarity and on the develop-
ment of the individual. The sup-
pression of this freedom causes an
enormous waste, which seems to me
to be one of the chief weaknesses of
authoritarian regimes. Here may be
found the economie basis for a new
liberty in the collective economies
of tomorrow.

Victor Serge
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Make This the Last War. By Michael Straight. Harcourt, Brac~ and
Company, New York. (417 pp.; $3.00)

The author believes that the Unit-
ed Nations are engaged in a Iife-and-
death struggle with a rebellion a-
gainst mankind. To forestall an Ax-
is victory and a subsequent de"truc-
tion of civil society, the United Na-
tions need not only a powerful army
under a single command but, most
of all, a new vision. This new vision
must break away from the prewar
concept and practice of segregated
power politics and monopoly imper-
ialiern. The millions of soldiers and
wor kers engaged in this liîe-and-
death struggle abroad and at home
must be told that they are fighting
and dying for a new equ-ilitarian
society. a society whi-h will reallv
be free from want and fear. Up till
now, Mr. Straight charges, none of
the war aims released by the United
Nations has given us such guarantee.
On the cdntrary. the much heralded
Atlantic Charter contains the seeds
for further segregation and even fas-
eist development. The most danger-
rous weakness in the Charter is Ar-
ticle Three because it provides that
the si-matortes of the Charter "res-
pect the right of all people to choose
the form of gove-nment under which
thev wiII live". This guarantee con-
stitutes no guarantee at aIl. There
is no case in modern history where
a people have volutarily chosen fas-
cism as a form of government. There
is also no case where a dictator has
not claimed that he was in fact chos-
en by the people. Article Three may
be the forcing wedge for the return
of fascism to the worId.

Another major source of frustra-
tion Straight sees in Artiele Four
which wiII endeavor "with due res-
pect for existing obligations to fur-
ther the enjoyment of all States ...
on equal terms to the trade and raw
materials of the world which are
needed .for their economie prosper-
ity." If we intend to return to the
international property relations of
1938, Straight complains, it would
he far better to say so now. Further-
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more, the Charter does not contain
assurances to oppressed peoples that
they will be freed, and whenever am,
plification has been sought we have
remained ominously silent.

Mr. Straight makes this la ck of
clarity in the formulation of our War
aims the central theme of his plea for
a new vision and for coordinated ac-
tion towards the realization of his
new society. To substantiate his ar-
gument that prewar society was bad,
he delves into the recent socio-eco_
nomic and colonial history of Great
Britain and the United States, re-
veals the reasons for the alienation
of colonlal peoples, shows how we
continue to exploit the Chinese even
now and why, on account of this pol-
icy, fascist tendencies are making
rapid headway in China. He charges
the government with inefficiency in
the execution of decrees converting
industry from peace- to war-produc-
tion. and the blame for these short-
cornings he pins on the administra-
tion's inability to curb the activity
of powerful individual interests
which hope to restore, aft er the war,
the econ rmic and social structure of
1935. Equally vehemently Straight
attacks the appeasers who cluster a-
round Professor Nicholas Spykman's
handy guide of American imperial-
ism. "Am erica's Strategy in World
Polities". whose strategy, allegedly
inspired by the most permanent fac-
tor in the world - geography -
calls for a friendly attitude towards
Germany and Japan and a ho~tile
attitude towards Russia and China.
Fortunately, Mr. Straight rejoices,
we are now realizing our mistakes
and we are beginning to move. in ~he
right direction. We are coordInatIng
our technical and man power resOur-
ces we have set up price ceilings
and are rigidly enforcing rationi~g,
we freeze wages and limit salarles
to $25,000 annually, we encourag~
voluntary savings through increas.e
sale of war bonds, we establish min-
imum standards of nutrition and en-
act laws towards greater social secU-

rity; in short, we are moving towards
the equalitarian society. But that is
not enough; we must now work out
in detail the form of society that
is to emerge af ter the war.

The author visualizes a worId in
chaoS. Large parts of Europe will
he devastated. Millions of people
will be starving. Two thirds of the
children may face death or lifelong
disfigurement. AU former institu-
tions will be destroyed, and "almost
no organizations will be in existence
eapable to provide a .government."
During these chaotic conditions the
European Federation wiII be born
and the United Nations must provide
leadership and help. In Mr. Straight's
opinion three fundamental problems
will have to be solved :

1) The Proviaion of Capital for
backward or devastated nations is to
be secured by the organization of a
United Nations Reconstruction Fin-
ance Corporation which is to work
in close collaboration with similar
government agencies of the affiliat-
ed countries;

2) Tbe Control of the Term. of
Trade will have to be regulated by a
t!nited Nations Commodity Corpora-
bon which is to fix the price for
primary products and the rate of in-
terest on capital loans;

3) The Planning of World Deve-
IOPlDent is to be left in the hands

of a United Nations Resources Com-
mission which is to guide a) a coun-
try's national development and b)
prevent overdevelopment of certain
industries through the uncoordinated
rush of industrialization that has
self-sufficiency as its objective.

If these pro bl ems can be solved,
as Mr. Straight believes they can,
then society will reeover from the
wounds of the war. The new society,
based upon planned trade on a worId-
wide seale, wiII eliminate unemploy-
ment and privation, the people will
be happy and free again, and thus
the present war wiII go down in his-
tory as the last war.

There is no need to discuss in de-
tail the author's particular demandn.
In spite of his wish to mobilize a11
progressive democratie movements
of our time: the labor movement.
the New Deal, Communists, "and all
those who are fighting for greater
freedom and worId conscience in
China, in India, in all nations," he
does not really cut the link between
his Free World Asaociation and the
forces in control of the United Na-
tions today.

The book contains much valuable
information but it does not make
good the author's promise to provide
a "new vision" for the struggling
forces of democracy.

W. B.

THE SILENT WAR. The Underground Movement in Gerrnany. By
J. B. Jansen and Stefan WeyI. J. B. Lippincott, N ew York. (357 pp.;
$2.75).

t The authors of this book belong
to. the group, New Beginning, which
;Ied to revive the Social Democratie
t.arty of Germany af ter its destruc-
o~on by the Nazis. Exiled members
th the group kept in contact with

~h ers that remained in Germany.
f ey were able to receive inside in-
orrn t·n' a IOn almost up to the begin-

t.lng of the war beeause of the con-
blnuous stream of immigrants and
l·eca~se they could re ad German pub-
1Cattons which revealed in court and

police reports that the Nazis were
not able to stamp out aIl opposition.
The bulk of the book, however, deals
with the history of the opposition of
the labor parties before Hitler's as-
cendancy to power. Most of what it
states for the ensuing period are
faets, experiences, and observat ions
already publicized by the exiled So-
cial Democratic Party and the In.ide
Germany Report. of the English and
American "Friends of German Free-
dom." Although there is no reason
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to doubt the truth of these reports,
what they reveal does not justify the
spurious title of the book.

The book deals not so much with
the .ilent war against the Nazis as
with the fact that organizations
once established die very hard. It
also shows that such organizations
will 'do anything to regain their loss,
in this partienlar case, by subscribing
to the war plans of the allied na-
tions which coincide with their own
desire to remove apolitical competit-
or. The "silent war" is offered part-

Iy as their contribution to the cOlt)
mon cause and partly to justify the'-
present and future claims -to a sha 1t
of the results of a victory Over li;e
Ier. Hitler's fear of a home-fro~i
of which the authors speak has, how,
ever, reaIly nothing to do with th
opposition to which they point noe
with one which they would be abl

r

to envision. The opposition will come
not from political forces of the pas~
but from the contradictions of the
present.

M.

THE PR!NCIPLE OF POWER. The Great Political Crisis of History,
By Guglielmo Ferrero. G. P. Putnam's Sons, New York, (333 pp.; $3.50).

In this - his last book - the late
Professor Ferrero elaborates upon
his earlier established theory of le-
gitimacy in gove-nment and connects
it with the present war. According
to Ferrero the cause of the frightful
disu-der to which Europe has suc-
cum bed is not the disturbance of in-
ternational relations among the var-
ious states, but the result of the in-
ternal crisis that completely upset aIl
the Old World States. Responsible
are the revolutions which, since 1917,
have convulsed practicaIly the whole
of the European continent. Once
more a revolutionary government
unleashed a general war for the same
reason and in exactly the same man-
ner as the French Revolution. What
we are witnessing on a world-wide
scale are Napoleon's adventures
translated into German. If war res-
ults from revolutionary governments,
peace can be estalished and ma in.
tained only with thebelp of legitim.
a':e government and thus Ferrero de-
mands a new "Congress of Vienna"
wl-i+h may be able to save the wor ld
as it saved Europe in 1815.

This outline, contained in the pre-
face, comprises the whole of his thes-
is. The rest of the book merely il-
lustrates it. The historical illustra-
tions and anecdotes, however, make
the book readable despite lts unreal-
istic proposit ions. The peculiar state-
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ments are based on attributes of "hu-
man nature" such as "fear" and on
"necessities" such as the "historical
constant" th at authority comes from
above and legitimacy from below.
Sovereignty implies superiority but
also the consent of the governed.
Their consent, the "principle of le-
gitimacy", in Férrero's view, is al-
ways "in harmony with the customs,
the culture, the science, the religion,
the economie interests of an age;'
For him the relationship between rul-
ers and ruled is similar to that be-
tween father and child. Though
"government is condemned to live in
terror because... it makes use of
physical force and violence; yet, de·
spite its fear, it will always be stron-
ger than aIl the revolts that wiIl
break out against it, because its ex-
istence, like its fear, is conformabie
to human nature."

Unfortunately for humanity men
once forgot what is conform'
able to their nature. "Because to-
ward the end of the eighteenth cen-
tury," Ferrero writes, "one of the
foremost peoples in Europe refused
for six weeks, only six weeks, to ob-
es, a sort of revolutionary apocalYl?S~
was thereby brought about, WhlCf
has lasted for a century and a haJ
now, af ter having devastated EuropeJ
threatens to spread over aIl the WO!!g
and destroy everything." Hang~nh
in mid-air between monarchy, WhlC

"as no longer possible, and demo-
e""cy, w~ich was not yet po~ble, in
desperatlOn people turned towards
reyolutionary government. The Wei-
JIlar Republic, too, was not a legitim-
.te goyernment because too many
Germans refused to accept republic-
.n institutions. But a revolutionary
government is not sure of its super-
iority and cannot rely on its people.
possessed of fear it keeps on arming
itself the more frightened it becom-
es and in the reflecting game of fear
th~ true origin of war may be found.

Aside from a11the contradictions in
which Ferrero involves himself, his
theory amounts to saying that if

there is a revolution there is a rev-
olution, if there is none there .is none.
A government is legitimate if it is
not overthrown, it is revolutionary
if it succeeds a previous government.
Wh at Ferrero says is that he does
not like revolutions and that conse-
quently governments should prevent
revolutions and that the ruled should
ab~tain from revolution because they
bnng about general disorder and
solve nothing. He insists on the cor-
rectness of his thesis by saying that
revolutionary government "did a
great deal of harm to me, my fam-
ily, and my sons."

M.

CONDITIONS OF PEACE. By Edward Hallet Carr. The Macmillan
Company. New York. (282 pp.; $2.50).

For Mr. Carr the present war is
an episode in a revolution against
liberal democracy, national self-de-
termination and laiuez faire econom-
ics, It can be neither explained nor
waged in purely national terms,
There is also no return to pre-war
conditions. "Hitler has consummated
the work, which Marx and Lenin had
begun, of overthrowing the nine-
teenth-century capitalist system."
~hat is now under attack, however,
IS not "democracy as such, but liber-
al democracy in its specificaIly nine-
teenth-century form." That demo-
cracy of property owners crumbled
:a~ with the rise of organized eco-
t mie power. In the new democracy
po com~, "liberty" must be re-inter-
t}~~ted m economie terms. To make
b IS Possible, economie power must
tre 1brought under government con-

ot,

ti The rights of nations, like the
toght~ ?f men, are hollow if they fail
"'h ead to economie weIl-being
4 Us t" 1 .lt) na iona self-determination
heUst also be understood differently
co~ause . "interdependence has be-
\rÏ\T ~ ,~n mescapable condition of sur-
ti~a. Those concerned with intern a-
•. nal relations of the future must.ecog .th rnze tha neect for a larger unit

an the present nation and realize

that national self-determination can
be valid only within a new frame-
work of mutual military and econom-
ic obligations.

The economie crisis underlying the
political crisis led to the/ present re-
treat from the money economy and
to a re-integration of society by way
of coIlectivisation. The solution of
the economie problem is planned con-
sumption. Initiated in Germany and
Russia by revolutions, it is now fos-
tered everywhere by war, unfortun-
ately only in its simplest form, that
is, as armament production. AI-
though the profit motive has faHed
us, we have not yet discovered a
moral substitute for it other than
war; nothing but war seems suffi-
ciently worthwhile.

For Carr the economie crisis is in
essence a moral crisis. The absence
of a moral .purpose explains ther'pop-
ular demand, not for unrestricted
liberty, but for more authoritative
leadership." The popular demand is
met by the shift of power from the
popular representative assembly to
the popular responsible leader, which
does not represent a diminution of
democracy as such, but a change in
the form and character of contem-
poraty democracy. The transfer of
power fr om the legislative to the ex-
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ecutive branches of government is
evident also in the United States,
where the presidency is likely to bê-
come more important than Congress.

Carr's idea of a moral crisis un-
derlying al! the problems of today,
is a necessary prerequisite to his
outline of policies for the coming
peace. AH his specific recommenda-
tions, sueh as planned consumption,
public works, social minimum, con-
trol over industry, in order to be
carried out and to lead to the results
envisioned, presuppose that the rul-
ing class is determined by nothing
other than a moral law designed to
guarantee the well-being of all hum-
anity, He admits, however, that the
two existing moral principles that
supersede war, i. e., Christianity and
communism, cannot serve to lend
purpose and meaning to modern life.
A new faith must be found.

Meanwhile one must recognize the
changes that have taken place. Brit-
ain's balance-of-power policy, for in-
stance, has come to a close. She can
no longer stand aloof from Europe.
American interests, being bound up
with the survival of security of Great
Britain, are identical with British in-
terests in maintaining British power
in Europe. Both must accept per-
manent military and economie re-
sponsibiIities beyond their own bor-
ders. As to Germany it is difficult
"to imagine any effective policy for
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her dismemberment, which would not
involve the break-up of the econotni
unity of Central Europe." Thus 'Wc
must help to build up the Gertna~
economie system into a larger Unit
under different forms of control. Re.
conciliation will follow by way of
co-operation. Carr suggests the set.
ting up of a European Reconstruc.
tion and Public Works Corporation
and a European Planning AuthOrity
They will be heirs to two going con~
cerns; the centralized econotnic
machinery of Hitler's New Order
and the machinery of Allied wartitne
controls. Thére is no choice but to
build on them, and perhaps recast
them in the pro cess of building.

While reading all this and more
of the same stuff, one cannot help
wondering what the war is all about.
Apparently the only difference be-
tween Carr's schemes and Hitler's
are differences in terminology. Carr
goes so far as even to be willing to
do for Germany without Hitler what
Hitier tries to bring ab out. He ob-
jects to Hitler's ideas because they
are based on the "hypothesis of Ger-
man predominance." His own ideas,
however, are based 9n much less,
that is, on the hope that a new moral
purpose will arise. ActuaHy both are
in full agreement as to what ought
to be done; they differ only on the
question as to who is going to do it.M.
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