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INTRODUCTION

‘The economic prosperity of the sixties and the political sta-
bility that rested on it have eroded to such an extent that falling
profits and inflation, on the one hand, and governmental crises
and a distinct trend toward authoritarian politics, on the other,
have now spread to the entire capitalist world. The developing
risis and is social implications are the ocus o this ssue.

ricle examines the prospects for a full-scale depres-
sion as the outcome of the current economic downur, Having
previously discussed the economists’ inability to control or even
explain this situation (see Root & Branch 6, “The Obsolescence of
Modern Economics"), he outlines Mar’s theory of capitalism in
order to demonstrate its usefulness in analyzing the current crisis.
Summarizing from a Marxian perspective the most important fac-
tors determining the structure of the economy, Mose concludes
that both the squeezing of workers'living standards and govern-
ment economic interventions can, at best, only prevent a sudden
collapse of the system.

If then we can expect a continuing icling e slandacich
living in each country accompanied by a heightening of interna-
tional tensions, what are the consequences for American politics
Paul Mattick shows that corresponding to the absence of a social-
ist movement in America is the absence of fascistic movements as
attempted resolutions of extreme class conflict. The complacency
of the American working class, however, depends upon continu-
ing capitalist expansion. Thus, the limits imposed by the develop-
ing crisis create the possibility of a bmak with the belief that poli-
tics can be safely left to the bous

Mattick's book, Marx and Kems, is the subject of a lengthy.

review by Rick Burns, who focuses on its critique of Keynesian
theory on the basis of Mancs theory of value. In his review of
Lappe and Collins's Food First, Gary Roth deals with agriculture
as an example of the problems set by capitalism for the satisfac-
tion of human needs.

Maoism seems to be on the wane in China, statues of
the Great Helsman siill standing in public places provide a start-
ing point for a look at the intersection of politics and art. In a pic-
ture essay and an article by Alan Walloch the meaning of monu-
mental figure sculpture in the western past is examined through its
reflection in China's present

Finally, this issue includes our first “mini-pamphlet,” a re-
ing of two pieces on Anarchism and Marxism.
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ON THE CLASS SITUATION
IN SPAIN

The balance of power between the unions and the ranks of
workers in Spain is clearly shifting to the advantage of the former
at the expense of every extra-union form of organization, espe-
cially the general assemblies. The recent practices of the Socialist
(UGT) and Communist (CCOO) unions indicate a modification
of their strategy toward the assemblies, whose status as a recog-
nized and privileged form of the workers movement appears to
e waning. This at any rat s the conclusion of an analysi of two
publish-

ing the younul, B-nrle ta
Although the transport maintenance workers had controlled
fiekaike through daily assemblies and had fought to the point
400 were arrested, the UGT and CCOO managed to end
e inaggl by mere deckien of e negoting vousbisies: Tha
rank-and-file opposition to this was 5o great that the bureaucrats
had to appeal to the police for protection during the last general
assembly; nevertheless, the unions succeeded: the majority re-
turned to work. Then. in a strike in graphics arts, the UGT and
CCOO left the strike committee and again negotiated a back-to-

work. As Bicicleta putit

These experiences have been useful o the UGT and the CCOO.
Finding it impossible to control the assemblies. they hastened
to change the decision-making machinery before the metal

construction-. and textile-workers' contract talks began. Deci

Now the CCOO and the UGT criticize the general assemblies
s manipulative and “anti-demoeratic” because they don't rep-
resent “the totalty of the workers of each sector.” (As f this
totalty had voted during the union elections!) These familiar
arguments of the bosses under Franco are now used to run
down every strike not controlled by the CCOO and the UGT.

Whatis “correct” for the unions i the ‘legal way.” a way that

cause not all epresentatives are controlled by these unions, the
latter press harder whenever they can. Thus, for the national
 the CCOO

tators. As justification they claimed that an agreement with

with more than ten percent o the votes.

The truth is that the movimento assamibleario, the CNT,
and the organizations of the working-class left—perhaps as a
result of their limited influence in the factories—have not been
able to respond effectively to this control of the situation by
integrative unionism and the parliamentary left

In this connection may it be said that to explain this predica-
ment as the result of manipulation of the masses by the unions
seems simplistic and insufficient. We are witnessing today the
establishment of a balance of forces within capitalist Spain that
favors the normalization of struggles and frustrates radical minor-
ities of workers. The majority of workers accept and follow the
line of the reformist unions. Some comrades (For example, those
of Emancipacion) attribute this state of affairs to the revolu-
tionaries failure to act in a clear way on the union question. This
critcism s to a degree true. when addressed to the CNT militants
s, despic ther cevsutonary it find themselves reduced
more and more to just keeping a purely trade-unionist project
alive. But, o |h= other hand, this explanation is too colored by a
The power
of |deolugy s explain everything; it is necessary to analyze
the material conditions behind the support that Spanish prole-
tarians render to the UGT and the CCOO. The strength of these
unions is rooted in their capacity to respond successfully to the
immediate needs, reformist but real, of wage-earmers. As th
nomic crisis lays bare the inadequacy of the social infrastructure
to reproduce the labor force (education. housing,
Peilh, Gabspraion 26,1 he e can grsent et
the managers of services indispensable to Spanish proletarians.
Since they command significant funds (stemming partially from
the massive financial aid received from the German Social Demo-
crats), the UGT. for example, can support such projects in the
field of housing and food coops as were recently reported by Tri
unfo. These displays are aimed at convincing workers that unions

unfo. These displays are aimed at convincing workers that
unions, rather than direct action, offer the least risky means to
ameliorate their immediation condit

Charles Reeve




ARE WE HEADED FOR
ANOTHER DEPRESSION?

The world has been slow to realize that we are living this year in
the shadow of one of the greatest economic catastrophes of mod-
e history. But now that the man in the street has become aware
of what s happening, he, not knowing the why and wherefore, is
as full today of what may prove to be excessive fears as. previ-
ously, when the trouble was first coming on, he was lacking in
what would have been a reasonable anxiety. He begins to doubt
the future. Is he now awakening from a pleasant dream to face the
darkness of facts? Or dropping off into a nightmare which will
pass away?

“These words were written by John Maynard Keynes in 1930,

t the beginning of the Great Depression. Unfortunately, the
“darkness of facts” to which Mr. Keynes referred turned out to be
far worse than anyone in 1930—either “the man in the street” or
the wise Mr. Ke hi If —had imagined. N d the

In other words, are we headed for another depression, simi-
1ar to that of the 1930s or even worse? That possibility, unthink-
able though it may be, should nonetheless be seriously consid-
ered. The misery that lay ahead for the man in the street in 1930
was no doubt just as unthinkable to him.

the following pages, 1 will discuss this question—are we
headed for another depression?—using the Marxian theory of
capitalism as a general theoretical guide to the nature of the cur-
rent crisis of world capitalism. What I have to say is divided into
three parts. First, I will describe the most important features of
the current crisis which must be explained if we are to asses:
whether this crisis will persist and despen nt yet anothe workd
capitalist depression. Then, 1 will present a brief summary of
Nt theory of cuptai crse, imaly, T il dsuss whot
Manx's theory tells us about the severity of the current crisis and

fifteen horrible years that lay ahead—ten years of deep and unre-
mitting depression that finally resulted in another five years of
global warfare. President Hoover confidently declared in a speech
to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce on 1 May 1930: “I am con-
vinced we have passed the worst.” But, the striking feature of the
Great Depression was that the “worst” continued to worsen.
What looked one day like the end of it proved on the next day to
have been only another beginning.
he 10705 can be added to Keynes' st of modern eco-
nomic catastrophes. The combination of the highest levels of
since the 19305 and double-digit
rates of inflation has brought a sudden end to the “post-war pros-
perity” of the 19505 and 1960s. Instead of prosperity, we now
have austerity. For most people in the 1970s, things are no longer
getting better; living standards are no longer improving, as they
did in the 19505 and 1960s. For some people, particularly those
unemployed or with fixed incomes, things are clearly getting

rse.

Therefore, it seems reasonable and increasingly urgent for
those of us who are standing in the street in the 1970s to consider
the same question raised by Keynes in 1930. To paraphrase
Keynes: Will the current nightmare soon pass away? Or, are we
awakening from a pleasant dream to face an ever greater darkness
of facts?

The Economic Crisis of the 1970s

ne very important characteristic of the 1970s, which is
most responsible for the general economic malaise, is a world
wide decline in the pace of capital investment (i.e., a decline in the
rate at which money s invested in capitalist enterprise from year
to year). The rate of capital investment is the single most impor-
tant factor in determining whether capitalism is in a period of
prosperity (as characterized by fuller employment) or in a period
of depression. The number of jobs available rises and falls with
the pace of capital investment.

If capital is being invested at a faster than average rate (ic..
businesses are expanding their operations and hiring additional
workers at a fairly brisk rate), then there will be relatively more
jobs available and unemployment will decline. If, on the other
hand, the rate of capital investment slows down or ceases alto-
gether, unemployment will rise as fewer additional jobs are
created and maybe even more jobs are eliminated (as happened in
1932, when there were 20% fewer jobs than in 1929).

The fact that the alternating conditions of prosperity and
depression in a capitalist society depend on the rate of capital

of the general depe




the working population on the owners of capital. The best we can
hope for, in capitalism, is that the owners will invest enough cap-
ital to hire us all,

Of course, even when this is the case, we stll have to spend
eight hours a day, forty hours a week, working for the owners of
capital, who have purchased our labor. This usually turns out to
be unpleasant and sometimes downright dangerous; but, at least,
then e have some money coming in and don't have to worry
about month-to-month economic insecurity.,

n a depression, however, even these few carrots are taken
away and nothing is left but the stick. In such “hard times," the
majority of the population suffers drastic cuts in its living stan-
dard because the rate of capital investment has slowed down or
ceased altogether.

In the 1970s, there has been a marked decline in the pace of
capital investment all over the capitalist world. The rate of capital
investment dropped off sharply during the “Great Recession of
1974-75" and has recovered only feebly since then. Economists
refer to capital investment as the “weak link” or the “missing link”
in the recovery from the Great Recession. The overall result is
that the pace of capital investment has slowed down significantly
since 1973 (as compared to the previous twenty-five years), as can
be seen in the following charts taken from a recent issue of Busi-
ness Week.

‘The business press frequently discusses this decline in invest-
ment, which businessmen and economists unanimously deplore.
For example, Business Week in October 1977 carried a special
report entitled, “The Slow-Investment Economy,” which began as
follows:

It s more than two years since the economy emerged from
recession, and U.S. business stillis not investing in new plant
and equipment as it has in past recoveries—or as it must to
keep economic activity high and unemployment low.
Unless the pace of investment worldwide rises soon, the
inflation But
e istresing fact i that the leve of capital investing i the
U.S. is still lower than it was in 1974, with the increase in
investing coming more slowly than in any previous postwar
recovery

tal

ay have pe:
fox i seoion el Bocsenos e gencally forscasing
smalle gains in the next couple of year

There i no longer any serious dispute that capital spend-
ing has become the weak link not only in the U.S. but in the
whole worldwide economy. After nearly three years of fairly
optimistic promises from economists and government offcials
alike, no major industrial country has been able to sustain a
powerfulrie i investment, and the efects have lef the world-
wide economy only partially emerged from the 1974-75 reces-

As investment continues to stagnate and forecasts for the
future remain “sobering, ” Business Week a year later (20 October
1978) has featured another such article, “Capital Spending—
Going Nowhee n 1975.

his slowing pace of capital investment is itself the result of

ol important feature of the 1970s—a general decline in the
rate of profit. (The rate of profit is the ratio of the profit of a given
year to the amount of capital invested. Businessmen often refer to
the rate of profit as the "rate of return,” since they consider profit
to be an “appropriate return'” for the money they invest as capi-
tal.) A decline in the rate of profit affects capital investment
adversely in two ways. Most importantly, profitis the fund out of
which investment for expansion is financed. If that fund is re-
duced, then sooner or later investment must also be reduced. In
the second place, profit s the “incentive” for investment—the
reason why money is invested in capitalist enterprises. If the rate
of profit is significantly reduced, then this incentive is blunted,
and the wealthy may choose to spend their money in other ways.

Itis hard to get reliable statistical information on the rate of
profit, mainly because it is calculated differently depending on
whether profitis counted before or after taxes, on the precise defi-
nition of capital, etc. But all the estimates of the rate of profit dur-
ing the post-war period exhibit a striking similarity—they all indi-
cate that the rate of profit has declined significantly since the early
1960s. After about 1965, the graphs of the various estimates of the
rate of profit all begin to slope downward. To pick one example,
Standard and Poors reported recently that the average rate of
profit on capital invested in the U.S. fell from around 14% in the
mid-1960s to around 9% in the mid-1970s.

The decline in profit rates seems to have been even more
severe in Europe (as has the decline in investment and the general
economic stagnation). Business Week reported recently that one
in sixteen of the 750 largest corporations outside the U.S. actually
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lost money in 1977 (that’s a negative rate of profit). Sweden, Den-
mark, ltaly, France, Belgium, and Canada were mentioned as
having particularly severe “profit problems.” Compared with the
rest of the world, Business Week commented, the U.S. looks like
a“pocket of prosperity.”

‘The general concern among businessmen over the decline in
the rate of profit was expressed recently by Reginald Jones, Chair-
man of the Board of General Electric. Mr. Jones told Business
Week:

‘There has been a basic longterm decline in the rate of return
that a businessman can expect from his investment. The rate of
return today is simply not much of an incentive for future
investment.

Thistheme was echoed by Secretary of the Treasury Michael
Blumenthal in what was described as a “major policy making
speech” last May (1978). Mr. Blumenthal told a group of stock-
oot whaging o i s i s B

less profitable. .. after-tax ates of return have declined from

around 8% in the mid-sixtes o around 3% in recent years. We

are underinvesting becaus it no longer pays to invest.

Secretary Blumenthal added that President Carter is “acutely
aware’ of the problem of lagging investment and has “oriented his
entire fiscal policy toward solving the problem.”

The decline in the rate of profit is responsible not only for the
slowdown in investment (and the consequent rise in unemploy-
‘ment), but also for the inflation that has increased so dramatically
in the 1970s. As the above quotations suggest, businessmen are
well aware of and much concerned about the decline in the rate of
profit. They are diligently searching for ways to boost the rate of
profit back up to what they consider an “adequate return” on
their investment.

One obvious way to increase the rate of profit or at least to

least as many years as it was not.
Thus, the history of capitalism has been characterized by
what is commonly called the “boom-bust cycle.” In every boom,
promises are made by economists and politicians that depressions
are now “a thing of the past” and that capitalism has entered a
new era of “permanent prosperity.” But every boom so far has
turned out to be just as temporary as the previous one. Socnger
Iam, every boom has collapsed into yet another depressi
ey et pafidic decresionk e bt vl
ofa d«lme in capital investment brought on by a fall in the rate
of profit. Thus, history suggests that there is a general tendency
for the rate of profit to fall during every period of capitalist
expansion and that this tendency ultimately brings the period of
expansion to a halt. The decline in the rate of profit in the post-

ta to raise opportun-
ity arises. As one leading investment banker (quoted in the New
York Times) summed up the “order of the day”":

‘The industrial order of the day is this—whenever you can,
raise the price. Businessmen are now rushing to raise their
prices because they think they can get away with it and because
they chance to raise their profits. And with unemploy-
ment ol igh, they expec wages folag  bitbehind.

Therefore, an analysis of the economic crisis of the 19705
should begin with an explanation of why the rate of profit has
declined. What are the reasons for this trend which limits the
expansion of capital investment and which thereby brings on a
general crisis?

In attempting to answer this question, it should be remem-
bered that this is not the first time a decline in the rate of profit
has resulted in a decline in investment and a general capitalist
crisis. Rather, the crisis of the 1970 s the last of a long series of
crises that have occurred throughout the last century-and-a-half
in all capitalist nations.

The Great Depression of the 1930s has already been men-
tioned. Before the 19305 the periods of downturn did ot last as
long as the Great Depression, but were, by all accounts, equally

re in terms of the miseries inflicted on the majority of the
population. One of the worst such periods of depression in the
U.S. occurred in the 1870s. Historians used to refer to the 18705 as
the “Great Depression” before the 1930s stole the name. Between
the 18705 and 1930s the U.S. economy was in a depression in at

simply of this general histori-
cal tendency.

ery early in the history of capitalism, Karl Marx recognized
this general tendency of the profit rate to fall and its importance
for the future of capitalism and for the necessity of a working-
class revolution. As the main objective of Marx's theory of capi-
talism was to explain this general tendency on the basis of capital-
ism's own inherent dynamics and patterns of development, the
next section will briefly review his theory.

Marx's Theory

Marx argued that the fundamental cause of the decline in the
rate of profit s that the amount of capital invested in capitalist
enterprises tends to increase at a faster rate than the number of
workers employed. The ratio of the total amount of capital
invested to the number of workers employed Marx labelled the
“composition of capital.” Manc's theory of the falling rate of
profit focuses on the trend of this ke ratio—on the increase in the
composition of capital.

The composition of capital tends to increase during any per-
iod of expansion because new labor-saving technology (new
‘machinery, processes, etc. which require less labor to produce the
same—or an even greater—quantity of commodities) is contin-
ually introduced into the capitalist production process. Capitalist
enterprises introduce such labor-saving technology because it
lowers their production costs, gives the most innovative firms an
advantage over their competitors, and enables them to collect a



higher-than-average rate of profit (temporarily, until their com-
petitors catch up with the new technology). This more produc-
tive, labor-saving technology usually requires that more and
more capital be invested in the materials of production (machin-
ery, raw materials, etc.) for each worker employed. For the econ-
omy as a whole, the overall result of this process is that the total
amount of capital invested increases more rapidly than the num-
ber of workers employed.

Since profit is produced by workers (profit is simply the
‘monetary form of the surplus labor of workers), the amount of
profit produced in a given year depends primarily on the number
of workers employed during that year. Therefore, if the total
capital invested increases faster than the number of workers
employed (i the composition of capital rises), then the total
capital invested will also tend to increase faster than the amount
of profit produced by these workers. In other words, the rate of
profit will tend to fall.

This depressing effect on the rate of profit of a decline in the
number of workers in relation to the capital invested may be par-
tially offset by an increase in the profit produced by each worker.

Marx's terms, an increase in the composition of capital may be
partially offset by an increase in the “rate of surplus value” (the
ratio of the profit produced by the average worker to the average
worker's wage). The rate of surplus value tends to increase as a
result of the same process that causes the composition of capital
10 rise—the continual increase in the productivity of labor due to
technological innovation. An increase in productivity reduces the
portion of the total working-time of society which must be

* devoted to the production of goods and services consumed by
workers, and thereby increases that portion of the total working-
time which can be devoted to the production of profits for capi-
talists. The “surplus labor-time” is increased, or the rate of sur-
plus-value increases, as a result of the increased productivity of
labor. -

However, as the surplus portion of the working-day in-
creases and takes up more and more of the total working-day, it
becomes harder and harder to squeeze out additional surplus
labor through increases in productivity. The amount of extra
surplus labor-time that results from an equivalent increase in pro-
ductivity becomes smaller and smaller as the surplus labor-time
itself increases. Therefore, it becomes more and more difficult to
compensate for an increase in the composition of capital by fur-
ther increases in the rate of surplus-value. For this reason, Marx
concluded that the increase in the composition of capital would
sooner o later prevail, and that the rate of profit would tend to
fall

summary, Marx's theory suggests that the fundamental
cause of the decline in the rate of profit is the increase in the com-
position of capital—the faster growth of capital invested in rela-
tion to the number of workers employed. As Marx expressed the
conclusion of his theory:

‘The rate of profit falls not because the worker is exploited less,
but because altogether less labor is employed in relation to the
capital employed.

Just as a depression is brought on by a fall in the rate of
profit, a return to prosperty requires a significant increase in the
rate of profit—an increase large enough to generate another
round of rapid capital expansion. How is such an increase in the
rate of profi i ing a d o
increase the rate of profit, thus making possible another
: b

Since the fundamental cause of the decline in the rate of

profit is the increase in the composition of capital, the decline in
the rate of profit can be reversed only if the composition of capital
is reduced. The source of the problem is that the amount of capi-
tal invested increases faster than the number of workers em-
ployed. The solution to this problem is the reduction of the
amount of capital invested—what Marx called the “devaluation
of capital” or the “destruction of capital.”

The destruction of capital is accomplished during a depres-
sion by the bankruptcy of large numbers of capitalist firms, which
has been characteristic of every depression of the past. When a
company goes bankrupt, the owners of the company lose all, or
most, of the money they had invested as capital. The overall
effect of many companies going bankrupt at the same time is that
a significant portion of what counted as capital during the pre-
vious boom is simply written off the books. On the basis of very
scant statistical information, it appears that the total capital
invested in the U.S. was reduced by roughly one-third as a result
of the widespread bankruptcies during the Great Depression.

Most bankrupt companies are taken over by larger, surviv-
ing companies. The purchase price the surviving company must
pay for the assets of the bankrupt company is much lower than
the capital originally invested in those assets. Asa result, the same
physical assets, capable of producing just as much profit, now
require a much smaller investment of capital. In other words, the
potential rate of profit is increased for the surviving companies.

Thus, a significant devaluation of capital, accomplished
through the bankruptcy of capitalist firms, is a necessary precon-
dition for the restoration of the rate of profit and another round
of capital expansion. At the same time, of course, the bankruptey
of capitalist firms is also the cause of much of the misery suffered
by the working population during a depression.

he devaluation of capital during a depression is accom-
panied by other developments that serve to increase the rate of
profit (i.e., intensify the exploitation of workers) and thereby
contribute to the restoration of the rate of profit. The most
important of these developments in depressions of the past has
been the reduction of wages. Typically, employers would uni-
laterally announce a 10% or 15% wage cut (and sometimes two
or three such cuts if the depression lasted long enough). Employ-
ees would then be forced to accept these cuts, or quit and look for
another job in the middle of a depression—or go on strike to resist
the wage cuts. The most bitter strikes of the nineteenth century
were precipitated by attempted wage cuts during years of depres-
sion.

One such example has come to be known as the Great Up-
heaval of 1877—a nationwide railroad strike that grew out of a
series of wage cuts during the years of severe depression in the
1870s. The strike was finally ended by the U.S. Army taking over
and running the trains, despite the armed resistance of the rail-
road workers. A reminder of this particular strike still stands in
the center of most cities in the U.S.—the national guard armories
built soon after the Great Upheaval of 1877 in case the Army
should have to be used again to put down workers'rebellions.

Another tactic used by employers to increase the rate of
surplus-value during a depression is commonly referred to as
“speed-up” (increasing the quantity of output required of each
worker without a change in technology). Of course, this tactic is
also practiced in periods of prosperity, but it becomes more wide-
spread during depressions, as employers attempt to avoid bank-
ruptcy by forcing more work out of their employees. Intensive
speed-up campaigns were very common in the 1930s, especially in
those industries, like the automobile industry, in which produc-
tion was organized on the basis of an assembly line. In those




industries, speed-up was accomplished by simply turning the
knob that increases the speed of the line. The “sit-down” strikes
and the mass movement for unionization in the auto industry in
the 19305 were largely a response to a continuing and brutal
speed-up campaign by the automobile companies during those
years.

This, then, is what Marx's theory tells us about why the rate
of profit falls during an expansion and how the rate of profit is
increased during a depression. Mand's theory has been confirmed
by the history of all capitalist nations, both by the fact that
that depressions have happened over and over again, and by the
fact that these depressions have ended only after a significant
devaluation of capital.

What does all this suggest about our current situation, and
about the likely course of events in the 198057

What Lies Ahead?

So far, the economic crisis of the 1970s has been charac-
terized by widespread attempts to increase the rate of surplus-
value without, as yet, a significant devaluation of capital. Let's
first di lus-value.

In the 19705, capitalists have not (yet) attempted to cut wages
directly, but have accomplished the same objective by the indirect
means of increasing prices faster than wages. This strategy avoids
(or rather, postpones) the direct confrontation between employ-
ers and employees over wages, and allows the employer to blame
the government for inflation. This strategy was first suggested by
Keynes in the 1930s. Keynes thought that workers had a “money
illusion”—that they were only concerned about the size of their
paycheck and would not notice that price increases were eroding
the purchasing power of their bigger paychecks.

This stratgy hasbeen nly modesly sucenfl i the 1705
Contra
Hlomito, ricacrestes sl have zthmp\ed to secure wage in-
creases at least as large. Nonetheless, the overall result in most
cepitalist naions has ben tha prices an the aversps fave
creased 5-10% faster than wages since 1973. For capitalists, this
‘means a small increase i the profit produced by their employees.
For the employees, it means a corresponding decline in the pur-
chasing power of their wage

Another somewhat novel strategy used in the 1970s by capi-
talists in some industries to reduce their wage costs has been to
buid thei factoris in area ofthe world where e st
low. transfer of

in the textile and electronics industries, b..n u:zmly e e
in such basic industries as steel and shipbuilding. The most pop-
ular cheap-labor areas have been Asian and Latin American
nations such as South Korea, Hong Kong, Taiwan, Brazil, Mexi-
co, etc
This strategy is most cbvious when corporations in the
facil-
ities and bmld new ones in one of the low-wage nations. One of
the most dramatic examples of this transfer of capital in recent
years was the decision of Zenith Corporation, in_ September
1977, to transfer a substantial part of its production and assembly
operations to Mexico and Taiwan (following a trend in the indus-
try over the last decade). As a result, Zenith laid off one-quarter
of its domestic U.S. workforce (about 6,000 in all). Prior to this
move, advertisements for Zenith's products often boasted of the
skill of American workers (“The quality goes in before the name
goes on”). But when it became possible to hire sufficiently skilled,
but much lower-paid, workers in Mexico and Taiwan, then the
need to increase the rate of profit determined the outcome. As

s
‘The Great Strike: Scenes of Riot in Chicago, 1877



Chairman of the Board John Nevin explained Zenith's decision:

This action means that we recognize we've got to reduce costs
if we are going to restore profitability

" increase revenue, so we'l have to cut costs. ... We're
appointed. We spent a tough day telling our employees. We'l
be sad tosee them go. (New York Times 28 September 1977)

Capitalists in the 19705 have also attempted to increase the
rate of surplus-value by the old strategy of speed-up. This goes on
behind the scenes and is largely invisible to outside observers. But
a lot of evidence—of such actions as increasing the speed of
assembly lines, increasing production quotas, reducing break
times, eliminating wash-up time, reducing the size of work crews
(the main ssue in the recent railroad strike), etc.—suggests a gen-
eral trend toward the intensification of speed-up i the 1970s.

One ttempts to speed: pace of pr
duction has become famous for the rebellion it generated—the
wildcat strike at the General Motors factory at Lordstown, Ohio
in the fall of 1971. This strike was triggered by GM's attempt to
increase the speed of the assembly line so that, instead of sixty
Vegas being produced every hour, the same number of workers
would be required to produce one hundred cars per hour. The
wildcat strike forced General Motors to “compromise” at a new
speed of seventy-five cars per hour.

Attempts to increase the rate of surplus-value by all these
means will probably become increasingly frequent and increas-
ingly aggressive in the next few years. So too, no doubt, wil the
resistance to these attempts by employees who refuse to accept
further cuts in their living standards, or who refuse to work still
harder. Strikes over wages and working conditions—the tradi-
tional form of class conflict within capitalism—will probably be-
come more and more bitter and hard fought in the years imme-
diately ahead.

Will these attempts to increase the rate of surplus-value be
successful enough to raise the rate of profit high enough to gen-
erate another “investment boom?”

History suggests that the answer to this question is negative,
that these measures to increase the rate of surplus-value, by them-
selves, will not be sufficient to end the current stagnation of
investment. In every depression of the past, increases in the rate
of surplus-value, drastic as they have been in some cases, have
never been sufficient to raise the rate of profit high enough to end
the depression. Every previous case has required in addition the
destruction of a significant portion of the existing capital, by
means of the losses and bankruptcies incurred during a depres-
sion.

Marx's theory explains why increases in the rate of surplus-
value are not sufficient to reverse the decline in the rate of profit.
‘The explanation, as we have seen, s that the cause of the decline
in the rate of profit is an increase in the composition of capital,
not a decline in the rate of surplus-value. Therefore, attempts to
raise the rate of profit by increasing the rate of surplus-value
involve not the reversal of an adverse trend, but rather the accel-
eration of a favorable trend. However, there are limits beyond
‘which further increases in the rate of surplus-value become more
and more difficult. Wages can be cut only so much, or the pace of
work can be increased only so much, before these actions begin to

Therefore, if the decline in the rate of profit i to be reversed,
the underlying trend which is responsible for this trend must itself
be reversed—the composition of capital must be reduced. This
requires, as we have seen, the destruction of capital, which only



takes place as a result of widespread bankruptcies of capitalist
firms.

Thus, Manx's theory (and the historical evidence) suggests
that a restoration of the rate of prolit sufficient to bring about
another upswing in the world capitalist economy is impossible
without a prior depression. In other words, Marc’s theory sug-
gests that the economic crisis of the 1970s is but a mild prelude to
the real depression that lies ahead—in the 1980s. Just as in 1930,
the worstis yet to come.

One final question needs to be at least briefly discussed:
What can the government do about all this? Can the right kind of
government economic policies reverse the slide into depression
and make possible another round of capital expansion? Through-
out the 19505 and 19605, Keynesian economists claimed that the
proper use of government economic policies could eliminate for-
ever the danger of a depression. Where are the Keynesians now.
just when capitalism needs them most?
he Keynesian solution to the problem of depression was
essentially this: whenever capital investment slowed down (and
unemployment increased as a result), the federal government
should take up the slack by increasing its own spending. How-
ever, as Paul Mattick pointed out a long time ago, government
spending s inanced by taxin o borrowing income produced in
refore, an increase t spend-
ing generally requires e greater portion of the total surplus-
value be taxed or borrowed by the government. A correspond-
ingly smaller portion of the total surplus-value is available for
westment as capital. As a result, the increase in government
spending further aggravates the shortage of surplus-value, which
caused the decline in capital investment in the first place, and ulti-
mately leads to a further decline in investment
e negative effect that increased government spending has
on capital investment i being emphasized these days by conser-

fon o longer exists. It only worked in the past by injecting big-
ger doses of nflation into the economy, followed by higher lev-
els of unemployment as the next step. .. the cozy world, which
we were told would last forever, where full employment could
be guaranteed by a stroke of the Chancellor's pen, is gone.

The New York Times reprinted excerpts from this speech with the
title, “Mr. Callaghan Talks Business.”

Therefore, although government economic policies may
make it possible (for a while longer) to avoid a sudden and total
collapse of the world capitalist economy (like what happened in
the early 19305), these policies will not be able to reverse the
downward slide into yet another worldwide depression. This
means that the most likely prospect for the next few years is a
continuation of the slow, steady decline we have experienced so
far in the 1970s. Capital investment will remain stagnant; the
peaks and troughs of unemployment will gradually increase; rates
o inflation will continue to accelerate; and our living standards
will continue to declin

en this rather dismal, but less than catastrophic, course of
events cannot last forever. At some point, galloping inflation will
make profitable business so difficult and so uncertain that further
investment will stop altogether. Or politicians will decide that
accelerating inflation is too high a price to pay for avoiding a
depression, and will stop trying to prop up the economy and let
the depression happen. Some conservative economists, led by
Nobel prize winner Milton (“let's have a real one”) F(iedman are
already suggesting this course of action. W s point is
reached, the bankruptcies will begin and things will suddmly get
much worse,
. this “purely economic” scenario could, at any
i, be inrrupted by the Third Workd War, and that would be
“it,” as Lenny Bruce used to say. In fact, the gradual slide into
depression has already intensified the economic competition
among nations, as each nation tris to solve its economic prrulr

, who e
ing 22 2 stmahu to invesméne, Henever, theve comersative
cconomists. forget the reason why government spending has
increased in recent years—to offset a prior decline in investment.
Therefore, cuts in government spending will most likely bring,
not a revival of capital investment, but rather, a sharp rise in

unemployment
Another problem with the strategy of increased government
spending as a solution to the stagnation of investment is that it
tends to increase the prevailing rate of inflation. Very briefly, the
explanation of this inflationary side-effect of increased govern-
ment spending is as follows: capitalist enterprises experience the
increase in government spending as an increase in their sales, as
an increase in the demand for their products. This increase in
demand provides these enterprises with an_opportunity to
increase their profits by simply raising their prices, without the
expense and risk required to expand output. (Remember the
ted above: can,

raise the price.”) It would be bad business to pass up such an
opportunity, especially these days when profit rates are lower
than they used to be.

This inflationary side-effect of increased government spend-
ing has made politicians increasingly reluctant to adopt this stra-
eayin the 1970s, when inflation is already so high and already a
problem in itself. Prime Minister James Callaghan of Eng-
Tl Caekite ha mevailig Widoia of poliical aders I
speech to.a Labor Party conference in September 1976:

We used to think you could just spend your way out of a reces-
sion and increased unemployment by cutting taxes and raising

government spending. I tell you, in all candor, that that opin-

lems at the

ies, import quotas, “trigger prices,” etc.). In the 19305, -
“beggar-thy-neighbor” policies (initiated largely by the U.S.)
resulted in a virtual halt to international trade and finally led to
the Second World War.

‘The obvious conclusion to all this is that the next decade will
probably turn out to be a crucial one in world history. The odds
are greater than ever before that it will be the last decade in world
history. But there is still the chance that the world's population
will become so fed up with the misery inflicted on them by yet
another capitalist depression that they will do whatever is neces-
sary to wrest control of the warld’s pmduam resources from
their present owners and reorganize he aim of satis-
fying their own needs, rather than produclng profit for capitalists.
Needless to say, we should all direct our efforts toward that end.

Mose




Authority and Democracy
in the United States

Reflecting on the New Deal, Franklin Roosevelt once said
that his government “has done everything that Hitler has done,
but by other means.” These other means, however, were not able
to overcome the Great Depression which occasioned the large-
scale governmental interventions in the American economy. It
was finally only the resort to Hitlerian means—that is, participa-
tion in the imperialist war—which overcame the unrelenting
crisis. Still, the internal situation in America differed greatly from
those prevailing in the fascist nations. The United States remained
democratic, ot only ideologically, but also practically, with an
absence of terroristic measures. A social consensus and an effi-
cient prosecution of the war could be assured without much inter-
ference in the customary social and political institutions. To be
sure, there were some violations of civil liberties such as the incar-
ceration in concentration camps of Americans of Japanese extrac-
tion. But by and large the arbitrary discriminatory actions on the
part of government were not comparable to the dictatorial poli-
cies of the totalitarian regimes. The manufactured mass hysteria
of World War [ reappeared, of course, but in a more subdued
fashion. The actual outbreak of the war united interventionists
and isolationists behind their war-happy government. The acqui-
escence of the population was obvious and in part based, no
doubt, on the intuitive recognition that the war would bring the
depression to an end.

Emerging out of economic crisis, fascism was an attempt to
secure the threatened capitalist system by political and organiza-
tional means. These means were necessarily directed against the
interests of the working class, in order to create the preconditions
for new imperialistic adventures. This involved the destruction of
the relative independence of the existing labor organizations, so
as to establish that degree of class collaboration and national
unity required for a political solution of the crisis at the expense of
other nations. A repetition of the voluntary acceptance of the
imperialist imperative by the labor movement, as during World
War I, could not be expected under the prevailing crisis condi-
tions, characterized as they were by an intensification of the class
struggle. A new ideology, apparently directed against both the
warring classes, had to be brought forth to transform class inter-
ests once again into national interests. This ideology could only
be given practical form by way of political struggles, through the
creation and growth of new organizations, which issued in the
establishment of fascist dictatorships. t sense, fascism
expressed the capitalistic need for a total control of the working
population, which seemingly could no longer be achieved within
the confines of bourgeois democracy.

Tt was, and stll i, the total absence of a class-oriented labor
movement which helps to explain the persistence of democracy in
America, even under conditions of great social stress. This:
absence finds its reasons in the particularities which have distin-
guished the development of capitalism in America from that in
other capitalist countries. Although interrupted by crises and
depressions, American capitalism unfolded progressively, until
the United States became the most advanced and the strongest
capitalist power. It became therewith less susceptible than others
to the formation of anti-capitalist movements, for it proved able
at the same time to accumulate capital rapidly and to improve the
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living standards of the great mass of its population. To a lesser
extent, this was true also for the European nations, yet the very
rise of capitalism there was accompanied by a far more intense
exploitation and a greater misery of the working population than
was the case in the United States. At any rate, the specific Euro-
pean conditions led to the formation of socialist ideologies and
organizations, which persisted even after conditions began to
improve.

We will not dwell here upon the rather complex reasons
which hindered the development of socialist movements in the
United States, but merely register the absence of such movements
as a specific American characteristic. This is not contradicted by
the sporadic appearance and disappearance of socialist and syn-
dicalist organizations, which, at times, agitated both the bour-
geoisie and the working class. These organizations did not repre-
sent the real aspirations of the mass of the working population,
which was resigned to accept the capitalist system as its own. The
only movement which achieved some social significance was
trade-unionism: the utilization of the labor market for the im-
provement of wages and working conditions within the—unchal-
lenged—capitalist relations of production. It had no political
ambitions but was happy with the conditions of democracy in its
American form, that is, the two-party system, which provided no
more than the semblance of democracy in its traditional European
sense. Politics was left to the ruling class, as a matter of resolving
those d-ﬂmms within the bourgeois camp which do not
impinge upon ts common needs. The llusion arose nonetheless
thar paliialfrctions within the bourgecise provided a lever for

the working class to affect policy by siding with either one or the
other of the bourgeois parties. A kind of blackmail politics took
the place of the political class struggle.

The lack of political initiative on the part of American labor,
reflected in the apolitical nature of the trade and industrial
unions, led to khs complete ldeologmzl mtegra(lan of (hzse org;

Of course, just

petition continues within the gencrzl trend of its concentration
and centralization, so the fight between profits and wages goes or
in spite of the apparent community of labor and capital. It is a
strugle for shares of the social product brought forth by the cap-
italist system which both sides agree to uphold and to defend. The
mass of the American workers does not object to the capitalist
system, but merely to its pressure upon wages, caused, in their
view, by the greediness of their employers rather than by the sys-
tem as such. They are prepared to fight for the maintenance of
once-reached living standards, or even for a larger share of the
pie, but within—not against—the capitalist system. The wage
struggles are carried on, often with great militancy, in the belief
that the capitalist system s capable of doing justice to both labor
and capital. And with a rapid rate of capital accumulation,
implying the increasing productivity of labor, both profits and
wages may rise, if only in unequal measure. It is then the expe:
ence of the past, which still determines the attitude of American
labor with respect to the capitalist system

y a minority of American workers are unionized and the
unions themselves vary greatly with respect to their bargaining
power and the character of their bureaucracies. But all exclude




effective control on the part of their membership; which is to say,
the workers accept the unions in the same sense in which they
accept American capitalism as a whole. With the legalization and
institutionalization of the unions, which dates back to the New
Deal of the Great Depression, “organized labor” itself became a
part of the system, confronting the workers as an objective reality
outside their own control. Union dues are paid in the same spirit
as taxes are paid, but there is neither a way to, nor as yet a
demand to participate in union affairs. Everything is left to the
bureaucracies, just as politics i left to the bourgeoisie. In both
cases the democratic forms are often maintained, of course, via
elections and referenda, but they do not affect the authoritarian
controls of cither governments or unions. The personnel may
change; the system remains the same.

The concentration and centralization of capital in the United
States has progressed to a point where the specific interests of the
big corporations determine the destiny of the system as a whole.
It was no joke when it was said that “what is good for General
Motors is good for America,” for it does depend on the fortunes
of General Motors, and on those of all the other similar corpora-
tions, whether the economy expands or contracts. In this situa-
tion, the state i the state of the corporations and depends on their
profitability. Whatever differences may have existed between
state and capital, they have since long been dissolved: the state is
not a mere tool of the ruling class, the latter is also the state. It is

for this reason that the people in government office, or any public
office, need not be pressured by the big corporations to do their
bidding; they do so on their own accord. Moreover, the person-



nel of state and capital are interchangeable; soporaton gy
o the man-

agement of corporations.

1f government and capital are one and the same, this entity
finds its support in the Senate and the House of Representatives.
Democratically elected, the congressmen have been chosen to
uphold the captalistsystem and it tae. They do so not only out

. b ir direct

‘the business of America is
politics itself is seen as just another money-making
enterprise, to be supplemented by branching out into other busi-
nesses, or by maintaining those already engaged in. The New
York Times of 8 May 1978 reported a computerized study of the
personal financial interests of almost al the members of Congress,
which demonstrated that these people are also investors in all
sorts of enterprises, often using their official positions to advance
their business interests. As the information on which the study
was based was supplied by the congressmen, the data were of
course understatements serving to distract attention from or con-
ceal their true but unascertainable financial holdings. For our pur-
pose, however, the study substantiates the fact that the represen-
tatives of the people are also capitalists who secure their privileges

As, according to Calvin Coohdge,
business,”

_through the democratic process.

The relegation of albdecisive economic and political power to
the hands of capital and its government has not as yet destroyed
the myth of American democracy. People can vote, and those
who vote—about half, or less, of the eligible population—can
exchange a Democratic administration and presidency for a
Republican administration and presidency; that is, they can
exchange one set of people for another, equally determined to
maintain the system which, in turn, determines the range of their
own activities. Thus, although big business dominates the United
States and cannot be dislodged short of destroying the capitalist
system itsel, it continues to dress its authoritarian rule in demo-
cratic garb. In fact, the more the ideology of democracy is nour-
ished, the less bearing it has upon reality. Originally, political
democracy was the goal of the emerging capitalist class and came
10 express the political aspects of capitalist competition, without
ever concerning itself with the exploitative class relations upon
which the whole capitalist edifice rests. In the European nations,
the illusion nevertheless arose that bourgeois democracy could be
utilized by the laboring class to alleviate it lot within the capital-
ist system and could, perhaps, even allow for the formation of

socialistically-inclined governments and thus extend democracy
into the socio-economic sphere. In America, however, as we have
seen, this illusion never arose, and the private-property relations
of capitalism remained generally sacrosanct. This has not changed
sepis e inssbcinati o » forinilly cmpilite il

They have taken up the opportunism and reformism which, in the

European nations, transformed the character of the labor move-

ment. Compared with the welfare ideology of the liberal part of

the middle class, the American workers appear reactionary, by

displaying no interest in social affairs except with regard to their

wages. The opinions of the politically conscious clements of the
d to be voices in

The kinds of politics carried on by elements of the middle
class do not transcend the capitalist system. Even in their limited
sense, they remain purely ideological, since there is no material
force behind them. Still, as long as they are allowed to assert
themselves, democracy appears as a reality with some effect on
the course of events. This illusion supports the monolithic rule of
capital. There is then no need to remove the democratic safe-
guard, even if this should prove inconvenient at times. In any
case, it does not represent a danger that could not be met by the
ordinary means of government oppression. The democratic forms
are thus maintained as an asset rather than a liability of capital-
istic rule, yet kept in bounds by the changing needs of the latter.
“This often leads to violence, based, on the one side, on the illu-
sion that it is possible to divert the government from a particular
course of action through the assertion of democratic rights, and,
on the other side, on governmental assertion of authority in

nse to protest. Yet, after each such emergenc
democracy finds itself restored.

Any temporary abrogation of democratic rights is under-
taken in the name of democracy, identified, as it is, with Ameri-
canism. Anything more than verbal opposition is at once branded
an attack on democracy, which presumably reflects the general
consensus. It is seen as Un-American because it goes beyond the
prescribed, though ineffective, democratic rules, as they evolved
the United States. Being Un-American, it is perceived as a for-
eign implant, which could not possibly originate on American
soil. While, at frst, it was the unassimilated immigrants who were
held responsible for all the unrest in the nation, later it was alle-
giance to social systems other than the American which sup-
posedly carried the germ of discontent into the American fabric.
To make the world “safe for democracy” required then the simul-
taneous pursuit of the internal and of the external enemies of
democracy and therefore of American capitalism. Even ordinary
wage-struggles were often denounced as the work of foreign agi-
tators, bent on undermining American democracy. Despite the
actual insignificance of these political currents, laws were passed
against anarchism, syndicalism, and bolshevism. Even the demo-
cratic Socalist Party found itself outlawed during World War I;
all n the name of American democracy. Fascism, were it to come
to America, would not require popular participation as it did in
Eilipe THOUoM] mosytofably el i et i

American

ism into that of the the
capital, which even pr«ludts politcal democeacy i he ardmary
bourgeois sense of the term.
In America democracy begins and ends with the ballot-box.
But it is also perceived as involving free speech, free assembly,
and freedom of the press. Generally, there is no interference with
these civil liberties, for they are not made use of in opposition to
the capitalist system. What oppasition flares up from time to time
demands improvements of the system, not its abolition, such as
clean government, lower taxes, civil rights and, more recently,
the protection of the environment. It is noteworthy that such
inds are not raised by the workers but by the middle class,
and express its particular frustrations. With their upward
mobility increasingly restricted, and their unhappiness at sub-
‘merging into the working class, they imagine the possibility of a
well-functioning capitalism, capable of satisfying all social layers.
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asserted, or simply 100%
A Wi papular participation, there would also be
no opposition; it would be a matter entirely of the government's
decision. Repressive measures could be introduced within the
framework of American democracy, preserving its forms while
emptying them of all their content. The ruling class, in short, has

naged to gain totalitarian control with precisely the instru-
mentalities that were supposed to curtail the monopolization of
power and the absolute rule of the capitalist oligarchy.

Class society implies the systematic manipulation of “public
opinion” as an instrument of class rule. The specific interests of
the ruling class must be made to appear as the general interest.
But in capitalism, ideas are also commaodities, whose producers
and dispensers find a market only in the ideological requirements
of capitalism. It is therefore not surprising that the media of per-
suasion—the schools, the universities, the churches, the press,



radio, and television, etc.—cater exclusively to the needs of the
capitalist system. But where there is a market, there is also com-
petition, and the ideologists may vary their wares to some extent,
even though all of them have to serve the same purpose, namely,
ideological support of the status quo. These variations on a single
theme support the democratic illusions within the authoritarian
conditions of American capitalism. The most reactionary ideas
insist upon their compliance with the democratic ideal, even if
this ideal refers to past conditions rather than to present-day real-

y.
Notwithstanding the conditions of monopoly, politics
remains not only a business but a competitive business. This com-
petition expresses itself in ideological terms. Although everyone
he merits of American democracy, there is no agree-
ment as how to serve it best. This makes for the subjective ele-
ment in American politics, that is, the struggle of politicians to
gain entry into the political institutions, or to increase their
importance within them. The subjective strivings of the polit
cians becloud the fact of their objectively determined identical
fuhctions. But their antics are often topical enough to find a wide
response, particularly if this suits governmental policies and spe-
cific capitalistic interests. lrrational assumptions become, at
times, the reality of the day, as did, for instance, the Red-scare in
the wake of World War I and McCarthyism during the cold war
period. In the first case, a nationwide hunt for subversives was
instigated as a kind of publicity stunt to further the presidenti.
ambitions of the then Attorney General, A. Mitchell Palmer. At
the same time, however, in the context of the Russian Revolution
and its international repercussions, the fabrication of a threat to
American capitalism could be used not only to ferret out an
incipient radicalism but to subdue the working class as a whole
Similarly, McCarthyism, despite its source in the private political
ambitions of its author, could spread asfar as it did because it
served the ideological requirements of American imperialism.

What s of interest in m.s context is Ihe susceptibility of
American democracy to the same type of that

conditions and offers no solution for their special problems. Still
they assume that the system could be forced to make some con-
cessions by way of organized protests and direct actions justified
in terms of prevailing democratic ideology. But this ideology does
not stand in the way of applying the most naked authoritarian
measures, if this should be deemed necessary. The apparatus of
repression—the army, the national guard, the state-police, the
Tocal public and private police forces—are formidable enough to
deal with such upheavals.

While the apparatus of repression is ever-ready, it can be
held in reserve because of the overwhelmingly positive identifica-
tion of the large mass of the population with the American sys-
tem. This identification remains intact even when particular pol
cies of the government are questioned or opposed, or when the
government itself loses the confidence of large layers of society.
The war in Vietnam, for example, was generally not recognized as
an aspect of American imperialism, but was bewailed as a morally
wrong policy, or as a mere mistake, on the part of the administra-
tions involved in it, which assumedly could just as well have
chosen another course of action to safeguard America's interests
in Asia. But this war was fought in the name of democracy, to
prevent the further spread of totalitarian regimes, and was there-
fore most heatedly defended in the beginning by the liberal-
democratic and even “socialist” elements in the United States. As
far as the working class was concerned, insofar as its interests
found articulation at all, it was satisfied with the war-given
opportunity for secure jobs and higher wages. What opposition
arose came from religious groups and pacifists, soon to be joined
by a rebellious student movement unwilling to sacrifice careers
and even life to the remote interests of American imperialism. Yet
this movement used the phraseology of democracy to expose its
actual absence af this particular occasion, and merely expressed
the utopian quest for a real democracy, brought about by demo-
cratic means, within the conditions of American capitalism.

With all due respect to this anti-war movement, which did
play 2 part in aiding the growth of ave e seemingly

reated the s hystria and the fear of oreor o Gt
nations. Only what has been, and remains, more or less the rule
in these nations has been an exception in the United States. But it
is an ever-ready possibility and another indication of the essen-
tially authoritarian nature of American capitalism. A counterpart
to the potential but mostly latent totalitarian tendency are the
sporadic extra-legal outbreaks on the part of racial minorities,
which strive for equality in a system based on exploitation and
therewith on inequalities in all spheres of social life. They know
from experience that democracy has nothing to do with their own

Don’t vote and the choice is theirs.
Vete and the choice is yours.

the conflit, the war came
to an end not in response to democratically-exercised anti-war
sentiments, but thanks to the defeat of the American armed
forces, hastened by the war-weary attitudes of the field soldiers,
who had lost all inclination to sacrifice their lives for the incom-
prehensible goal of defending American democracy in Southeast
Asia. The fact that the war itself had become a commercial enter-
prise—not in the wider sense of serving the expansionary needs of
American capitalism, but in the narrower, immedate, sense, of
general corruption on the part of the military and their advisers
personally to enrich themselves—also aided this war-weariness.
Finally, in conjunction with the then existing constellations of
imperialist forces, the war could most probably be won only by
risking a worldwide war, for which America was not prepared at
this particular historical juncture. Capital itsclf brought the war
to an end, apparently as a response to the opposition at home,
but in reality because the expense of the war had lost all propor-
tion with any conceivable future gain that might result from its
successful conclusion.

Nonetheless, the ending of the war was celebrated as a reas-
sertion of American democracy, as a sign of the power of the peo-
ple as against that of the government, and even those who al first
had endorsed the war as America’s commitment to the principles
of democracy, now joined the celebration. On the internal scene,
a similar situation arose with Richard Nixon's forced abdication
of the presidency in the wake of the so-called Watergate affair. A
corrupt government was replaced by another corrupt government
in a political power struggle lost by the Nixon administration




The ideological verbage displayed in this process created the
impression that, once again, democracy had succeeded in defeat-
ing its violators and that it was still a viable political system serv-
ing the national needs against the usurpation of power on the part
of conscience-less politicians. Presumably, an aroused “public
opinion” had overcome the underhanded manipulations of the
administration, out to secure its perpetuation in defiance of the
“fair play” of democracy. The euphoria created by this fresh sign
of democratic power was such as to release a general onslaught
against ts various abuses, reaching the grotesque point of passing
laws which subject the investigatory agencies of government to
the scrutiny of their victims

Whereas in other capitalist nations democratic institutions

re are of course two major types of authoritarianism: the
state-controlled systems, which imply the expropriation of pri-
vate capital, whether foreign or native, form of central
economic planning; and the various military dictatorships that
abound in the capitalistically less-developed countries dependent
on the capitalist world market and the import of capital. Most of
the so-call “third world” countries are in this latter category, a
condition described as “neo-colonialism.” Here the authoritarian
relations of capitalist production find their support in an authori-
tarian political structure, to assure the accumulation of capital,
despite the precariousness of the general economic conditions in
which world capitalism finds itself. The militarily-secured rule in
these nations merges the political zhles with both the emerging
native b in this manner establishing

are increasingly by more direct
, in the United h f repression
have seemingly become more dilated, in avor of a more open and
a more participatory political life, even though, or perhaps be-
cause, little advantage is taken thereof. It would be an error to
assume that the hollowness of the democratic rituals are recog-
nized and that the democratic ideology has spent itself. Quite gen-
erally, people continue to believe in this system as preferable to
any other, and express their patriotism in terms of American
democracy. They are not distressed by its merely ideological
nature; rather, it is precisely this reduction to ideology which
allows for a persistant complacency of the American population
under the authoritarian social conditions.
This complacency is nothing to be wondered at. The Great
Depression of the 1930 is only. Vaguely remembered and then

the unity of capital .md government wmch also characterizes the
advanced capitalist nations, although with a shift of emphasis
from the civilian to the military aspects of capitalist rule.

Not admitting that American capitalism is based on the
exploitation of labor—since each person is presumed to receive
what he has contributed to the total social product—and thus
sharing with the state-controlled totalitarian nations the notion of
10 "each according to his work,” the economic argument against
such totalitarianism is largely based on the comparative efficiency
of the “free” and the “regulated” economy, the latter supposedly
demanding totalitarian controls and thus dictatorial rule.

Democracy is then only mentioned as a political phenomenon, as
which,

a question of “individual liberties and “human rights,

rights maintained, even authoritarian

recalled as an act of God, from which
e o, Sinethie pertd nt secentlyy Aunerlca e the st
of the world, the victor in war, and beneficiary of an unprece-
dented economic upswing which bencfited both labor and capital
Theories were concocted which assured further economic growth
and the elimination of the business-cycle through state interven-
tions in the laws of the market. True, there remained a residue of
misery, particularly with respect to racial minorities, but this,
too, would be overcome i time, thus demonstrating the superior-
ity of the capitalist system in its American form. This general
optimism created the various notions of “post-capitalism,” the
new “techno-structure,” the “end of ideology,” and the coming of
“one-dimensional man,” all signifying that whatever meager
expressions of discontent might arise would be absorbed in a truly
integrated capitalist society without class conflicts, in which the
difference between authority and democracy would have lost its
meaning.

Al this assumed, of course, the continuous expansion of
American capital and therewith its extension on a global scale.
The post-war situation was characterized not only by various
attempts—some successful, others not—to contain the spread of
totalitarian regimes in defense of the free world-market, but also
by capital exports on a lavish scale and the intensified creation of
tional corporations, mostly under the American flag. The
internationalization of capitalist production (in contrast to inier-
national trade) extended the American economy to all parts of the
world, a fact of great importance with regard to the identification
of American capitalism with political democracy. Business can
Hourish as well under authoritarian as under democratic condi-
tions, so long as the authoritarianism restricts itself to political
institutions. Business has no preferences in this respect, even
though some businessmen may prefer one to the other. And in
fact a great amount of American capital operates under authori-
tarian regimes and has a direct interest in their perpetuation as
long as they secure and guarantee the profitability of their invest-
ments.

regimes may develop, or return to, democratic institutions. In ths
sense, then, the various military dictatorships, particularly in the
South-American nations, are not opposed but cultivated by
American capital, in the apologetic expectation that, sooner or
laer, they may adapt themselves to more democratc procedures.
Infact,
for democracy in times of w.l stress, eagzrly awaiting the day
of their displacement by viable elected governments and parlia-
mentary rule.

The economic and so the political interests of American
capitalism touch upon almost every part of the world. Although
the nation-state persists, the economic integration of capitalism is
international, which strengthens the imperialistic nature of capi-
talist competition. With respect to foreign capital investments
alone, the Government Survey of Current Business of February,
1077 showed that the yearly sales of majority-owned foreign
affiliates of United States companies totaled more than $500 bil-
lion, while American exports totaled only $120 billion. No data is
available for sales of foreign affiliates in which American compa-
nies have less than a majority interest, nor for the production of
unaffiliated companies under license of United States companies.
If they were included, the enormous importance of foreign pro-
be even more evi-

duction relative to traditional exports would
dent. This implies, of course, that American capitalism must not
be equated only with its democratic pretensions at home, but also
with the authoritarian regimes under whose protection it exploits
an increasing quantity of foreign labor. It thus shares responsibil-
ity for their undemocratic dictatorial policies.
I is true, of course, that American capital is not needed to
foster which it does by
these nations adhere to dictatorial principles on their own accord.
Most likely, the American capitalists would be more comfortable
operating under circumstances more akin to their own. But they
are also realists and accept the world as it is: democracy is not
essential to the making of money. They are also quite ready to
Continued on page 27
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Anarchism vs Marxism

We are here reprinting two articles by Ulli Diemer—Anar-
chism vs. Marxism and The Continuing Debate: Bakunin vs,
Marx—which first appeared in The Red Menace 2:2." In a clear
and concise way they confront the main anarchist

ing up plans for others to carry out. His ideas and later theory de-

veloped out of his experiences and studies of movements of the

emerging proletariat. He noted that this class, unlike the peasant-
- i

about Marxism and demonstrate the relevance of these issues for
libertarian socialists today. However, there is a major weakness.
in the Bakunin vs. Marz article. In demonstrating that Marx is not
an economic determinist, Diemer comes close to denying Marx's
‘materialism. The conflict between materialism and idealism was
central to the debate between Marx and Bakunin. More signifi-
mains important for our own attempts to clarify the
difficulties and possibilities of revolutionary action.

dealism and what we may call vulgar materialism both dis-
connect ideas from the process of people’s active transformation
of their environment, natural and social. For the latter, people are
the passive recipients of ideas forced on them from outside; for
the former, conceptions evolve by their own logic, and here too

happen ta” people, instead of being developed by people in the
course of dealing with their problems and opportunities. As a re-
sult of this similarity, both orientations have tended to see world-
changing ideas as the property of educated elites. As it has no ex-
planation for the origin of ideas. except earlier ideas, idealism
gives those who have the “correct” ideas at any time a key role in
the making of history. On this terrain the idealist and the undia-
lectical materialist shake hands on the necessity of placing the
reins of action in the hands of the few who, for one reason or an-
other, are n tune with the objective necessities of the situation.

, the philosophical materialist, was a complete
idealist politically, believing that the idea of socialism could de-
velop only in heads exposed to higher learning, and never among
the workers, tied to their immediate needs, themselves. Similarly,
Bakunin believed in the absolute necessity for an elite organiza-
tion controlling and guiding the movement of the People, to
‘whose unformed thoughts only the anarchist Alliance (and above
all he, Bakunin) could give articulate form.

While such views may be very inspiring to an intellectual
elite, they are of no use to the rest of us. It s this problem that
Marx was addressing when he wrote in the Theses on Feuerbach
that “the educator himself needs educating.” Marx, in contrast to
the left wing idealists whom he criticized (Proudhon, Lassalle,
Bakunin), did not see the problem of revolution as that of draw-
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tional or world market instead of for local consumption. Conse-
quently, what happened to workers in one area tended to affect
workers in others. But this state of affairs was also relative. In
times of capitalist expansion and prosperity, workers' struggles
for higher wages, better working conditi iion; and even political
goals could remain more or less localized. On the other hand,
capitalist crises threw the working class in general into similar
conditions, conditions (mass layoffs, wage-cutting, and general-
ized misery) which could neither be ignored nor fought on a small
group level. They could only be fought collectively and coopera-
tively

_—
order to clarify the meaning of the ideal of socialism, advanced
during periods of crisis. His analysis of capitalism led him to con-
clude that the system would become world-dominant, that the
proletariat would become the large majority of the population in
the capitalistically developed countries, and that the continuing
crisis cycle would thus become more severe and involve larger
numbers of people. At some point in history, he supposed,
the world's working class would be so large and the crisis so
deep that the direct, collective activity of the proletariat would
move from resistance to revolution, expropriate the capitalists,
and create a society on the basis of “the free and equal ass:
ation of producers.” These predictions were based in part on
empirical observations and in part on scientific abstraction from
such observations. Only in this way could theory be a guide
to action, rather than an ideological justification or a program
for others to carry out, It was in order to aid his comrades in
changing the world—the workers—to realize their collective
capabilities that Marx wanted to “lay bare the laws of motion of
capitalist society” in Capital. He wanted to understand, and so
help others understand, the social realities that make possible new
forms of social action, and the new forms of thinking that such
action involves. This was the content of Manx's materialism—
the explanation of the origin and content of socialist ideas in
terms of the structural dynamics of capitalism.




‘The Marxian model is, if anything, more relevant today than
it was in Marx's time, when large portions of the world were still
untouched by capitalism and the working class was a small mi-
nority even in the most capitalistically developed countries. At
the present time, it is true, the revolutionary workers’ movement
has reached a uniquely low point. The officially left organizations
—parties and unions—have come to devote themselves to the in
terest of capitalism or its party-ruled analogue in the “socialist
nations. And yet the international working class, larger than
ever, and more closely than ever linked through their domination
by the world market, faces the very conditions and necessities
that Marx discerned a century ago. The current economic decline
indicates that government intervention in the economy has not
rendered the capitalistcrisis obsolete; it s rather the crisis which is
rendering obsolete those theories—shared in the sixties by bour-
geois ideologists and most of the left—that see crisis as a thing of
the past. The Marxian analysis of capitalist development, clarify-
ing the situation faced by the workers, provides no guarantee of a
libertarian future. That depends now as before on the workers' re-
sponse to their conditions. But Marxism does show that such a fu-

ture is not just a utopian dream but a real possibility worth fight-

ing for.
Root & Branch

1. The Red Menace. P.O. Box 171, Station D, Toronto, Ontario,
Canada
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Anarchism vs Marxism:
A few notes on an old theme

More than one hundred years after the social
movement split into war tarxist and anarchist
factions, there are signs, at least on a small scale, that
people calling themselves anarchists and people cal-
ling themselves Marxists or “libertarian socialists”
are finding ways of working together fruitfully. Ques-

aretheold labels still valid? How have their meanings

— that hopes to develop has to confront historical,
strategic, and theoretical questions. A socialist
movement worthy of the name has to do more than
get together for simple actions. It has to ask itself
where it is trying to go, and how it proposes to get
there: precisely the issues which sparked the fateful
anarchist-Marxist split in the 1870, and which kept
the movements separated until today. Political ques-
tions which are ignored do not vanish, they only re-
appear with all that much more destructive impact at
a later date. They must be dealt with frankly.

But this does not mean that we are fated to barrenly

et ek

of the past. The world has changed a great deal since
the 1870's, and the experience of the socialist move-
ment during the past century has changed the prob-
lems we face immeasurably. Of nolittle importance is

anti-Leninist, and the re-emergence of an anarcho-
communist movement which accepts (although not
necessarily consciously) a good deal of Marxist
analysis. There is a good deal of common ground on
which we can come together.

It should also be acknowledged that while the dif-
ferences between Marxists and anarchists have been

changed in the course of the last century? How solid
2 o o

of unity? Have
transcended?

Butis it necessary to re-examine the old labels and
divisions at all? Would it not be best to let sleeping
polemics lie and simply concentrate on working to-
gether?

~The problem is that a socialist movement — or

real, it often in the past
the disputes between them have generated more heat
than light. A problem in many polemics is that each
side tends to take partial tendencies of the other side
and extrapolates them to be the whole, and in that
sense misrepresents. A serious analysis has to go
beyond the simplicities of black and white (black and

red?) e same time, it is true that
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posing questions sharply generally implies a polemi-

cal tone, so we should not shrink back from polemic if
this means that important questions will be glossed
over or ignored.

My own position is pro-marxist, and is in many
respects quite critical of anarchism. It s therefore
imperative to note two things: One, that there are
many positive things about anarchism which | leave
unacknowledged, because | am attempting, in this,
and the subsequent article, to criticize certain
specific aspects of the total doctrine which | think
greatly weaken it. | am not purporting to give a bal-
anced evaluation of anarchism as a whole. Two: | am
far more critical of the “Marxism" of the most
“Marxist-Leninists" than | am of anarchism. While |
regard most anarchists as comrades in the libertarian
movement, | consider the very expression “Marxist-
Leninist” 1o be a contradiction in terms, and consider

m-Leninism" to be an ideology that is diamet-
rically opposed to the emanicipation of the working
classes.”

anarchis/marxist debate adequately in one or two
articles. What | propose to do here, and in the accom-
panying notes on Marx and Bakunin, is to concen-
trate on the most common and basic anarchist objec-
tions to Marxism, and to examine them briefly. These
notes should be seen as just that — notes that make a
few basic points. | hope that they will provoke a lively
discussion that will make it possible to examine the

display an astonishing misunderstanding
and ignorance of Marx and what he wrote and did.
(EG. Bakunin on Anarchy, with the Preface by Paul
Avrich and the Introduction by Sam Dolgoff, Mark
Brothers’ article on Anarchy in Open Road No. 4; the
piece on Bakunin in Open Road No. 2, and P.
Murtaugh's article in this issue of The Red Menace.)
Al of these — and most anarchist writings — expend
a great deal of effort in attacking something called
“Marxism"”. In every case, the “Marxism" that is at-
tacked has little or nothing to do with the theories of
Karl Marx. Reading these polemics against a “Marx-

It is naturally not possible to cover the whole f

torevise or transcend itto at least know what they are
talking about. Nothing is solved by setting up and
attacking a straw-man Marxism

And it is important to unaerstand and know Marx
not only because there are “libertarian Marxists but
because Marx is without dispute the central figure in
the development of libertarianism and socialism. It is
not possible to understand the development of any
left-wing political movement or system of thought in
the last century without knowing Marxism. It is not
possible. in fact, to understand the development of
any ideology in this century, or indeed, to understand
the history of the last hundred years, without knowing
something about Marxism. The political history of the
twentieth Gentury is to a very great extent a history of
attempts to realize Marxism, attempts to defeat Marx-
ism, attempts to go beyond or amend Marxism, at-
tempts to develop alternatives to Marxism.

* On the other hand, | do not see il “Marxists-Leninists as

counter-revolutionaries, as many anarchists seem to d
Many (particularly Trotskyists) are sincere revolutionaries

adhere to. The fact that “Marxism-Leninism" as an ideology

is counter-revolutionary does not mean that every

‘Marxist-Leninist” is a counter-revolutionary, any more

than the fact that fact that Christianity is reactionary makes
cti N

it, the phrase Marx
to have repeated so often in his later years, only re-
garding the works of his “followers”: “If this is Marx-
ism, than all | know is that | am not a Marxist”.

If there is to be any dialogue between Marxists and
anarchists, if the negative and positive aspects of the
Manxian and anarchist projects are to be critically
analysed, then it is incumbent upon those who op-

made out to be. There are of necessity always gray areas,
where, for example, anarchism and Marx

verge, or Marxism and Leninism, or —
Leninism. Life does not always lend itself to analysis by the
categories “them" and “us", iffor no other reason than that
all of us have internalized at least some of the repressive
baggage of the dominant society. All o us have something
of the " i

. as seek



Anarchism is certainly no exception. It originally
defined tselfin opposition to Marxism, and continues
t0do 50 o the present day. Unfortunately, anarchists
seem tot — or unwilling to reali
Marxism is not a monolith, that there are, and alwzys
have been, enormously different currents of thought
calling themselves Marxist. Anarchist critiques invar-
iably identify Marxism with Leninism, Leninism with
Stalinism, Stalinism with Maoism, and all of them with
Trotskyism as well. There is usually not a hint of guile
in this remarkable bit of intellectual prestigitation —
your average anarchist simply thinks it is a universally
accepted, established fact that all these political sys-
tems are identical.’

This is not to say that it cannot be argued that all
these political systems are fundamentally the same,
that their differences, no matter how violent, are sec-
ondary to certain essential features thay all have in
common. But the point is that it is necessary to argue
the case, to marshall some evidence, to know a
phenomenon before condemning it. One can't simply
begin with the conclusion.

But the fact is that Marxism is not a monol
spite Murtaugh’s uninformed assertion that
unnn Marxism is a rather

h. De-
“Liber-

as 'true’ libertarianism through the ages, while cut-
ting itself off — whether because of dogma or be-

sse of ignorance—from all other contributing cur-
rents, only impoverishes itself. Yet anarchists writing
o0, Mersiomsearh o delloerately ahd eimost per:

dominant Leninist tradition, and so managea\wayslo
reconfirm their own prejudices about Man

All this does not prove of course that the bertarian
interpretation of Marx is the correct one. But it should
be possible to agree on a basic analytical point: if
there is doubt about what Marx stood for, then it is
necessary to read Marx, not to take the word of eithar
his enemies, or those who claim, justifiably or not, to
be his followers. Once this is accepted. and only then,
is it possible to begin an anarchist/marxist dialogue
on a serious level.

My own attitude to Marx is not unequivocally
favourable. There are in my view serious questions to
be raised about aspects of Marx’s thought. Marxism,
like everything else, must be subjected to criticism,
criticism that may lead to transcending Marx, but not,
Ithink, to rejecting him. “Marxism is a point of depar-
ture for us, not our pre-determined destination. We
accept Marx's dictum that our criticism must fear
nothing, including its own results. Our debt to Marx-

if we find that

it.” The essential point, however, is that the Marxian
Project must be the heart of any libertarian politics. It
may be possible and therefore necessary to trans-
cand Marx, buttotransoend himtisfirtnacessaryto
absorb him. Without Marx and some of the best of the
“Marxists", it is not possible to create a libertarian
praxis and a libertarian world.

Finally, in judging Marx's work, it is necessary to
keep in mind that his writings and actions span some
40years as a revolutionary, that he often wrote letters
and made notes that represent partial insights which
e was not able to return to and expand, that many of

ical theories and movements go”’, and despite
the fact that the term " ibertarian Marxism" is now —
and unnecessary — the tradition goes back a long
way. For example, Rosa Luxemburg — surely one of
the central figures in any history of Marxism — was
condemning Lenin's theories of the vanguard party
and of centralized, heirarchical discipline three-
century ago, in vsoa ln 1918 — while
s were rushing to join the Bolsheviks
izing the dicutonial methods of the
Bolsheviks and warning of the miscarraige of the
Russian Revolution. After her death there were other
thinkers and movements that condemned Bol-
shevism as an authoritarian degeneration of Marx-
ism: Anton Pannekoek, Karl Korsch, the Council
Communists, the Frankfurt School, right up to the
new left of the 1960's and 1970's. And even within the
Leninist tradition there were thinkers who made con-
tributions that challenged the hold of the dominent
interpretation and helped to nourish a libertrian

rxism; for example, Georg Lukacs, Antonio

currents emerged from the Trotskyist movement in
the 1940s and 1950's. Any libertarian movement that
proclaimsitself the issue of a virgin birthn the 1970's,
or that acknowledges only one thin anarchist strand

3

ular doctrines
P atatsats il i Rk
take, therefore, to take each sentence and each quo-
tation in the corpus of his work as finished holy writ,
or to expect that his work is wholly consistent or that
he thought the implications of all of his theories
Ipiigh to b Ard. Mahca werlc s ar (ricomp e,
but enormouscy trulful and brlient con-
ribution that must b6 a d as he himself ap-
proached everything

Fcally.

* For example, Mark Brothers in his artcle “Anarchy is lib-
orty, not disorder” in Issue 4 of the Open Road, uses the
terms ‘Marxism'’ and ‘Marism-Leninism’ interchangeably,
and is ither unaware or doesn'tthink it worth mentioning
that two of the three concepts he critcizes — the vanguard

in Marx, while the third, dictatorship of the proletariat, was

given completely different meanings by Marx and the

Leninists. Similarly, Murtaugh (The End of Dialectical
the

knows so lttle about Marxism that he does not even know
that neither Marx or Engels ever even used the term “dialec-
tical mateiai’, which he biftay supposes libartarien
Marxists" adhere to, and which he disposes of in four pages.
(Disoatical materidism mads s fist appearance et
years after Marx died, courtesy of Plekanov.)



At this point, it is necessary to confront one of
anarchism's tragic flaws, one that has made it incap-
able of becoming a serious historical alternative: its
strong tendency toward anti-intellectualism. With a
very few exceptions (eg. otkin, Rocker, Book-
chin) anarchism has failed to produce proponents
interested in developing a rigorous analysis of
capitalism, the state, or au-

which

forthe most
are not pursued in such a way as to develop new
insights relating to the history of capitalism, the re-
volutionary process, or Bolshevism, for example.

Rather, the same arguments are simply liturgically
repeated. Rarely is there any serious political debate
within the anarchist movement, while polemics
against the bugbear of “'Marxism" (as essential to
anarchism as Satan is to the Church) are generally
crippled by a principled refusal to find out anything
about what is being attacked. Arguments are mostly
carried on in terms of the vaguest generalities; quota-
tions are never used because the works of the sup-
posed enemy have never been read

As a consequence of its anti-intellectualism,
anarchism has never been able to develop its poten-
tial. A movement that disdains theory and uncritically
warships action, anarchism remains a shaky edifice
consisting essentially of various chunks of Marxist
analysis underpinning a few inflexible tactical pre-
cepts. It is held together mainly by libertarian im-
pulses — the best kind of impulses to have, to be sure
— and by a fear of organization that is so great that it
is virtually impossible for anarchists to every organize

thoritarianism. Consequently its opposition to these
phenomena has tended to remain instinctive and
emotional; whatever analyses it has produced have
been eclectic, largely borrowed from Marxism,
iberalism, and other sources, and rarely of serious
intellectual quality. This s not an accidental failing —
there has been no lack of intelligent anarchists. But
narchists, perhaps repelled by the coldbloodedness

of ‘official Marsiet mtollectuais perhaps sensing in-
stinctivaly the germ of totalitarianism in any intellec-
tual system that seeks to explain everything, have
been consciously and often militantly opposed to in-
tellectual endeavour as such. Their opposition has
been not simply o particular analyses and theories,
but to analysis and theory as such. Bakunin, for ex-
ample, argued — in a manner reminiscent of the
medicval Pope Gregory — that teaching workers

The results for the anarchist movement have been
crippling. Anarchism as a theory remains a patchwork
of often conflicting insights that remains frustrating
especially to critical sympathizers because the most
fruitful threads rarely seem to be pursued. Most
anarchist publications avoid any discussion of
strategy, or any analysis of society as it is today like
the plague (Even one of the best anarchist publica-

he Open Road, remains essentially a cheer-
leader (oi anything vaguely leftist or libertarian. Peo-
ple organizing unions and people organizing against
unions receive equally uncritical coverage; pie-
throwing and bomb-throwing are seen as equally
valid activities, and no attempt is made to discuss the

lative strategic merits of the one or the other in a

rela
given context) Most anarchist publishing houses
seem interested in nothing except (a) re-fighting the
Spanish Civil War, (b) re-fighting Kronstadt and (c)
trashing Marxist-Leninists yet one more time. Even

Thisistruly atragedy,

for the libertarian movement cannot afford to have its

members refusing to use their intellects in the battie

to create a new world. As long as anarchism con-

{inuss to promote anti-intellectualism, it is going no-
here

Ui Diemer




BaKkunin vs. Marx
The Continuing Debate:

1 propose in this article to examine some of the
most common anarchist objections to “Marxism.”
The Issues | shall single out were raised for the first
time by Bakunin at the time when anarchism first
emerged as a self-conscious movement defining
itself in opposition to all other currents on the left
Therefore | will concentrata primarly on Bakunin in
the following discussion, and on some of his differ-
ances with Marx. Whilo I reaiize that Bakunin 5 not
the only interpreter of anarchism, I think this is a
valid approach for a number of reasons: (a) it is not
possible to cover everything and everybody in a
short essay (b) the Bakunin/Marx split was the for-
mative event in the history of anarchism (c) Bakunin
is still the most widely read, quoted, and admired
anarchist in the anarchist movement itself (d) many
of the key anarchist objections to Marxism originate
with Bakunin, and these objections continue to be
used today; to the extent that it is possible to call
them into question, it is possible to call into ques-
tion current anarchist pre-conceptions about Marx-

trumped-up charges because Bakunin opposed
Manx's dictatorial, centralized regime over the In-
ternational.

6. Mlmw is "authoritarian”’; anarchism is “liber-
tari

What of these objections?

1. The peoples’ State.

Perhaps lts VS not surpnsing that it is widely be-
ieved that ated this concept, given the
number of "Peoples’ Republica", -Workers: States™
etc. in the world today that l:uN themselves “Marx-
ist . Both the Leninists who use the concept, and the
anarchists who oppose it, seem quite unaware that it
s mowhere to be found in Marx's writings. Marx, on
the contrary, specifically rejected it. (See for example
the Critique of the Gotha Program)

It is indicative of Bakunin's methods that he re-
peatedly accused Marx of advocating a “Peoples’
state” (see for example Dolgoff, ed., Bakunin on
Anarchy, Vintage, 1972), an accusation that in view of

ismand to inaugurate a
?

What are their claims?
The following beliefs seem to be generally ac-
cepled by anarchists:

4 u-rxlm baieve in the areston of  “pecpies
s’ state”; anarchists believe in
ﬂw Abelmon of lhe state.
2

. making Invoves every o b lies n 17, Marx-
t up a few discipline fre

* Bulling the strings on a so-called ‘proletrarian’ pr
tatorship.”

3. Marx was an “economic determinist”; Bakunin
“emphasized the psychological (subjective) fac-
tors in revolution.” Marxism is the ego trip of intel-
lectuals who try to fit everything into their “theory
of, byzanting, complexny dialectical
materialism — is of "doubtful usefulness’

it possible
for Marxist leaders to establish “control over the
ment”.

4. Anarchists believe that revolutionary organiza-
tions should be open, egalitarian, and completely
democratic; marxists on the other hand advocate

rohical, power-tripping leadership”, as ex-

the
d see if offers a singl

to back up his claim), and in view of Manx's and

Engel's repeated repudiation of the concept, can only

be interpreted as a deliberate fabrication on

Bakunin's part. And itis hardly to the credit of several

o
swallow Bakunin's fictions on this matter without
ever bothering to look for evidence to back them up:
Marx and Engels’ position nn the am wrme nol
free of ambiguities and not above
different from what Bakunin clunmad Itis spellsd nul
most extensively in Manx's The Civil War in France,
but i devalop in numrous other works a5 weil.
at Marx forsaw was that during the revolutionary
nnd of struggle against the bourgeoisie, the pro-
letariat would use the state apparatus to crush the
bourgeoisie: “to achieve its liberation it employs
means which will be discarded after the liberation”"
(Marx, Gonspectus of Bakunin's State and Anarchy,
1874-75). After the vanquishing of the bourgeoisie,
the state has outlived its usefulness. Marx pointed to
the Paris Commune as being very close to what he
had in mind; Bakunin too was enthusiastic about the
Commune, yet continued to accuse Marx of secretly
holding very different views. This Bakunist nonsense
has been endorsed by other anarchists as well. For
Arthur Muelier Lehning

ierar
emplitied by the vanguard party and
centralism.

the hcmms hwdea by i Bakunin and Marx came

xample,
writes that “It is an irony of history that at the very
moment when the battle between the authoritarians
and the antiauthoritarians in the International

over the of Mar had
Bakunin expeusu from the International on

program of the antiauthoritarian tendency ... The
Commune of Paris had nothing in common with the



state socialism of Marx and was more in accord with
the ideas of Proudhon and the federalist theories of
Bakunin. Civil War in France is in full contradiction
with all Marx's writings on the question of the State.”
(quoted in Bakunin on Anarchy, P. 260) This is a re-
markable piece of doublethink. Marx's major work on
the state is said to be “in full contradiction” with “all”
his writings on the state. What writings on the state is
Lehning referring to then? We don't know, because
he doesn't say. As always, in anarchist polemics, we

referring to the Poverty of Philosophy, written in 1847,
or The Communist Manifesto, written in 1848, or the
Critique of the Gotha Program, written in 1875, or to
the private letters Marx was writing at the same time
as the publication of The Civil War in France in 1871
All of these consistently maintain that the state is
ocialism. Together they compri

most, if not “all” of Marx's writings on the state. But
Lehning (and Bakunin, and Dolgoff, and Avrich, and
Brothers, and Murtaugh, and ... ) know better.
Somewhere, in some mythical world known only to
anarchists, there are to be found Marx's real views on
the state, the “People’s State of Manx" (Bakunin on
Anarchy, P.318), which is “completely identical” with

the aristocratic-monarchic state of Bismark'"
(Bakunin on Anarchy, P. 319).

How does one refute an “argument” which, without
asingle shred of evidence, except racial predisposi-
tion (“as a German and a Jew, he (Marx) is from head
totoe anauthoritarian” — Bakunin in 1872,) withouta
single quotation, attributes ideas and concepts to
Marx that Marx had repeatedly attacked? There are
two alternatives: either one swallows everything
Bakuhin, Dolgoff, and Co. say, on faith, because they
are anarchists, or one takes the path of intellectual
integrity, and tries to discover Marx and Engels’ views
on the state by reading Marx and Engels. If one takes
the latter course, one might start by reading Engeis
March 1875 letter to Bebel, in which he says “itis pure
nonsense to talk of a free people’s state: o long as
the proletariat still uses the state, it does not use it in
the interests of freedom but in order to hold down its
adversaries, and as soon as it becomes possible to
speak of freedom the state as such ceases to exist.
We would therefore propose to replace state
everywhere by Gemeinwesen, a good old German
word which can very well convey the meaning of the
French word ‘commune’ ".

Itis still possible, of course, to argue that the use of
the state by the proletariat in the brief transitional
period is dangerous, and could lead to the establish-
ment of a permanent state. (It must be admitted, how-
ever, that Bakunin himself envisioned a form of post-
revolutionary state, complete with elections, dele-
gates, a parliament, an executive committee, and an
army. (Bakunin on Anarchy, P.153) Anarchists are
curiously quiet about this, however.

Nevertheless, it remains a fact that in balance, the
concern Bakunin expressed about the possible de-
generation of the revolution was a valid one, and that
Marx for his part failed to give sufficient weight to the
dangers posed by this threat to a future revolution.
This criticism, however, must itself be qualified in a
number of ways, is a far cry from the claims of Baku-
nin and the anarchists that Marxism was a theory that
aimed at the subjection of society to state.

2. Dictatorship of the Proletariat.
Aclosely related question is that of the dictatorship
of the proletariat, one of the most abused and misun-
derstood terms of all of Marxism. The question of the
transition from capitalism to socialism, and Manx's
view of it, is an extremely complicated one that can-

ings of the term, fostered by its appropri
Bolsheviks, and by the related fact that dictatorship
has come to have a quite different meaning today
than it had in Manc'stime. As Dolgoff puts it there was
then a “loose sense in which the term ‘dictatorship"
was used by nineteenth-century socialists — to mean
simply the preponderant influence of a class, as in
Marx’s ‘dictatorship of the proletariat . (Bakunin on
Anarchy, P. 12) Or to put it more precisely, the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat means the rule by the pro-
letariat as a class, and the suppression of the

is simply to dispose of the grossest misunderstand-
ion by the

class. Itis pe y comp: 3
and indeed presupposes, the most thorough-going
democracy within the working class. The best brief
exposition of the Marxian concept, and how it differs
from Leninist concepts of dictatorship, comes from
Rosa Luxemburg’s 1918 polemic against the Bol-
sheviks:

"We have always distinguished the social kernel
from the political form of bourgeois democracy; we



have always revealed the hard kernel of social in-
equality and lack of freedom hidden under the sweet
shell of formal equality and lack of freedom — not in
order to reject the latter but to spur the working class
into not being satisfied with the shell, but rather, by
conauering ¢ political power, to create a socialist
democrac

jected economic determinism and what he called
“crude materialism” out of hand. He did not attempt
2 redu::s all phenomena to economic ones; it is

ssary only to read any oi his political works to be
Conwined of this. As Engels says, “According to the
materialist conception of history, the ultimately

eliminate democracy altogether.

“But socialist democracy is not something which
begins only in the promised land after the founda-
tions of socialist economy are created:; it does not
come as some sort of Christmas present for the
worthy people, who, in the interim, have loyally sup-
ported a handful of socialist dictators. Socialist
democracy begins simultaneously with the begin-
nings of the destruction of class rule and of the con

the sei
same thi

re of power by the socialist pary. It tetria
\g as the dictatorship of the proletar

es, dictatorship! But this dictatorship consi wsin
the manner of applying democracy, not in its
elimination, in energetic, resolute attacks upon the

bourgeois society, without which a socialist trans-
formation cannot be accomplished. But this dictator-
ship must be the work of the class and not of a little
leading minority in the name of the class — that is, it
must proosed step by step out of he active partcipe-
tion of the masses . .. mburg, The Rus-
ian Rovolution, An Arbor paperback, P 77-78)

T you wow
N Emcienion

3. “Economic Determinism”.

The nussllon of Marxian materialism and Marx's
emphasis on the relations of production is an ex-
ficult one which simply cannot be dealt
with intelligently in a brief article. At this point it is
possible only to say that it raises difficult problems
which have to be seriously analyzed. However, whilea
re-examination of Marx's theory and the admitted
contradictions in it are on the agenda, it must be said
that the typical anarchist portrayals of it and objec-
tions 1o it are ill-informed misconceptions that con-
tribute less than nothing to the discussion.
ple, Marx was not an economic determinist; he re-

m-
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element n history is the production and
reproduction of real life. More than this neither Marx
nor | has ever asserted. Hence if somebody twists this
into saying that the economic element is the only

i toa
meaningless, abstract senseless phrase.” (letter to
Joseph Block, Sept. 21-22, 1890, in Lewis Feuer, ed.,
Marx and Engels: Basic Writings on Politics and
Philosophy, P. 397-398.)

Anarchists like Paul Avrich, however, have their
‘own view of ‘what Marx really meant'. See how Awich
crudely contrasts Marx's and Bakunin's views:
(Bakunin) “rejected the view that social change
depends otk oriuh i folding of ‘jecie: e
torical c e believed. on the contrary, that
Thoh shape thlr own destines

|| is unfortunate that Avich has never read, for
rx's third thesis on Feuerbach: “The
matatalist doctring (of Fouerbach) that men are the
products ofcroumstances and upbringing,and trat
thersfore, changed m s of other
ciroamstances and changed uphnng ing, forgets that
it is men that change circumstances and that the

" or

a

ily: “History does nothing, it ‘does not possess im-
mense riches’, it ‘doesnot fight battles’ It ismen, real,
living men, who do all this, who possess things and
fight battles. It is not ‘history’ which uses men as a
means of achieving — it were.on individual per-
son—its own ends. Histo thing but the acti
of men in pursuit of tneironde. (Bottomoro, 63, Karl
Marx, Selected Writings in Sociology and Social
Philosophy, Pelican, P. 78.)

4,5, 6. The nature of the revolutionary
organization; authoritarianism and
libertarianism.

This is again a very complicated question: it is im-
possible to do justice to either Manc's or Bakunin's
views in a short and rather polemical articles that
aims at challenging certain gross misconceptions
rather than at evaluating and criticizing their ideas
and practice in a rigorous and comprehensive way. It
is necessary to understand, first of all, that the ideas
of both Marx and Bakunin, as expressed in their writ-
ings, are in certain respects contradictory; neither
Marx, nor certainly Bakunin, was consistent through-
out his life. Secondly, the practice of both men was
sometimes at variance with what they advocated.
Neither was able always to live up to the standards set
down. Both men displayed considerable streaks of
arrogance and authoritarianism in thelr own per-
sonalites

Nevertheless, there remains a body of writing and
practice that makes it possible to evaluate what Marx
and Bakunin stood for.



Asimilar disregard for the most elementary rules of
evidence, not to mention decency, permeated mgst of
Bakunin's polemics against Marx. He charged, again
and agaln, that Marx advocaled a unl
ship, that he believed in a socialism “de
the top down”". He ignored Marx's Tifotong msls\enca
that “the emancipation of the working classes can
only be the work of the working classes homseives'.
and Marx’s intransigent opposition to the state. Nor
did he attempt to support his accusations with the
facts or quotations. In reading Bakunin's caricature
of Marx's views— the only “version” of Marxism most
anarchists have bothered to familiarize themselves
with! — readers will search in vain for one single
quotation amidst the hysterical confusion of wild, un-
substantiated charges. There simply are none.

(Almost as bad are those anarchists who lambaste
Marx for his “advocacy” of “democratic centralism'
and the “vanguard party”. Is it really necessary to
point out that these concepts were developed long
after Manc's death, that Marx never belonged to an
practising either; that he consistently

the ques-

tion yields the following points:

1. Bakunin deliberately distorted and falsified Marx's
views on the issues under disput

2. Tho accusation that Ied to Bakunin's expulsion
from the International, that of heading a secret
society which aimed to infiltrate and take over the
International, was true. (Since this seems to be
accepted by most historians, this point will not be
pursued. See for example Woodcock’s Anarch-
ism, P. 168, or Aileen Kelly's article in the January
22,1976 issues of the New York Review of Books.)
The only point worth nting here s that the “au-
thoritarian” feder: the

opposed tiny conspiratorial sects of his day; that he
made it a condition of his joining the Communist
League that they scrap their closed, undemocratic
organizational forms; that he always, and angrily. re-
fused attempts by socialists of his day to single him
out for special honours or titles in the movement?)

And has it been completely forgotten that one of
Marx’s chief themes in his c
the latter's eternal fascination with conspiratorial,
manipulative, sectarian, politics?

For there is, unfortunately for those who believe in
anarchist fairy tales, a substan of evidence
for the contantion thet Bakunin held pracisly those

that Bakunin pmiesled against 50 vehemently in
1871 and 1872 were introduced to the Interna-
tional shortly before, not on the initiative of the
General Council of which Marx was a member, but
on the motion of Bakunin's supporters, with
Bakunin's active participation and support. It was
only after he failed to gain control over the struc-
tures of the International that Bakunin suddenly
discovered their “authoritarianism”"

3. The charge of authoritarianism and dictatorial
views can be directed against Bakunin with a great

Bakunin's deliberate misrepresentations of Marx's
views on the state were noted earlier. Bakunin was
obsessed with the idea that all Germans held identi-
cally authoritarian lows, and consistently attributed

Bismarkand Lasaue m Mars. Marw' fury at «mmcm:
d. Bakunin, in many of

againt Marx, argues from the premise that Marx
must obviously be authoritarian because he is a Ger-
man and a Jew, who are by definition authoritarians
and statists. (Because of selective editing, this is not
evident in Dolgoff's Bakunin anthology.) Bakunin
even went further, claiming that Marx was part of an
international conspiracy with Bismark and
Rothschild. Such accusations are of course not
worthy of reply, but surely they make it clear that itis
necessary to treat the “facts” and arguments of the
man making them with the greatest caution.

" views whict

Vans. Thess who seck svidence of a pencham for
dictatorial,

of material in the writings of not Marx, but Bakunin.
(Thisis not to say that Bakunin consistently held such
views; there are serious contradictions in his thought
amounting to a basic polarity.)

Bakunin’s advocacy of post-revolutionary state,
which continued most of the forms of the pre-
revolutionary state, such as parliament, army, doc-
tions, etc. , was noted earlier, and can be found, for
example, in Bakunin on Anarchy, P. 153. Similarily,
despite his much-vaunted opposition to any form of




independent political action by the working class,
‘one can find him advocating, in his letters, not simply
political action, but working class support and action
on behalf of bourgeois political parties. (See for ex-
ample Bakunin on Anarchy, P. 219). And elsewhere,
one finds him advocating nothing less than that
anarchists run for Parliament. (Bakunin on Anarchy,
P.218).

Nor are these merely products of his naive, youthful
d-ys which are 50 often used to excuse some of his

st aberations, as for example when we find the

ynunn Bakunin (at age 35) writing appeals to the
Czar while Marx, four years younger, is advocating
the revolutionary overthrow of the state. No, these

ronouncements, and many others like them, are is-
sued privaely at precisely the time that Bakurin is
publicly proclaiming his opposition to Marxism be-
cause it advocates politicar action by the working

I
n e Immediate post-reioliionr | penod

of “Manxism-Leninism" and Bakunin not Marx who is
supposed to be the father of “anarchism.

Bakunin's authoritarian tendencies were at their
most extreme at precisely the time that he was split-
ting the International. This was the time of his associ-
ation with the notorious Nechaev. Most anarchist

found out the true nature of his activities.

But the fact remains that Bakunin did enter into
partnership with Nechaev, and under his influence
wrote a number of tracts that displayed a despotic,
Machiavellian approach to revolution that far surpas-
sed anything he ever accused Mar of. The author-
ship of some of the pieces in question is under dis-
pute, but the relevant point is surely that Bakunin
allowed his name to be put to even those pamphlets
he did not write, and that he actively worked to have
them distributed knowing they bore his name.

Jnese pamphlets, Nechaev and Bakumn adva-

Itis also worth contrasting Bakun
‘of the principle, for the future nnarcms1 society, of
1o his ability, to

to his work” (my emphasis) with Marx, who held to

much more radical principle, "from each according
o his ability, to each according to his needs"

consider Bakunin's Rules for his International

to

“by co
mg  ail the moans of social oxistonce i the Hands of
Our Committee, and the proclamation of compulsory
physical labour for everyone,” compulsory residence
in l:ommunel dormitories, rules for hours of work,
feeding of ren, and other . As the “au-
ortarion Mare put it: “What a beautiful model of

&

Allllnoe not a passing whim, but
ich

mg in the First International. Here is a sample, written
“it is necessary that in the midst of popular
unnrchy. which will make up the very life and all the

lere you have it all:
communal eating, communal sleeping, assessors
and offices regulating education, production, con-
sumption, in a word, all social activity, and to crown
all, Our Committee, anonymous and unknown to any- -

energy of the revolution, the unity o
thought and action should be embodied in a certain
organ. That organ must be the secret and world-wide
association of the international brothers
the only thing a well-organized secret society
can do s first to assist the birth of revolution by
spreading among the masses ideas that accord with
the instinct of the masses, and to organise, not the

armyof y
people, but a revolutionary General Stalf composed
of devoted, energetic and intelligent individuals who
are above all sincere — not vain or ambitious —
friends of the people, capable of serving as inter-
mediaries between the revolutionary ideas and the
popular instincts.”

“'The number of these mdwldullsshould not, lhere»
fore, be too large. For the i

anti-authoritarianism..

e looks at Bakunin's views on authority
and revolution in detai, i 1 hard 1o disagree with
Marx's and Engels' claim that Bakunin and his fol-
lowers simply used the word “authoritarian” to mean
sumeihing they didn't like. The word “authoritarian”

/as then, and remains today for many libertarians, a
way of avoiding serious political questions. For the
tact that not sB aukvoriy s bad; that ||| cartal situa-
tions authority is Aecessar le. As En-
gels says, "A vavolul n is cer\amly the most -

of the population imposes its will upon the other part
by means of rifles, bayonets and cannon —
if such there be atall”. And some

throughout Europe one hundred serious and firmly
united revolutionaries would be sufficient. Two or
three hundred revolutionaries would be enough for
the or largest count
e he authoriarlan Man sac of s libertarian
idea: "To say that the hundred international brothers
st ‘serve as intermediaries between the revolutio-
nary idea and the popular instincts, reate an
unbnﬂgﬁbla gulf between the Alliance’s revolutio-
idea and the proletarian masses; it means proc-
Ium\mg that these hundred guardsmen cannot be re-

one sees the views of Bakunin and Marx side
by side, itis difficult to remember sometimes that it is
Marx, sot Bakunin, who is supposed to be the father
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form of authority, ie., decision-making structure, is
necessary in any form of interaction, co-operation, or
organization that is social rather than individual. In a
socialist society, it will still be necessary to make
decisions about things; these decisons will necessar-
ily reflect the will, ie, the authority, of the majority.
This is not a violation of collectivity, but an absolutely
indispensable component of it. To say, as many
anarcmsls do, that they vs)acl all forms of sumnmy
s willngly acospted, eventh i
isthe rsult of democranc decision makin ply
10 aavocate either rule by minority, of a roturn (o tha
purest form of free-market capitalism, as is advocated
by the “litertarian” right. No amount of talk about
“consensus” or local autonomy or individual initia-
ive wil this fact. C




able, because sometimes people do not agree. Then a
decison-making process is necessary, and if it is
democratic, the minority will have to accede to the
majority. Autonomy and individual initiative can still
have the fullest possible play, but this does not alter
the fact that the authority of the majority has prevailed
in the question at han

There is another aspect of Bakunin that must be
confronted because, like his ill-defined views on au-
thority, it has remained a part of the anarchist move-
ment. Running through all of Bakunin's thought and
subsequent anarchist thought and practice is a dark
thread, an infatuation with violence, with destruction
for the sake of destruction, action for the sake of
action, distrust of logic, intellect, and knowledge, a
love for conspiratorial, tightly controlled organiza-
tion. For the most part, these things remained sub-
sidiary to his — and his successor's — genuinely
libertarian and humanistic instincts.

During the period of Bakunin's association with
Nechaev, who was attracted solely by Bakunin's dark
side, this aspect took over. Then, confronted with the
realization of this dark thread in practice, in the per-

masses and intellectuals in Russia, saw no other way
but coercion to mold the latter into a force deter-
mined enough to move the masses to revolution
Such reasoning, Bakunin concluded, ‘contains, alas!
much truth

Kelly continues: “This grotesque assessment of
Nechaev is very revealing. At a time when the gap
between man's empirical and ideal natures seemed
enormous, Bakunin, albeit reluctantly, concluded
thatif men do not wish to liberate themselves, it might
be necessary for those with their highest interests at
heart to liberate them against their will

To Bakunin's credit, he continually struggled
against the implications of this aspect of his thought.
Always fascinated by all the ‘revolutionary’ short-
cuts, he nevertheless remained loyal as well to his
libertarian instincts, and it is this aspect of his re-
markably polarized vision that he left as his lasting
heritage. The anarchist movement that he fathered
has also been plagued by the same polarity, by the
tension between real libertarianism on the one side,
and the sometimes irresistable attraction of anti-

terrorism, and racy, on the

soh of Nechaev,
ror. However, as Aileen Kelly notes, “even then he
managed to integrate Nachaev's villainy into his own
fantasies, writing to his astonished friends that
Necaev's methods were those of a “pure” and
“saintly" nature who, faced with the apathy of the

other. The anarchist movement needs to come to
grips with Bakunin’s ambiguous heritage. And to do
s0, it also needs to come to terms with Marx.
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ROOT & BRANCH

With the 1960s the eternal prosperity, the managed econ-
omy, and the attendant “death of ideology" of the post-World
War Il period came to an end. The combination of unemploy-
ment and inflation in the capitalist West and the inability of the
state-run systems of the East to satisfy their working classes are
producing unsettlng effects throughout

that of reformist or of revalutionary parties, produce or con-

bt sacceed achotlg to s exlgsnes o survival within
capnﬂ!xsm The Bolshevik alternative of the small vanguard of
revolutionaries preparing for the day when they would lead the
masses to the conquest of state power has also proven useless for
our purposes. Such parties have had a role to play only in the

detenor:hm\ of conditions in the big cites, which nonetheless

of the p ; the bru-
il e B et al Semieos vty ot he Ubploved
‘which has been accumulating in these urban centers; the instabil-
ity of governments i the democracies, i the absence of any clear

f the world, where they have provided the

ruling class needed to carry out the work of forced economic

development unrealized by the native bourgeoisie. In the devel-

oped countries lh!y have been (undm\nzd either to sectarian
or t

policy alternatives, inspiring a drift toward open
ism; the development of opposition to the party dictatorships in
the East, both in the form of liberalism among the intelligentsia
and, more significantly, in that of strike movements among the

ik ofideol d social

norms. All this testifies to the basic character of the “limits of
growth” that modern society is coming up against.

Whatever disappointments Nature has in store for us in the
future, the limits we are encountering now are not ecological but
social ones. It is not even socially caused, environmental disaster
but the third world war that most directly threatens our extinc-
tion. That a fascination with zero-growth has replaced the nine-
teenth century's discovery of eternal progressive development is
only the ideological form of the experience of the bankruptcy as a
system of capitalism and its state-run  analog.

As yet we cannot speak of the existence anywhere in the
world of forces or social movements which represent a real possi-
bility of social revolution. But, while in no way inevitable, social
revolution is clearly necessary if possibilities for an enjoyable and
decent life are to be realized—and perhaps if human life is to be
preserved at all. For this reason we see the overthrow of the pres-
ent order of society as the goal to which we as a group
contribute. Whilethe ideal we im for hasbeen called by a variety
of

soci is impor-
{ant b i the ka of o spsten i hich socxal life is controlled
b5 e o Sciolics make I o Capnillsm has created the
basis of such .
sumption of all pmd..ms hat oly collective soution ar pos:
ble to meet the producers’ need to control the means and process
of production and distribution. To eliminate the problems caused
by the subordination of social production to capital's need for
profit, the working class must take direct responsibility for what
it already produces. This means opposition not only to the exist-
ing ruling class of capitalists and politicians but to any future
‘managers or party leaders seeking to hold power in our name.

Root & Branch, therefore, holds to the tradition of the workers'
movement expressed in the Provisional Rules of the First Interna-
tional, beginning with the consideration “that the emanicipation
of the working classes must be conquered by the working classes
themselves.”

From the past we draw not only inspiration and still-mean-
ingful ideas but also lessons on mistakes to be avoided. The fun-
damental idea of the old labor movement, that the working clae
can build o
winal conflict” has proven false. Whether the mgamzalmn was

into reformist parties of the
socidemocratic ty

While history has indicated that there can be no revolution-
ary movement except in periods of revolution, the principles of
such a uture movement 1 guide W aciviy o the who

to ts creation. Thes
et Sty = vt besk with
the foundation of capitalist society, the relation between wage-
labor and capital. As our goal is that of workers control over
social life, of direct,
Direct, because the struggle for control o society be;yns with the
struggle to control our fight against the current order. Collective,
because the only successes which have a future are those involv-
ing (if only in principle) the class as a whole. We recognize that
the working class does not have one uniform identity, and thus
experiences oppression under capitalism differently according to
age, sex, race, nationality, etc. However, what defines and thus
unites the working class is its exploitation by capital, even if the
character of that exploitation varies giving the appearance of
separate problems and thus separate solutions. While it is true
that the struggle against capitalism will not by itself solve these
problems, overcoming capitalist exploitation raises the possibility
of their solutions. Thus, each working-class struggle, even if it
does not address an issue experienced by the class as a whole,
must be aimed at the real enemy, capital, and not other members
of the class. In the same way, we think workers must overcome in
action the division between employed and unemployed, between
unionized and non-unionized members of their class. Such a view
automatially brings us into oppositon to existng organizations
like trade unions, which exist by representing the short-term
interests of particular groups of workers within the existing ol
structure. Similarly, we are in conflict with the parties and sec
et st ek oo s e sy s TS B O
key toits success.
ourselves as neither leaders nor bystanders but as part

of the struggle. We are for a florescence of groups like ours and
also for cooperation in common tasks. We initiate and participate
in activity where we work, study, and live. As a group, we would
like to be of some use in making information available about past
and present struggles and in discussing the conclusions to be
drawn from this history and its future extension. We organize lec-
tures and study groups. Since 1969 we have published a journal
and series of pamphlets. We hope others will join us to discuss the
ideas and the materials we publish and that they will help us to
develop new ideas and means to circulate and realize them

e ce———
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enlarge their capital under democratic conditions. So long as their
investments are not endangered, the form of government which
protects them is quite immaterial, and this indifference allows for
adherence to the principle of non-intervention in the affairs of
other nations. It is not the desire for a “democratic world” which

Dominican Republic, Chile, etc., all in the name of democracy
and the defense of the “free wor

But even apart from flagrant intervention, America domi-
nates the economic and political life of her client nations through
their financial dependence on the capital market. Just as the

moves the policy-makers, but merely the need for
—dictatorial or not—that will protect capital investments and
allow to 1
However, investments are endangered politically as well as
economically when a state of relative prosperity and social stabil-
ity gives way, as at the present time, t0 a period of depression and
social unrest. In such cases governments may invoke measures
detrimental to American capital —up to the point of ts nationali-
zation. If such events seem to be in the making, governments
begin to matter and it becomes necessary to install ones willi
uphold American interests. Covert and overt American interven-
tion will replace more democratically-inclined governments with
outspokenly authoritarian regimes, in order to secure both the
specific American interests and the social relations on which they
are based—as happened, for example, in Brazil, Guatemala, the

peonage of the | d by keeping him
perpetually in debt to the landlord, so nations can be forced to
submit to America’s hegemony through their indebtedness to
American banks and the American-dominated International
Monetary Fund (IMF). If they cannot keep up the interest pay-
ments on their loans, which becomes increasingy difficult with
the decpening of the worldwide depression, new loans are denied
them unless they submit to a program of “austerity” designed to
increase, with the profitability of capital, their ability to honor
their financial obligations. The IMF has become the vehicle
through which economic “Discipline” is imposed upon debtor
nations in order to maintain, or restore, their credit-worthiness
Of course, this s just “good business,” even though it may result
in great social unrest and therewith lead to repressive measures of
the most brutal kind. Recently, for example, Peru was placed




under martial law, as its military government moved to halt a
wave of looting and sabotage provoked by enormous price
increases, instituted in order to reduce the payments deficit and to
increase the rate of exports. In considering the nature of American
capitalism, it is only prudent to include in its economic effects
upon other nations also their political repercussions, which, in
most cases, involve the application of terroristic measures by
dictatorial governments against their impoverished populations.
This, too, is part of American democracy, which works hand in
glove with the authoritarian regimes, even with regard to the
details of political repression via the machinations of the Central
Intelligence Agency.

It is then not only the predilection on the part of American
capital to assert its seli-styled economic and moral superiority, as
exemplified in its democratic institutions, but the inescapable
need to assure its profitability under any and all circumstances,
which turns it into an abetter of totalitarian regimes and authori-
tarian policis in the world at large. But the spreading economic
s not stop at the American door, and the same “auster-
ity” advocated abroad must also be applied at home. To be sure,
the exceptional economic power of the United States does allow
for a more gradual and less extensive reduction of living stan-
dards; yet it depends on the unforseeable extension of the crisis
whether or not the enforced “austerity” turns into general misery
as has been the case in previous depressions. At any rate, the
apparent tranquility of American democracy is steadily being
‘undermined by the deepening crisis as well as Ry the attempts to
cope with it, and the stil imposing edifice rests upon shifting

d.

Thus far, however, no need has arisen to apply political mea-
sures to the economic ones, for there have been no political reac-
tions to the deteriorating economic conditions. Unemployment
and inflation have not as yet reached dimensions such as endan-
ger the social peace. American democracy still reigns supreme and
finds external reasons for its present economic plight in the unfair
competition on the part of other nations, the pricing-policies of
the oil-producing countries, and the aggressiveness of competing
imperialist powers. Insofar as internal reasons are added to the list
of American difficulties, they concern, of course, the inflationary
wages of organized labor, which are blamed for the lack of invest-
ment incentives. It is the gradual character of the economic
decline which explains, at least in part, the apparent apathy of
both the working population and the middle class despite the con-
tinuing reduction of their incomes. It also implies that the full bur-

den of the depression is carried by a minority not large enough to
articulate its grievances sufficiently to affect the broad majority,
snhich il ses itsel n an enviable posiion just because of the
outside their own |

However, the present day lack of political awareness on the
part of American labor, manifested in the undisturbed ideology of
democracy, does not imply that the working class will not
become restive with the worsening of the economic crisis. After
all, it is the same working class which, although belatedy.
reacted with considerable militancy to the Great Depression and
finally forced capital and its government to relieve its misery
through tradition-defying interventions in the economic mechan-
ism. There has been no return to the pre-depression “rugged indi-
vidualism,” and the American economy has adapted itself to a
form of which fricti d
with crisis conditions. It is then to be noted, as it has been by Pro-
fessor Douglas A. Hibbs, of the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology (as reported in the New York Times of 6 December 1976)
that “industrial conflict drops in rough relationship to the success
of welfare-state policies in making government the instrument for
allocating shares in the national product.” The Professor does not
consider the limitations of these practices, nor the obvious fact
that they must find an absolute barrier in the accumulation

f demand of th

pital, which
national product
Should the crisis deepen, it will be somewhat more than
wishful thinking to expect a change of atitude on the part of
American labor toward the capitalist system, even though the
direction this change may take remains indiscernible. Newly-
arising popular movements may very well sidetrack the aspira-
tions of the working class into channels of activity that defeat
their own purpose. On the other hand, the absence in America of
capitalistically-integrated and by now ossified “left-wing” polit-
al parties may lead to the workers' self-assertion and new forms
of organized activity more in keeping with their real needs. More-
over, the Am is is a crisis of world capitalism and its
general political repercussions will find a reflection in the United
States. But as matters stand today, interational capital may try
once more to resolve its crisis by imperialistic means, thus pre-
empting the possibility of revolutionary change in a new world

Paul Mattick




WHEN MEN BECOME GODS

Lincoln Borglum, whose father Gutzon began the massive
faces of Washington, Jefterson, Lincoln and Teddy Roosevelt
on Mount Rushmore in South Dakota, fears that in a thousand
centuries man may conclude that they represent the gods or
mark the tombs of heroes. The younger Borglum, wha finished
the job after his Father died shortly before WW I, wants a hall
of records carved into the mountainside, with the history of the
U.S. inscribed on its walls—just to get the story straight. (The
New York Post, 1 May 1978)

In the West, the tradition of large-scale figure sculpture has
come to an end. It is now unlikely that anything comparable to
the great works of the tradition will again be made. A number of
reasons might be cited to explain this decline: the scale of our
cities, modern communications, our over-familiarity with the
sight of our leaders, their obvious lack of heroism, the deepening
disillusionment of the age. Because of our growing distance from
the tradition it is perhaps possible to begin to assess what the tra-
dition meant in the West—and also what it means in China,
where it lives on.

Despite an extraordinary cultural diversity, the subjects of
monumental figure sculpture were generally limited to gods,
heroes and rulers. The meanings associated with these subjects
were, in a sense, equally limited. Monumental treatment en-
dowed the subject with an aura of divinity. The superhuman size
of the figure as well as the way it was exhibited on a pedestal or
within a special precinct removed it from everyday life. The
viewer could thus experience it only as part of a mythic realm—a
realm exempt from mundane laws of time, change and human
scale. In the long run it mattered little whether the subject was
king, hero or god. All belonged to the same otherworldly
domain

The power of monumental sculpture to elevate its subject to
the timeless realm of the gods was recognized at the beginning of
recorded history and exploited, although perhaps not always con-
sciously, for political ends. Often the sculptor emphasized a
ruler's special godly attributes or mission—the divine origin of his
inspiration or his unique ability to communicate with the gods.
For example, in the statue known as Augustus of Primaporta, the
Roman emperor is accompanied by a tiny winged figure repre-
senting divine genius; or in the case of Girardon's equestrian
Louis XIV—a prototype for statues of the king that were erected

in all the major cities of France—the king looks to heaven for

guidance

‘The monumental figure of the ruler made visible a claim of
divinity and unassailable power that usually was part of a domi-
nant system of religious and political beliefs. In other words, the
statue extended into the realm of visual and spatial experience the
dominant ideology of the society that produced it.

By virtue of its physical presence, the statue forced its view-
ers to define themselves in relation to the abstract power it per-
sonified. That power was experienced subjectively in terms of the
figure's size, expression and symbolic attributes. But it was also
experienced in the way the figure's presence articulated and
charge The figure turned
e et a declogically active esviorisent.—oue iy which the
only appropriate respanse could be awed respect. In this sense, all
monument figures might be thought of as cult objects since all

2

demanded reverence from their viewers.

What 1 am saying may become somewhat clearer if you
imagine an open space and then add to it a monumental statue
Consider the way the statue, by becoming the focal point, trans-
forms the ‘meaning of the space and your relation to it.

rst the feelings inspired by a monumental figure of a
ruler mzy have been ambivalent—a wavering between the pro-
tection it offered and its inherent threat. With time, however, the
statue and the aura of divinity surrounding it were accepted as a
normal part of experience. To the extent the dominant ideology
shaped experience, the meanings the statue embodied appeared
consistent with and therefore as a continuation of other aspects of
experience. Thus its ideological function generally went unno-
ticed even as it added to the force of the ideology. (If this scems
paradoxical, try to imagine as ideological any large-scale figure
sculpture that is normally part of your environment—for exam.
ple, the sculptures in the garden of the Museum of Modern Art.)
Only when the ideology as a whole was called into question, as in

ents of revolutionary upheaval, would the supremely ideo-
logical character of the statue be fully revealed. This may explain
why opposition to an ideology so often included iconoclasm—
for example, in the French Revolution, o in anti-colonialist strug-

Yetif the statue survived the destruction of the ideology that
had been its raison d'etre, it necessarily lost its original cult func-
tion. The museums are filled with monumental figure sculptures
that are normally experienced as part of contemporary ideologies
(Our Cultural Heritage, Civilization, etc.). In the context of the
museum, or rather in the context of a culture in which the
museum has become the primary art institution, the work has
been placed in the service of a new cult—the modern, Western
cult of art—which endows it with a new aura.

hat I have been attempting to describe are two ways of see-
ing monumental figure sculpture: in terms of the traditional rela-
tions between the figure and the ideology that gave it meaning; in
terms mediated by the art institutions of modern, Western cul-
ture. These two ways of seeing, although they frequently coexist
within a given society (e.g., religious shrines and archaeological
museums), are mutually exclusive: each is unimaginable from the
viewpoint of the other. For example, educated Europeans and
Americans often react with horror when they first encounter
idolatry. Horror results not because of intellectual or religious
prohibitons but bm..se for the spectator, the worshipper's

itual activity in fro bsurd,

In Chin, the authorites have s up thousands of over-life-
size white marble statues of Mao Tse-tung. These statues are
probably the most unobtrusive monumental figure sculptures
ever made. With their compact shapes, immaculate, machine-
tooled surfaces and limited repertory of poses—Mao in an
coat holding rolled-up blueprints, Ma Mao jacket” with
arms behind back, etc.—they recapitulate the bureaucratic vir-
tues of orderliness, uniformity, impersonality, efficiency, control.
Impassive. aloof, Mao makes almost no claims upon the viewer.
He'is simply there, a ghostly, paternal presence.

The term “cult of personality” partially expresses the mean-
ing of these works. They contribute to a system of belief which is
further supported by other forms of artistic celebration: poems,




songs, paintings, embroideries, billboard portraits, etc. Mao is
the central figure in a biquitous iconography of political power
—an iconography that includes other leaders (Hua Kuo-feng,
Chou En-lai, Chu Teh); heroes of production (e.& Man
Wong, the Chinese Stakhanov); the People, usually o
genre-style, as types; political villains, always caricatured (e.g
the Gang of Four). And yet, with the exception of occasional
monuments to the anonymous “heroes of the people,” Mao is the
only figure to be memorialized in stone. The strength of the Mao
cultis urther attested by the recently constructed tomb in Peking
where his embalmed and painted body s solemnly displayed, as if
to confirm Mao once was flesh.

‘The cult of personality reflected Mao's enormous ambitions.
With his death, the cult became purely an expression of the state
power he had for so long dominated. The current leadership
opposed Mao's policies while he was alive (and no doubt heaved
an enormous sigh of relief at his passing). That it has chosen to
‘maintain the cult—at least for the time being—reveals how irrev-
ocably Mao symbolized the authority of the state at the time of
his death

I remember now the statue [ saw in January at the entrance to
the People’s Park in Loyang. It is not hard to imagine the park in
spring: families crossing the narrow bridge over the Jin He River
on their way to the menagerie and hothouses; the flowers; crowds
of people enjoying a day off. Th figure on its pedestal, a
distant, looming presence—above them yet in the midst of their
lives. When men become gods

Alan Wallch
May 19

‘A somewhat different version of this article is appearing in Art in
America.
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‘George Washington. Marble, by Horatio Greenough, 1840. Smithsonian Mao Tse-tung. Marble. Mao's tomb, Peking
C.

Insttution, Washington, D.
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Felled statue of Stalin. Budapest, 1956,
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REVIEWS:

Francis Moore Lappe and Joseph Collins, Food First:
Beyond the Myth of Scarcity, Boston: Houghton
Mifflin; 1977.

Francis Moore Lappe and Joseph Collins have written a book
which provides one of the more detailed descriptions yet to
appear of the capitalist division of labor s it applies to agricul-
ture. While this is not the ostensible purpose of the book, itis one
of the more important themes in it.

Both capitalist production and the expansion of society in
goods and population depend on the modern division of labor.
This situation, however, also threatens people with hunger and
starvation if the marketing system based on the diviston of labor

breaks down; unless, that s, Tt can immedately be replaced
by an altemative form of distribution. Natural disasters have
always posed a threat to human society, but the division of labor
created a new form of vulnerability toward nature. Never before
have the industrial and agricultural capacities of society been
greater, but also never before has society been fafed with the pos-
sibility of extinction as a permanent facet of society's organiza-
tion.

A hundred years ago Marx speculated that a nation which
ceased to work “even for a few weeks would perish. "' If anything,
the situation is more extreme today. Access to food depends on
daily shipments of produce and the constant restocking of the
‘merchandiser's shelves. In the cities, the food close at hand would
hardly serve as a temporary buffer; the availability of processed
foods depends on an extensive network for receiving raw mate-
rials and distributing the finished products. Even farmers and

tion's growth. In countering these ideas, they show in great detail
how it would be possible to provide everyone with more than
enough food. The obstacle, however, is the restraint placed on
production and distribution by the profit criteria of the food pro-
ducers

The ideology which they oppose is by no means without
sophistication or superficial confirmation. The explanation
usually goes something like this: the world's population has out-
stripped the earth's capacity to produce food, and not even the
Green Revolution or Food Aid has been able to make much of a
dent in the problem. Consequently, we must give up the goal of
adequately feeding everyone, and instead, concentrate on solu-
tions like birth control and setting limits to material growth, lest
we deplete the earth at an even faster rate which will only exacer-
bate the problems. In the meantime, we need to steel ourselves
and adjust to this new ethic.

For believers in “lifeboat ethics,” as it is appropriately called
survival is ensured only for those most capable of weathering the
turbulence. Not surprisingly, this means that the industrialized

ies survive at the expense of the work-

ing population at the expense of the unemployed, the rich at the
expense of the poor. The utopian aspiration of capitalism—to
placed with a more
realistic attitude. While it may seem obvious that this “ethic” is
convenient means to blame nature for the plight of the unfortu-
nate, the growing popularity of these ideas makes the publication
of Food First important.
The book el s orgnized nto 2 seris o 8 quetions, each
dealing with some aspect of the “lifeboat” deology. Lappe and
Coll

agricultural workers ace the division of pr
" I

, for instance, that high population density is not

alack of food. “France has just about the same

live long on a diet of strawberries, wheat, or soybeans alone. The
ability to eat depends on the system of production and distribu-
tion remaining intact.

‘Thus, the relationship between nature and culture has under-
gone a complete reversal. Where natural disasters still cannot be
predicted and planned for, their negative effect can be counter-
acted through a quick reallocation of goods. Not nature, but the
system of production and distribution now poses the biggest
threat to human civilization. The opposition between nature and
culture has been replaced by 2 situation in which the social orga-
nization is e greatest potential obstacle to the use of nature.

Besides this potential horror, capitalism has also produced
hunger and malnutrition as an automatic accompaniment to its
accumulation process. During the last decade, more and more
attention has been drawn to the number of hungry people in the
world. The current recession has worsened this, but even before,
there was a growing acknowledgement that hunger was wide-
spread, and spreading. It is this crisis which Lappe and Collins
address in their book, Food First: Beyond the Myth of Scarcity.

What most alarms them is the tendency to view human
miseries as due to the limits which nature is imposing on civiliza-
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number of people for each cultivated acre as India.”
does the problem stem from a lack of food production. “Half of
Central America’s agricultural land produces food for export
while in several ofits countries the poorest 50 percent of the pop-

ulation eat only half the necessary protein.” (p. 15) In the same
Aot e Fosd scarity s notimoeeed by ahres I the Uniled
States “the acreage allotment figure for 1970 was only 75 percent
of that of 1967; less land was cultivated in 1970 than in 1948-1952.
In both 1969 and 1970 the amount of grain that could have been
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grown, but was not, on land held out of production amounted to
over seventy million metric tons—about double all the grain im-
ol il o the ec. syt by the desdenlpet
countries.” (p.

in the book. With 466 pages of information, the authors present
material on overpopulation, agricultural output, education and
birth control, foreign aid programs, the spread of the desert, trade
relations, livestock and feed grain production, technology and the
small farmer, nutrition, and other topics; the purpose of which is
to explain the contradictions between agricultural production and
human needs. As such, they provide an overall description of the
development of agriculture as well as a detailed rebuttal of the
specific arguments which explain hunger as a result of the “crisis
of overpopulation.”

Agticulural production has become increasingly segmented.

rt
inate the market. While this process began in colonial days, its
development has been extremely rapid since World War I The
growth of the world market coincided with the interest in and
possibility of profit-making through these channels. Different
parts of the world began to specialize in one-crop, or monocul-
ture, production, and thus became dependent on other parts of
the world for their agricultural needs. T) e process took
place with the products of industry. Countries fostered agricul-
ture for export as a means to gain money to buy other goods
Because the agricultural market was a lucrative one, corporations
(and the multinationals in particular) took part in and encouraged
this development, investing heavily in fertile lands, and, in the
Third World, in cheap labor. In Ghana, for instance, “over half of
[the] country's arable land is now planted with cocoa trees,” (p.
185) and indeed, “over half of the 40 countries on the United
Nations list of those most seriously affected by the food criss of
the 1970's depend on siulualexport o atest 80 percent of
their export earnings.” (p. 186)

International agencies which provide credit and technical
assistance to farmers have also strengthened this trend. The
majority of this aid goes to large farmers or to the multinationals
and their affiliates. In Tunisia, one “agricultural program pro-
vided credit only to those owning a certain minimum acreage—
usually 125 acres, a large holding indeed in that country.” (p. 117)
‘This bias can also be seen with the Green Revolution; the use of
new, high-vield seeds which were to inaugurate a sort of food
heaven on earth. Only farmers with large amounts of capital
could afford to buy new seeds each season or the mechanized
equipment which their use often required. The large farms then
set the norms for market prices and are better able to withstand
price fuctuations. More and more land comes under the domina-
tion of the large farms.

The small farmers and peasants are unable to compete on the
international markets, and the local markets are undercut when
monoculture crops are imported. Because of these and other pres-
sures, the ability of communities and nations to grow food for
their own use is lost. In Mexico, due to the Green Revolution,
“wheat yields tripled in only two decades,” yet “there are also
‘more hungry people than ever before.” (p. 111) In West Malaysia,
“by 1970, the bottom 20 percent of rural households had exp
enced a fall of over 40 percent in their average income since 1957
while the average income of the next 20 percent fell 16 percent. By
contrast, the top 20 percent of rural households increased their
‘mean income 21 percent.” (p. 133)

‘The populations of the industrialized countries have, for the
most part, been isolated from this process during the twentieth
century, having experienced it a century earlier. But because these

intr able the landl
The increased of t
countries has made them the focus of export agriculture. The peo-
ples of the Third World have not been so lucky. Industry, by
preference, invests near markets and where transportation and
mmunication facilities are already established. This favors the
industrialized countries. When industrial establishments are
created in the underdeveloped countries they are often capital-
intensive; and when they are labor-intensive, the work can be
brutal. In either case, not enough employment is available to the
population. Production on the land and in the factories has
increased, but unemployment and hunger remain major prob-
I

Id find jobs in
he

lems.

On the basis of all this, Lappe and Collins conclude that “nei-
ther population growth nor the size of today's population is now
the cause of hunger”; (p. 62) for while “there is scarcity . it is not
ascarcity of food. The scarcity is of people who have either access
to the means to grow their own food or the money to buy it.” (p.
22) Overpopulation explains these problems only if it is assumed
that the social structure is above examination.

Because of the inability of people to feed themselves, Lappe
and Collins see a solution in local, diversified agriculture. The
‘means to avoid a market-induced scarcity is to stop producing for
the market. They suggest that such a reversal is possible within
the prevailing social order, particularly for the Third World coun-
tries. National revolutions could set a priority on self-reliant agri-
culture, and thus circumvent the problems of landless peasants,
farmlands owned only by a few, the need for foreign exchange,
and vulnerability to price fluctuations.

Their own data, however, speaks against this solution. The
underdeveloped countries are entangled in the market system to
such a great extent that to withdraw from it would be akin to self-
imposed genocide. Just to alter the agricultural techniques would
require a massive quantity of new seeds, fertilizers, and machin-
ery. In addition, those countries would then need to find a way to
obtain the manufactured goods for which they now trade their
crops. Lappe and Collins show with their statistics that it is con-
ceivable for every country to feed its own population; but this is
not the same as saying that this is a realistic possibility.

In part, the authors opt for their solution because they
believe it to be a practical step which any part of the world can
immediately embark on. Cuba and China are cited as the out-
standing examples for the rest of the Third World. Cuba, how-
ever, has extensive trade relations with both Western Europe and
the Soviet bloc, and this has not undergone any significant
changes because of its interest in self-reliant agriculture. The
Soviet Union's support of Cuba's sugar prices, far above world
market levels, is the most important means by which a livable
standard of living is maintained for the population.

China, on the other hand, was not completely dependent on
the world market at the time of the 1949 Revolution, and the
array of natural resources and land within its borders accounts
for its stance of independence. For the rest of the Third World, it
has been since World War II that international trade relations
have become so entangled. Furthermore, only a few of the under-
developed countries have a variety of resources to draw upon.
From an economic point of view, neither China nor Cuba is a
positive example for Third World countries—Cuba because it is
not self-reliant and cannot become so in the near future, and
China because its development began in circumstances which do
not exist today in the other underdeveloped countries. And all
this avoids discussion of what Lappe and Collins mean by “peo-

. ple's power” in those two countries.

The note which ends Food First is all the more surpri




since the authors show so well that social causes underly the crisis
of “overpopulation.” Yet, in offering solutions, they reverse their
position. The evil is not, as Lappe and Collins imply, the division
of labor itself, but the system of production and distribution pres-
ently attached to it. Large-scale monoculture would be feasible,
perhaps even preferable, f the vulnerabilities caused by the mar-
ket system were eliminated and replaced with a guaranteed sys-
tem of food allocation. Farmers would not be subject to market
fluctuations, and those not attached to the land could be guaran-
teed their livelihood through an international system of commit-
ments. In the same manner, natural disasters could be antici-
pated, and everyone insured that in case of disaster other parts of
the world would automatically come to their aid with relief and
‘materials for rebuilding. Whatever vulnerability people experi-
ence today stems from the social structure. To posit a technolog-
ical solution by restructuring the division of labor, in the end,
skirts the problem.

The authors' bias has one other negative aspect: they only
present information which speaks against a large-scale and inter-

national division of labor. It would be useful to know what
potentials this might contain if the social system was not struc-
tured according to profit criteria

But regardless of the bias, the book contains much useful
information. The authors document the social reasons for hunger
and support their ideas with data drawn from official sources—
the reports of governments and international agencies. As such, it
is a contribution to the ongoing critique of capitalistically-
induced misery. Levi-Strauss, in Tristes Tropique, told about the
perpetual holocaust which primitive people were subjected to
upon contact with Western civilization; Lappe and Collins tell of
the holocaust which the no-longer primitive people of the Third
World are now experiencing, and which we will all face should
the market system collapse and we not have an alternative imme-
diately at hand to replace it with.

Gary Roth
September 1978

STARVATION IS GOD'S

WAY OF PUNISHING
THOSE WHO HAVE
LITTLE OR NO FAITH




Marx and Keynes: The Limits of the Mixed Economy,
by Paul Mattick, Boston, Porter Sargent, 1969, 341
PP

Ten years have passed since the publication of Paul Mattick's
Marz and Keynes, a decade in which we have all witnessed the
collapse of the Keynesian “solution” to the boom-and-bust cycle
of the capitalist economy. For several years now economists and
politicans, as well as business and labor leaders, have not been
able to devise any solutions to the pervasive and persistent prob-
lems of simultaneous high rates of inflation and unemployment,
slow growth, lagging investment and productivity, and the social
divisiveness that accompanies such economic difficulties. In the
late 19605, while neo-Keynesians were proclaiming a new era of
permanent prosperity, Mattick was insisting that Keynesian poli-
cies do not resolve the fundamental contradictions of capitalist
production which manifest themselves in periodic crises and that
sooner or later the limits of these stabilization policies would be
reached. In his own words: “Itis my contention that the Keynesi-
an solution to the economic problems that beset the capitalist
world can be of only temporary avail, and the conditions under
hit can be successful are in the process of dissolution. ” (vi
Now, after ten years, the accuracy of Mattick's prediction war-
rants another look at his book.

Mattick presents a twofold critique of Keynesian economics:
first, he focuses on its major theoretical inconsistencies, then he
points out the ineffectiveness of Keynesian-inspired policies
throughout the capitalist world. Matick argues persuasively that
the mixed economy is still fundamentally a capitalist economy
and is therefore still subject to its laws of development as pre-
sented by Marx. The existence of government intervention in the
economy does not abolish these laws, rather, the effects of such
intervention must be analyzed within the context of these con-
straints. The successful analysis of the dynamics of the mixed
economy in terms of Mancs theory of capital accumulation is
Mattick's most significant contribution to our understanding of
the contemporary world economy. It sets him apart from more
well-known American left wing theorists such as Sweezy, Baran,
Magdoff, and O'Connor, who by and large claim that Marist
categories necd to b revised in ight of twentcth cntury eco-

For this Marx and Keynes con-
e s e than it has received
in the past decade.
attick begins his critique of the Keynesian policy of gov-
ermment economic intervention by illuminating logical inconsis-
tencies in Keynes's theory, as spelled out in The General Theory
of Employment, Interest. and Money. For Keynes, governmental
intervention was a necessary response to the inability of the capi-
7t in equilibi d
ment on its own due to a lack of “effective demand.” That a lack
of adequate demand was not automatically self-correcting and
could stabilize the economy at less than full employment was
clearly revealed for the first time, according to Keynes, by the de-
pression of 1929. Basing his analysis on the assumption that the
sole purpose of economic activity is consumption, Keynes
claimed that this insufficiency of effective demand was the result
of two psychological factors, the “propensity to consume” and
the “inducement to invest.” Briefly, both the propensity of the

population to consume and the inducement of entrepeneurs to in-
vest decline with the growth of income and the decreasing mar-
ginal efficiency (profitability) of capital. This results i the slack-
ening of effective demand and economic stagnation. Keynes be-
lieved that it was possible to remedy this deficient demand by
government fiscal and monetary policies designed to increase the
propensity to consume and to stimulate new capital investments.

Mattick shows, however, by admitting to “a difference
between what he considers the community’s chosen propensity to
consume and the actually existing social consumption needs (12)
evidenced by the depression itself, and by linking the inducement
to invest to expected profitability, Keynes cannot escape the con-
tradictory conclusion that profit-making, not consumption, is the
goal of economic activity in capitalism. If the object of economic
activity were consumption, Mattick argues, *there would be no
problem of effective demand.” (12) Furthermore, if profit-mak-
ing, not consumption, is the goal of capitalist production, the
propensity to consume can no longer be regarded as an indepen-
dent variable whose decline weakens the effective dzma d. thus
halting economic growth. “A lack of effective dem attick
oo, i i s o fo & sk of cabfa wicutmuls
tion and is not an explanation of it.” (13) Thus, a consistent
analysis of capitalist production and the government intervention
it has called forth must lie elsewhere.

After this brief review of Keynesian theory, Mattick sum-
marizes the Marxian theory of capital accumulation. He stresses
that prosperity in a capitalist economy depends on the mainte-
nance of a rapid rate of capital accumulation and that crises occur
when the accumulation process i retarded. Mattick, following
Mars, locates the cause of the decline in accumulation in the
economy’s inability to produce enough surplus-value to maintain
the vigorous rate of expansion achieved during the boom: *. _the
only possible reason why (capital accumulation) should suddenly
be halted is a lack of surplus-value; and this lack must have arisen
within and despite the accumulation process.” (78) “The real
problem of capitalism is a shortage, not an abundance, of surplus-
value.” (82) That a lack of surplus-value causes crises, i basic to
the analysis of the mixed economy and differs fundamentally
from the Keynesian viewpoint. Mattick's theory of the mixed
economy is also radically different from Baran and Sweezy's ar-
gument, a variation on Keynesian themes, that today’s economic
problems derive from too much surplus, and from other under-
consumptionist arguments to the effect that the central problem is
a limited demand for consumer goods caused by the fact that the
wages which workers receive are less than the value they produce
and by the general inability to further extend foreign markets.
Mattick’s point that economic crises are breakdowns in the
capital accumlation process, due, not to an overproduction of
use-values, but rather to an underproduction of surplus-value in
terms of the expansion needs of the existing production system,
reflects the clearest understanding of Marx's argument in Capital
to have appeared in the United States. For Mattick, “even on the
assumption that no realization problem exists, it is possible that a
discrepancy between material production and value production
will arise which will have to be overcome before accumulation
can go on."” (69-70) In other words, within Marx's theory of Crisis
problems of the sphere of circulation, or realization problems
such as overproduction of capital and commodities, market dis-
proportionalities, disequilibrium of supply and demand, etc., are
not causal factors, but instead are the observable effects of under-
: ion of surphus-val




For Marx, Mattick argues, the fact that the resumption of ac-

cumulation w the crisis involves the expansion of pro-

duction beyan whatt was when thecis e, provs tht
odities in itself

“For the nv:rpmducl.mn o capita and commodttics, ntead of
leading to a curtailment of productivity, only accelerates the lat-
ter, thereby indicating that the dicrepancy between the produc-
tion of surplus-value and it realization arises because of a decline
in the rate of accumulation.” (74) While during the crisis the
inability to sel al the commodities which have already been pro-
duced is certainly real, the saleability of a larger mass of com-
‘modities following the crisisis no less real. A theory of crisis must
account for both; it must explain in one unified theory not only
how and why crises oceur but also how they are overcome. This
point may seem too elementary to need repeating, but the fact
remains that nearly one hundred years after his death, Maris the
only theorist, whether mainstream or et wing, 10 have con-

. unified theory of In this
alone. v importance for us.

In Mar economic crises result from conflicts be-
tween the enlargemen of material production and the expansion
of value production occurring tem where the appropria-
tion and accumulation of surplus-value by private capital is the
primary purpose of material production and the motive force of
its growth. Capitalists attempt to expand material production
without limit in order to accelerate the accumulation of surplus-
value, through which new capital is produced and material pro-
duction further expanded. Obstacles to continued expansion are
encountered when, at a certain level of material production char-
acterized by the mass of existing capital of a specific organic com-
position, the new surplus-value produced and appropriated i
sufficient to fund additional expansion at the same rate. Expan-
sion slows, compounding the problem of insufficient surplus-
value, and accumlation finally stops. “When the expansion of
production outruns its profitability, the accumulation process
comestoa halt.” 67)

More concretely, the mass of newly produced surplus-value
is not sufficient for its distribution among all the individual capi-
talists in portions large enough for them to achieve accustomed
rates of profit. New investment slows and it becomes increasingly
difficult for capitalists to meet their debt obligations. Overpro-
duction, unemployment, and bankrupey result. Prices, both of
capital goods and of consumption goods, decline sharply and
wage rates drop. Means of production and labor-power can be
purchased more cheaply than at the peak of the preceding boom;
eventually it becomes possible to once again produce profitably.
In theoretical terms, Marx spoke of this process as a restructuring
of value relations brought about through the depreciation or out-
right destruction of capital-values and the increase in the exploita-
tion of labor-power (or rate of surplus-value). Obviously this de-
scription is only schematic and is incomplete on many p
Nonetheless it i just as obvious that much of the current stagna-
tion can be characterized in these terms. Furthermore, those
phenomena which are novel to postwar recessions, in Mattick's
view, can also be incorporated into this framework

, itillu fla-
vorand imporiance of Mares dutinction between material and
value production, i.e., between use-value and value. Hence, it is
it i led Mm i e Caplal witna heumt of the
self. The
n, howevu, is among, i

distinciti

of Marx's writings. On this point Mattick's discussion of Mands
theory is most noteworthy. His clarity here allows him to clear
away much of the intellectual deadwood that has comprised long-
standing debates about the transformation problem, the realiza-
tion problem, the cheapening of constant capital as a long term
offset to the tendential fall of the rate of profit, the nature of the
Soviet economy, and imperialism.
The concept of use-value is straightforward enough; on the
hand, Manx's use of the concept of value is much more
problematic. “When Marx speaks of the law of value' as relating
to a deeper reality which underlies the capitalist economy,” Mat-
tick writes, “he refers to the life process of society based on the
‘material process of production.” He was convinced that in all soci-
eties, including the hoped for socialist society, a proportioning of
socal labor in accordance with social needs and reproduction re-
” (29) Quoti M
famous letter to Kuselmqnn (see Selected Correspondence, p.
251), he continues: “That this necessity of the distribution of so-
cial labor in definite proportions cannot possibly be done away
with by a particular form of social production but can only
change the mode of its appearance. is self-evident. No natural law
can be done away with. What can change in historically different
rcumstances is only the form in which these proportional dis-
tributions of labor asserts themselves. And the form in which this
proportional distribution of labor asserts itself in a state of society
where the interconnections of social labor are manifested in the
private exchange of the individual products of labor, s precisely
the exchange-value of these products.” (29) That is to say that the
concept of value is used to discuss the distribution of social labor
in capitalism, where such determinations are made indirectly,
through the profitable exchange of the products of labor in the
marketplace. Value is the theoretical reflection of what the mar-
ket, or the fact that all commodities are exchanged, accomplishes
in practical activity through the trial-and-error efforts of in
vidual capitalists to make a profit. As such value represents the
societal recognition that labor is expended in the production of
commodities and not the actual physical labor-time embodied in
them.

Expanding upon this, Mattick writes: “The whole social
product enters the market in the form of commaodities. Whatever
part of it cannot be sold has no value, even though labor has been
expended upon it. The unsold part of social labor would be a
waste of surplus-labor; there simply would be less surplus-value
than there was social labor. To realize all the produced surplus-
value it is necessary to produce commodities for which there is
sufficient demand.” (38) “Social demand as revealed by the mar-
ket is not identical with actually existing social needs but only
with the needs within the framework of capitalist production’”;
(41 ., the ned o accumlate capital "As capitalism became

d the tempo of
increased, ‘social demand’ became in always greater measure a
demand for capital. Supply and demand in the traditional sense
ceased to determine the production process; the production of
capital, as capital, determined the size and nature of the market
demand.” (76) Thus, demand is predetermined by the production
system.

Marx used the term “socially necessary labor-ti
express this indirect recognition through exchange transactions of
expended social labor; he defined value as the socially necessary
labor time embodied in commaodities. Since this socially necessary
aspect is tied to the allocation of total social labor through the

§
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profitable exchange of labor's products, “the value concept hs
meaning only with regad to taral socsl capital.” (69 n otber
words, the value produced by any given productive activity can
be conceptualized only in its relation to the overall distribution of
labor-power in society. Value is thus defined only in terms of the
production system as a whole. Marx's theoretical discussion of
the accumulation process is carried out at the level of society as a
whole; the concepts he develops in the course of this discussion,
the rate of surplus value, the organic composition of capital, and
the rate of profit, express changing value relations for the total
system, not for individual firms or particular industries. The crisis
theory itself explains the dynamic relation between the growth of
the total mass of surplus-value and the expansion of the total
mass of capital, and the effect of changes in this relation on the
development of material production.

Once the distinction between actual labor-time and that
labor-time recognized through the market as socially necessary is
explained, it becomes clear that by the phrase “destruction of
value” what Marx means is the repudiation by society of a part of
the labor-time embodied in commodities through the mechanism
of falling prices, not the destruction of embodied labor-time

(154) Since a lack of surplus-value (or profits) is the cause of the
crisis in the first place, the attempt by optal governments to

Hon in the aleady insutfcent profits svaflable for aceumulation
and, therefore, can only exacerbate the profit shortage.

e Keynesian policies end in a vicious cycle—a declining
rate of accumulation makes it necessary for the government to
increase its spending, but this increased spending is itself a further
drain on the fund for accumulation, resulting in an added decline
in accumulation and requiring ever-more government interven-
tion. des, “How much can and
borrow? Obvmusly not the whole of the national income. .. there
must be a limit lo the expansion of the non-profitable part of the
o, When this limit is reached, deficit financing and gov-

rment-induced prodnchon as policies to counteract the social
consequences of a declining rate of accumulation must come to an
end. The Keynesian solution will stand exposed as a pseudo-solu-
tion, capable of postponing but not preventing the contradictory
course of capital accumulation as pre 63)
Because the contention that government spending
l:machmtm on surplus-value is the crucial point of the analysis of
the

is an en-

roying
themselves. To restore the balance between the mass of surplus-
value and the mass of capital, part of the capital-value is repudi-
ated. “The crisis leaves the use-value side of capital largely una-
fected except when the material means of production are actually
destroyed, as in times of war. But it affects the value of the total
constant capital through the destruction of capital-values during
the crisis and ensuing period of depression. The same quantity of
use-value now represents a smaller exchange-value.” (70) Clearly
it is the social form production as a value expansion process
which inhibits the growth of material production rather than lim-
itsinherent in material production itself. The law of value “asserts
itself by way of crises, which restore, not a lost balance between
supply and demand in terms of production and consumption, but
a emporariy lost b necessary ‘equibriuny between the mate
tial prod and * (s6)
The sngmhcm(e cf the differences between the Marxian and
the Keynesian explanation of crises is that the crucial factor which
each theory suggests as the cause of the crisis is also the problem
which must be overcome f the recovery is to ocur (or perhaps, if
the criis is to be avoided in the first place). Thus, Keynesian
theory suggests that the remedy for the tendency toward crises is
government intervention to stimulate aggregate demand. If the
fundamental cause of the crisis is not a lack of effective demand,
but rather a lack of surplus value as Marx and Mattick suggest,
then government attempts to overcome the crisis through fiscal
and monetary policy will be at best misdirected, and ultimately
futle. For Mattick, such attempts are counterproductive in the
long run. Through government intervention, a portion of the
profits of society is consumed rather than accumulated as addi-
tional capital, since such intervention is essentially a process
whereby the government taxes or borrows a portion of the total
profits in the economy, which may otherwise be lying idle
because of the depression conditions, and then spends this reve-
nue on armaments, public works, or social services. Even though
production and employment may, for a time, be increased by
such methods, "a larger share (of profits) now falls, as it were, in
the sphere of consumption, and a correspondingly smaller share
can be capitalized as additional profit-yielding capital.” (159)
Thus, *....government-induced production cannot add but can
only subtract from the total profit of total social production.”

7

. Mattick's argument to support this formula-
tion nrcds to be elaborated upon.

Money, in the capnallsl economy, serves as a form of capital
in the process of being accumulated. In other words, the expan-
ion of saptal ocous through suceseve tansformations i the
form of capital during the process of production—newly pro-
duced surplus-value in money form is transformed into produc-
tive commodities, new means of production and xaboppower
which
s, hen sohd, petm mev! sesolia value b iy focws s
so forth. Idle capital in money-form, i.e., money which for one
reason or another is not presently being used for purposes of
accumulation, nonetheless exists as a fund of potential capital
Government use of this idle money-capital, obtained either by
taxation or vy borrowing on capital markets, is thus immediately
a reduction of the fund for future accumulation. This is true
unequivocally since the state offers no equivalent commadity in
‘exchange for the idle money-capital it receives. For taxation this is
obvious; it is not true of deficit spending only if the debr is repaid,
and at present there is no evidence for believing that this will ever
occur. From the vantage point of society as a whole, when the
‘government spends this taxed or borrowed money-capital to stim-
ulate production, it merely returns to private hands what it has
previously taken.

As a result, material production is indeed immediately ex-

since private capitalists were not employing this fund
capitalistically. But although the state makes use of this potential
capital, it too does not employ it as capital. “If the g vern-
‘ment intervention,” Mattick explains, “is the stabilization of the
market economy, government-induced production must be non-
competitive. Were the government to purchase consumption
g00ds and durables in order to give them away it would reduce
the private market demand for these commodities. If the govern-
‘ment owned enterprises were to produce such commodities and
offered them for sale, it would increase the difficulties of its pri-
vate competitors by reducing their shares of a limited market
demand. Government purchases must fall out of the market sys-
tem; the production entailed must be supplementary to market
production.” (150) “Getting their money back through govern-
‘ment orders,” he continues, “the capitalists provide the govern-
‘ment with an equivalent quantity of products. It is this quantity




of products which the government ‘expropriates’ from capital.”
(161 since “the final product of government-induced production,
resulting from a long chain of intermediary production processes,
does not have the form of a commodity which could profitably be
sold on the market. Whatever entered into its production counts.
a5 production cost and cannot be recovered in a sales price, for
there are no buyers of public works and waste production.” (154)
The cost-price of the final product thus constitutes an absolute
deduction from the fund of new surplus-value annually produced
for purposes of capital accumulation
‘The interest on the mounting national debt, now just under
855 il sy conpées an il o o e

Rave been implemented in order to benefit certain sectors of soci-
ety at the expense of others. At Mattick puts it, “If some prices
Fisefastr than othrs under nfatonary canditons,  suation of
advantages and disadvantages will arise. .. Wages, for instance,
rise less under inflation than do the prices of other commodities.”
(180) This happens because “the prices of commodities are set
after the labor costs incorporated in them have been settled or
paid,” therefore “a rise in the cost of labor. . cannot prevent a
still faster rise in the prices of commodities,” and "because wages
are more sluggish in their movements than commodity prices,
inflation leads to higher profits and. . a higher rate of capital for-
mation.” (180-181) “Inflation,” Mattick concludes, “is then

fund of potential capital. In the Marxian schema, surpl,
divided into three parts, profit of enterprise, interest on apua\
advanced and rent. Interest, in the private economy, is the newly
produced surplu value which acerues to bank (zpllzl for theser
vices i
Government-induced production prndutes no prnflls but mg
government must still pay
Mattick demonstrates, “the cost of the debt, that is, the interest
paid to the bondholders, must come out of the profits of the rela-
tively d.lmnmshmg private sector of the economy” (160) through
new taxe ional borrowing. While the idle money-capital
paid as interest thus returns to capitalists since this payment

preshrdin . portod of profits from productive to loan capital”
money s to be used for accumulation it must be
Dot Tack b bt gl o mmfm. must be re-
paid with interest from the profits it is used to prox

Niiioabion ofthe arona At that 5 e pu.:hm of
government securities by the Federal Reserve with newly printed
currency, as a deliberate inflationary policy, constitutes a third
means by which government spending, in this case deficit-
financed spending, reduces the fund of money-capital available
for purposes of accumulation. Though deliberate, inflation must
be controlled, since the money with which contractors are paid
“must retain its value long enough for the private contractors to
regain the value expended in the production of government
orders and make the customary profit. If their returns were less
ma.. their expenditures because of a too rapid devaluation of

oney, they would find themselves in a state of disinvestment."
(169) They would curtail future investments in government spon.
sored production, creating the opposite if the intended stimulative
effect of deficit financing, Nonetheless, even “controlled inflation
is already the continuous, if slow, repudiation of all debts, includ-
ing the national debt. It spreads the expenses of non-profitable
government-induced production over a long period of time and
over the whole of society.” (187) For an example of this one need
only consider the frequent plight of bondholders during 1974. At
that time a typical twelve month note with a face value of §10,000
was priced to yield approximately 9% . When redeemed one year
later the bondholder received $10,000 on an initial investment
of $9174 but, taking into account an inflation rate of 12%,
a rather conservative estimate, the purchasing power of the
§10,000 had decreased to about what $8,800 could have bought a
year earlier—a $374 loss on the original investment. While this
may seem an extreme case, even a one percent annual deprecia-
tion of the value of the national deb is no trifling matter in terms
of the future possibilities of accumulation.

While overall, the effect of deficit-spending and the concom-
mitant monetary inflation it permits have decreased the fund of
surplus-value available for future accumulation, these policies

£

of the of big business by government.
Itis merely one of the techniques by which income is transferred
from the mass of the population into the hands of government
favored corporations.” (184)

That inflation is a conscious policy to reduce real wages
masked by increased money wages is revealed by Keynes
himself. “Every trade union,” he writes, “will put up some resist-
ance to a cut in money wages, however small; (but) no trade
union would dream of striking on every occasion of a rise in the
cost of living."* The hoped-for result of this policy, of course, is
to increase the rate of capital formation (similar to Mar’s rate of
accumulation) by redistributing income in favor of profits while
simultaneously minimizing labor unrest. What then can one say
about the notion, universally promulgated by post-Keynesian
economists, that the cause of inflation is “too many dollars chas-
ing too few goods?” As Mattick points out, “In an economy
requiring government-induced demand, the market demand
could not possibly exceed the supply.” (184) The mechanism by
which government deficit spending, financed by monetizing the
national debt, is translated into generalized inflation must be
explained in a different manner.

For Mattick, deficit spending per se is not inflationary. Ca
talists constantly borrow to finance the purchase of more producr
tive The
sale of commoditie produced at this higher productivity Sone
them to both
accumulation. Likewise for government deficit spending; if i
somehow leads to increased productivity, the debt can be paid
while accumulation is fostered. Much to the despair of K
and his epigones this has not occurred, rather the national debt
has continually multiplied. While government has not yet created
the environment for increased capital accumulation, deficit-
spending is nonetheless continued to stave off further deteriora-
tion in the rate of private capital formation. This demands new
tax receipts and additional borrowing, Both to float the new debt
and to maintain confidence in the old, the Federal Reserve is
forced to increase the money supply through the purchase of
existing government bonds with newly printed currency. Not to
doso would be to risk the collapse of the multi-trillion debt struc-
ture and the entire economic system along with it. The nominally
independent Federal Reserve System is thus effectively tied to
government fiscal policy.

By increasing the money supply in this manner the Federal
Reserve in fact treats government paper as a real commodity-
value rather than what it actually is, promises contingent upon
future accumulation. For each dollar of debt contracted and

“J.M. Keynes, The General Theory of Employment, Interest. and Money,
Harcourt, Brace and World, New York, 1965, p. 15.



monetized, two dollars are substituted: the original one which
was exchanged for government paper, representing real com-
modity-value, plus another which replaces the note when it is
taken out of circulation by the Federal Reserve, and, having no
backing save the security of the state, represents only fictitious
commodity-value. The continual increase in the supply of money
allows capitalists to raise the prices of the commodities they pro-
duce in order to maintain normal profits by offsetting the cost of
taxes and other expenses of government, while it also supports the
further extension of credit needed to pay the higher prices. In
Mattick’s view however, * ‘profits’ made in this way and ‘capital’
accumulated in this manner, are mere bookkecping data relating
10 the national debt." (151) In other words, to the extent that they
represent inflationary price increases these profits are fictitious
Real capitalist profits “can be increased only by increased produc-
tivity, and an increasing quantity of capital capable of function-
ing as capital, and not by the mere availability of means of pay-
ments manufactured by government.” (187) In the long run this
policy amounts to a not so suble game of brinkmanshi

Still it is g,encrally maintained that lhv stimulative effects of

e than

their expense. Argumrmi to this effect are (umhed in terms of the
so-called “mltiplier” effect. The idea is that “an increased income
resulting from government expenditures will have subsequent
income effects, which will add up to a sum greater than the origi-
nal spending” with the result that “deficit-spending can be
nanced out of the savings it has itself created.” (157-158) From
Mattick's point of view, such statements based on the false
assumption that consumption is the purpose of economic activity,
simply misconceive the problem. OF course, Mattick grants, “All
investments whether of a private or a public character, will
increase the national income as they increase national produc-
tion.” (158) The real issue, however, is whether or not the mass of
capital increases through the accumulation process. “Since it does
not depend on_profitability,” Mattick argues, “government-
induced production can enlarge total social production, but it
‘cannot enlarge the total capital.” (158) In other words, while con-
sumption is in fact increased, no addition to the stock of profit-
making means of production results. This point is crucial, since
only an accelerated rate of accumulation can reverse the trends
toward increased government intervention and growth of the
national debt.

Furthermore, the argument that the growth of the debt is
harmless as long as the national income increases faster than the
debt relies on a false logic. “The growing national debt cannot be
related to the total national income, ” Mattick rebuts, “but only to
that part of the total which has not been injected into the econ-
omy by the government. It is by counting an expense as an
income that the illusion arises that the groving national debt is
neutralized by a rising national income. " (16;

Nonetheless, it is conceivable “that tht mere increase or
maintenance of a given level of production regardless of profita-
bility may arrest a dowaward business trend, and may even be
instrumental in reversing the trend. . As deficit-spending reduces
unemployment and increases production, it may, under special
conditions, induce an acceleration of private investments. If this
should be the case, it would increase total income by more than
brought forth by deficit-spending. but this multiplication’ would
be due directly to the additional profitable investments, not the
additional spending.” (159) That such occurrences have not
reduced the depende p on

is revealed by the tremendous growth of the national debt since
1029. despite variations in the rate of capital formation. Further,
such possible government-induced accelerated accumulation
would be subject to the same crisis cycle as the apparently self-
regulating accumulation process of the nineteenth century. “The
fact remains,” Mattick concludes, “that private capital formation
finds itself in a seemingly insoluable crisis; or rather, that the
crisis of capital production which characterizes the twentieth cen-
tury has not as yet been solved: When viewed from the perspec-
tive of profit production, the present differs from the past in that
deflationary depression conditions have been supplanted by infla-
tionary depression conditions. In a deflationary depression, pro-
duction declines because part of the producible commodities can-
not be sold profitably, thus preventing the realization of profits
and their transformation into additional capital; whereas in an
inflationary depression production continues, despite its lack of
profitability, by way of credit expansion.” (186

Thus, the mixed economy is revealed to be essentially tran-
sient in nature. As the limits of increased government spending
are reached, and they are apparently beginning to be reached in
the current crisi, capitalists will be faced with a critical dilemma:
either they will have to oppose any further increases in govern-
‘ment intervention thereby leaving the capitalist economy vulner-
able to its crisis tendencies, or they will have to support the
destruction of private capital in favor of a state-run “planned
economy.” It is more and more evident from the current debates
about the state of the economy that the choice is being seen in
exactly these terms. And even though the latter course would
require a revolution of sorts, it would stillleave the capitalists as a
class in control of social production, albeit collectively through
the state rather than privately through individual firms

Rick Burns
Somerville Massachusetts
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Dear friends,

In response to your request for feedback, I would like to limit
myself to one point regarding Paul Mattick's remarks on violence
and nonviolence [Interview, Root & Branch 5]. When Mattick
states (on p. 35) that the bourgeoisie “does not allow the workers
to choose between non-violent and violent methods of class strug-
gle,” 1 think he expresses a common but mistaken opinion long
ago refuted by the historical development of methods of struggle
Out of the growing literature on nonviolent struggle, I need only
refer to Gene Sharp's The Polltics of Nonuiolent Action (Boston:
Porter Sargent, 1973), which in over 800 pages of well researched
text establishes beyond a reasonable doubt that nonviolent action
is a technique of struggle capable of winning victories against the
violence of state and bourgeoisie, and that these methods have
been resorted to frequently, not only with principled nonviolent
leadership, but also innumerable times in the spontaneous activ-
ity of working people.

here is certainly room for debate on the role of nonviolent
campaigns in the revolutionary movement and on the feasibility
of a nonviolent strategy for revolution. 1 and my comrades in
Movement for a New Society look forward to increasing discus-
sion of these issues in libertarian publications; but, it is essential
that such debate be informed.
In solidarity,
Bob lrwin
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