are Marx's economics. While it was hwnihhtt

‘inpid that what has been said will suffice to give an idea of the

‘general character of the lMarxian system and, as it were, its flever:
the light in which he saw his problems, the spirit and technique he
'irlught.to b;ar upon them and the way in which he coordinated results.
It is clear ] believe that both the technique and the resulte cirry date,
qnd that neither can today be uccepte@ at their face value. [Frovable
mistakes abound and no semi-religious sublimation of them into perfect
" truths avails‘tovalter the fact. Yoreover closer scrutiny shows that
\an.ndntion, vhiie perfectly possible in many cases, would cut deeply
into the fundamentzl lines of the picfure of social reuslity which he
draws: the mistakes ﬁre not, so to speak, distributcd at random over
‘the system, so that its social message might after all come out of such
& process of amendation unscathed, but they cluster around some points
which are most material ta jt. I1f for instance we reformulate the theory
“of exéloitation so as to make it tenable, or if we reduce the theory of
i-nioeriidtion_to such elements of truth as it contains, the glow of the
itdletlnnt venishes immediately and it becomes very difficult for anyone
'yhn means to deal honestly with his facts to keep himself in a transport
teous social rage. Nobédy cin,ﬁo a Marxist today 1n/£ho full
ve sense and at the sume time pretend that he is giving -Ju«
e its due. If he stands by truth a very diff;"“‘_!*ﬁ??g;'

: mmn will inaveidably emerge, a picture which in




‘No less clear is it however that much ground

t

; T As
308res penttion thin ovs of nos mers oooues of M very virvad,
- wor cal and narrower allies
ﬁ;{bllcucru. As pointed out before, among those virtues was a keen
~ sense on the one hand of the logic of social things, and on the other
hand, of cultural values. We need ‘only refer back to our quotation from
the Communist Manifesto. When once so much has been admitted about béth
the nedessity and the achievements of the bourgecis epoch, the flaming -
attack on exploitation that follows loses much of its conéluaivenc:a.
The ?nxieua questions present themselves whether exploitation in the
Marxian or in amy other sen2e, is not a prerequisite of cultural achisve-
ment and if so, whether that time during which it was is really quite
past. The very word “exploitation"™ then loses much of its sting and
pessibly of its meaning. 4And the way in which the Romans of old used to
deal with their slaves when they revolted acquires an uncomfortable ssso=-
ciation with all that gives to the antique world its unique significance
for humanity. Now the barbarian who poses as a socialist by virtue of
being unable to visualize anything in the social world except the wage
bill and the boss is within his rights if he does not bother about all

that, but to Marx this pitiful right ie denied.

after what is untenable has been yielded. This claim does not rest on

the fact that in many fields of economic theory and particularly in the
P

field of capital structure, he has considerable contributions to offer,

————

2. FProof of this is afforded by the curious revival of some of his con-
cepts in the work of the modern Cambridpge school: whoever talks about
wage goods and about productivity of labor in wage goods industries de-
termining the rate of wages is much less removed from Marx than he might
think to be. In the modern discussion on the period of production his
contribution though mostly quoted unmistakeably, looms in the background.

or that with all his shortcomings he must still be listed among the

greatest theorists of all times. Much more important is it that he con-
‘ uted a new goal and a new method of social research. He visualized

»seibility of a theory of the historic process of economic life and
- all concepts and propositions of theory as tools with which |

actual variety of historic patterns. le ltrovciuft§r §'

'is undoubtedly something Hegelian in this) of a




ﬂbf‘iusthvhich would howsver lose nothing of speci-

ization: as a rule or, as most of us would say, by

8ity, a proposition loses in content, the

more general it

o Marx denied this neceesity and, proceeding upon that denial,

to an astonishing extent. vhat attempts there had been before

m to analyze economic evolution sink into insignificance

when compared

~mfi§ his achievement. The classics also painted historical buckgrouddo
ﬁyt-thano were almost completely diveorced from their description of the
 0‘9iti1iﬂt process. They also tried to extrapolate their findings end
ta'duvelop & picture of change from such elements as increcse of capital
and population with natural resources remaining ccnstant. But this is
sl,nothing beside the grandiose Murxian conception of social dynamies
which as & program would retain its value even if all the methods, prim=
eiples and results by which he tried to realize it were at fault.

The fascinaztion of this conception is understandable particularly

1
if we compare it with what non Marxian economics has to offer. A young

1. Marxists are in the habit of describing non Marxian economics as
Sbourgeois™. Like all such terms of opprobrium, this one very soon :
lost the original meaning assigned to it by Marx, and acquired a differ- e
‘ent one. Marx himself defines a bourgeois economist as an economist

who believes that the capitalist world of the nineteenth century type is
‘the absolute end and perfection of social evolution and going te last in-
yfinitely. This at least defines the term by a scientific criterion

3d only labors under the disadvantage that there are hardly any econom=
‘left who indulge in that belief. Later on however it came to mesn
qlml-lacialiat economists, the innuendo being that they were either
g&r stupid defendera of the interest of the hourgeoia1e.

school and with no other means of satisfying his craving

~action except his newspaper, thoroughly bored with

theoretical disquisitions offered to kim in his



‘f on turung to Marx suddenly unittd to

.f m politics of all times and places. Here is

fie argument for him, saturated with facts and convine-

in inverse proportion to-whati he really knows and

understends. He

8 behind him the behavier of the second derivative of the utility

etion and finds himself in the midst of th

e great evenis of his day

"‘ai 1it up from him by the light of & few grand prineiples. le not
 §§1y'ludden1y finds that he understands more than the acadeuic economist,
E bat also that he is vastly superior in insight over the man of practi-
;eal 1i1fe who becomes simply a marionette of factors which they do not

e ven suspect. And many intellectuale who huve not the same excuse and
are excluded forever from the heart of analysis as well as the heart of
power simply because of their inadequacy feel the same way about it.

But behind this there is something much rmore serious and substential.
Wherever modern analysis, wheiher thecoretical, historical or statistical,
'nuats Merxian argument, the latter is sure to be defeated. That is net
yfib!‘ than natural. It is the privilege of the artist, ihat once he hLas,
.;kiﬁa his own standpoint and that of his time, risen to supreme achieve-
-!lat that achievement will retain its significance over the centuries.
Qi&in not so in science. Ve economists have little reason to congratu=
ourselves on the rate at which we progress but nevertheless, &and

te of =ll the sétbacka'we gsuffer from time to time, we move on.
chiar'vn have built a technique of theoreticul anélysie with

;!hrzitu eannot compete, but among the huilding costs ure spe-

'M:ldity and resignation. The details of the various monet-

 mechanisms we present very much more satisfactorily



unavoidable and no worse a fate than bofalidtv

as soon as it becomes of age. But the task which Marx

" & leliac and it will have

to be undertaken with the better

8 and the larger factual resources at our command. In this res

ﬂ%pint his venture is not lost for us. It may even serve as = sign post

and example.

®

'
Marx's own progress towards the heights to which he points, must be
viewed in connection with his sociology for his economic dynamics were
meant to serve as social dynamics as well - the connecting link being

supplied by the economic interpretation of history. Ve are now able to

form an opinion about the reliability of the second of the two proposi-
tions of which it consists. How far has Marx succeeded in establishing

his case for an immanent or self propelled economic evolution or, to put

: it as plainly as possible, for the proposition that from its very struc-
ture the economic process of capitalist society must go oé revolution-
izing itself, destroying each state of equilibrium to which it may be
tending at any given time?! The answer is,’I believe, this: he has not
succeeded in proving that propesition but he correctly recognized that
it is so. And an exactly similar answer hust be given to the question
which emerges behind that. Was he correct in believing that this eco-
,_0 010lution will eventually transform its institutional framework

An way that socialism will be the inevitable result?

thing to realize is that while the proposition which

 lOneo in the capitalist machine of factors which will

itely fpmn any state in which we may find it at any




 developments taking  certain course. ldv:pétpeu-
future events or forecasts unless they are prophesies in

sense of the word are necessarily hyputhstical in the sense
By assume _thc persistence of mechanisus

at work in the present or

- In predicting ordinary astronomical events we need not expressly

that hypothesis because we may rest assured that it will not fai}

m; This is obviously not so in the social field and hence the Marxian

proposition -uﬁk st once be qualified by the proviso "if tlLe process we

- G
observe continue to have the right of way”. Even quite orthodox Marx-

ists recognize this. 4As an example we may adduce the fact previously

; to that a man as steeped in the true Yarxian fuith as Hilferding
gﬁhid have thought it necessary to ab.ndon the theory that capitalism
fﬁ%vill break down so to speak under its own weight. The alternative he
é!"ilualixos, pragresgivo consolidation of gisnt concerns, is perhups not
;;artieularly convincing hecause such an organism would display an ob-
3!1&&: bent towards verging into & sort of bureaucratic socialism after

.. At any rate it is only one possibility ocut of many and as soon as
) admit it, we cannot exclude others and the imposing determinism of
original poeition.is gonee.

But there seems to be unother line of argument which agrees with

damentals of the Marxian creed at least as well as does that
actually took. To expect breakdown of the type which ngx
p as complete nonsense as the theory of immiserization
and indeed to expectation from any correct analysis
,;‘  But the conditions of capitalist production

i cultural outlook of humapity as to make it



ce destroys, on the one hand, the citn con=

‘qiht eltr'prnnour Or capitalist and the brick snd mo rtar

gwry, if it wears away all that the lordly position which

of industry once meant, if it destroys,on the other hand, the

,l’ house and the form of life and system of motivation it stunds

or, will not the grip relax by which pfoperty is held =nd the genera-

~ tion be evolved to which all the beacon lights of capitalist society

mesn just nothing? Is not this what actuaily happens! And is this not

Marxian enough - do we want the dubious glitter of wrong theories at all?
This socio-psychological process undoubtedly heads for something
that in importunt respects will have a claim to be called socislism and

in particular to issue into a social control over zll mesns of produce-

tion. Events that impinge on this process from ocutside may undoubtedly

deflect, conceivably even arrest it for good. But there is nothing

_Iithin the social system of a modern capitalist society to point to that
*likclihood. It should be ngticed especially that the process can go on
aithin a4 very wide variety of cultﬁrul and political comglemgnts and
't inthoritarian forms of social orzunism neced not necessarily inter-
;.§§h,it.' Socialism under @ nationalist dictatorship may not be

as socialism by what we may term a professional socialist,

‘00l air of scientific analysis it might have to be labelled

Zﬁhi aana. It ie not at a'1 impossible that some of us
ituations in which many of those who are secialists
cherish in a way that will mske them yearn

‘eapital society, the uppermost strata




’ §ﬂt that is another matter. Even if this should be the-outcoée, Marx

-

woula be entitled to the compliment that he foresaw correctly even though
he may have formulated ingorrectly substantial features of what was to
come. If I have succeeded in conveying my mewmning, no further word
ghould be necessary on the vroblem of the "necessity of socialism” 6 but
we muy add that our argument at the same time suggestis a way out of»the
difficulty which Marxians experience zhout the precise relation hetween
evolution and revolution-in the master's thought. No doubt spectacular
revolution has to be "featured" on the posters of any movement inat in-
» tends to fire the imugination. It is also very understandable that any-
one who fervently adheres to some practical idea will not find it eusy
when tal ing about it or acting with reference to it, to apply the re=

sults and attitudes which become a matter of course to him as soon as °

he is back to his study. So Marx undoubtedly preached revolution and
Englés actually went to the trouble to study tactics in order to be
prepared for what he evideﬁtiy conceived to be his function in the com-
ing phygical.struggle. But this sort of thing must ba,discarded if we
want to‘do justice to the thinker. His whole system resting on a most
}rigid belief in the logic of historical sequences, it is impossible teo
accuse him of having fallen so far below his own stundards as to share

]

'th§4$lflntilo attitudes of the common run of revolutionists. At the

f&il-ho of couroe‘rOalizéd the inertia inherent to institutional

ght revolution probably necessary as a last step to




s nakes all the difference.

-




ve the inevitubility of the sceislist

~bafore we take up this uspect it is important te
ﬁ_&hiﬂabld an instrument for the training of the faithe-

_i;}it. The disciple receives a comparatively simple key

 all secrets of history, a uniform schema by which to coor-
~ dinate observations and ideas and to array contemporaneous
‘Oiintn. Perhaps sonme of us cannot help smiling when taking up
some provineial daily sponsoring the llarxist cause. Tharo;
everything that happens anykhere in the world hecomes so very
simple and clear in the light of a fow Marxian phrases. But
even such analysis is greatly superior to whui non-socialist
sheets of the same standing have to say about the same events.

Even the crippled sisler of the econcwmie interpretation;of his-
| 1
tory, the Marxist theory of social classes, will them leok

1. With the proviso which follows in the text above, it may
be said that for the capitalist world there ure, uccording to
Marx, two social classes only which replaced she wise complex
structure of earlier states of society, the bourgeocisie end
the proletariat, property being the distinguishing character-
‘dstie of the former, lack 6¢f property,of the latier. This is,
of course, a \highly simplified picture of capitulist society,
nd the proposition that the history of society is the history
struggles between classes, had to be qualified immediately,
Marx himself, by the admission that groups within the bour-
isie and the bourgecisies of diffecrent countries fight each
pite as much as they fight cor fought either feudal or
an groups, a gualification which, while rescuing the
1pnﬁotvinuoly clashing with facts, breaks the heart
llr.evar, acquisition of property by some people
ngs of bourgeois ascendancy were in no more
on than others who failed to conguer similar
ntly raises a problem which Marx, of course,
 solve by reference to such bourgeois




@8 saving and so on. So the (logical as
) origins of the bourgeois cluss position
ke The basiec phenomenon of the constent
irgeois elements into the bourgeoisie snd of the
it dropping out of the ‘bourgeois clase of fam-
al to fulfilment of the class functions - "three
from shirtsleeves to shirtsleeves”, as the proverd
been so persistently neglected by sll socialist
® that it is hardly teo uncharitable to suspect that
| aware of its uncomfortuble implications. No real
‘has been achieved in this field by Yarx's followers.
pment and application of the principle that associates
distinctions with property and all social antugonisms
class distinctions, is all that has been done.

irent to us if only hecause of its value a8 a tool with

to hammer in the idea of proletarisn consciousness.
Bimeelf has not developed uny theory of sociul classes,
@ offers in many places stone and mortar for the struce

wt

which it was not given to kimself? to build. Come of his

!

-




/~¢i€130 great idea underlying the economiec in-

ﬁiﬂ%&ty requires mentioning before we go on.

Marx

fﬁlmﬂb too civilized fo fall in with tho se current
jtimlm of socialism which do not recognize a temple when
gt;f His eultural vision was much too wide for that. He
ectly able to understund a civilization and the "relative-
ygﬁ.-“ value of its values, however far removed from it he
ave felt himsel? to be. In this respect no bhetter testimony
ihrnad-mindédness can be offered than the Communist Manifesto

: 1
_3"33 account nothing short of glowing of the achievements

— -

‘eminent friend, Professor llason, who has been good enough
(8his essay, remarked on the margin of above passage: "This
tehing it a bit". Well, let us quote from the authorized
‘translation: “"The bourgeoisie . . . has been the first to
it man's activity cen bring about. It has accomplished won=
surpassing Fgyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and Gothic
- « The bourgeoisie . . . draws all nations . . .
Zation . + . It has created enormous cities . . . and
!‘Cﬂu&d & considerable part of the population from the idiocy
B rural life . . . The bourgeoisie, during its rule of
" hundred years, has created more massive and more coles-
ve forces than have 211 preceding generations togeth-
ve that all the achievements referred to are here attri-
8 bourgeoisie alone which is more than many thoroughly
"economists would claim - this is all I meant by the
= and strikingly different from the views of the
rxism of today or from the Veblenite stuff of the

st radical.

a clear recognition of its historical necessity
';111lﬂ quite a lof of things larx himself would

4‘pt). But in this attitude he was undoubted-

ﬁanflndo me re na&y for him to take, because

to which his

ic lagiq of things to

i ‘mem_Lq{W«lmhkw

Af



particul ar expression. Things social

his standpoint fell into order for him, and however much of

& coffee-house conspirator hLe may hauve been at some junctures of

his private life, his true
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