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of mass production exceeded the resources of the individual. Consequently,
cotrage industries were replaced by the factory system. Family ownership of
industey was eventually displaced by stock market investors and professional
managers. Bach of these developments removed ownership from production
and estranged the owners from the workers.

This new economic system allowed people with money to buy up the
machinery and factories needed to produce goods. People who had been self-
employed, or who at least had worked closely with their employers, found
themselves forced into huge factories, mills, and mines. The resulting dep-
ersonalization of labor was increased by the new machinery, which tended
to make old skills obsolete. Workers were put behind machines to perform
monotonous and menial tasks requiring no skills beyond those needed to keep
the machines functioning properly, even as wages were suppressed because
skilled jobs disappeared.

The factory system brought with it a whole new way of life. People were
herded into the cities, where housing was cramped and squalid. Sanitation
facilities were so woefully inadequate that people were forced to live in filth.
The factories themselves were dark, damp, and poorly ventilated, and workers
found themselves isolated from anything that might reduce their productiv-
ity. Thousands died of asthma and tuberculosis because the air they breathed
was contaminated by smoke, steam, dust, and filth. Many people toiled as
long as sixteen hours a day in the sumrer and thirteen and a half hours in the
winter, sometimes seven days a week. At times workers could not even leave
the factories and were forced to sleep beneath the machines to which they were
enslaved.

Women and children were the most desirable laborers because they could
be paid less and were least likely to resist the harsh discipline imposed on
them. The family unit disintegrated. A working mother might seldom see
her children unless they also worked in the factory. Small children were left
completely unattended for long periods. Men, usually the first to be fired,
sometimes had to depend on the earnings of their wives and children for sub-
sistence. The disgrace and humiliation of these circumstances often drove men
to leave home, to dissipate in drunkenness, to perpetrate cruelties on their
families, or even to commit suicide.

The owners were often indifferent to the suffering in their factories. Some
capitalists rationalized the wretched conditions of the laborers by claiming
that industry saved these people from idleness, the greatest sin of all. Others
used Social Darwinist arguments, claiming that the laborers were obviously
inferior to the owners and should be worked hard. They resolved that even-
tually the inferiors would die out, leaving a more wholesome and intelligent
race. (Who would then do the mundane, repetitive tasks of industrialized
production was not offered by these pseudo-scientists.) The owners imposed
heavy fines and even corporal punishment for whistling or talking at work, for
working too slowly, or for being late. The law gave the workers no protection
and demanded a heavy penalty for theft. When a woman was put on trial for
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The political limitations of nationalization are perhaps even greater than
conomic problems. When a large part of society’s production, exchange,
distribution, and employment is controlled by the government, the latter’s in-
volvement in the lives of individuals is greatly increased. Totalitarian states
can be born of such enormous power. Any free society must be very cautious
of centralized power. In addition, free people must be wary of placing all their
productivity in the hands of government. To whom would they turn for settle-
ment of economic disputes if all enterprises were owned by the state?

When socialization has been used, however, the cooperative has worked
best with the middie to light industries. Retail sales, appliance manufacturing
and servicing, and housing construction are examples of industrics that have
succeeded in a cooperative setting. Heavy industry and certain nationwide ser-
vices are usually better socialized by the nationalization process. Basic indus-
tries such as weapons production, utilities, transportation, and communication
are too vital and perhaps too big to work well under the cooperative structure.
Some other industries, such as automobile manufacture, energy production,
insurance, and metal production, may also be best suited to nationalization.

Socialist countries not only differ on the method of socializing the economy
but also vary greatly in the degree to which their economies are socialized. Of all
the socialist societies, only the communists saw total socialization as the nltimate
goal. In the past three decades, however, even the communist states have begun
to experiment with some limited forms of market economics. The country most
resistant to change is North Korea, but now even it has been compelled by severe
economic problems to modify some economic policies, if only slightly so far. In
all other socialist countries, regardless of how long socialist governments have
held power, large portions of the economy remain under private ownership.
Non-Marxist socialists long ago concluded that some enterprises work poorly
when they are not privately owned. Thus, they support socializing only those

industries that function best under collective management, leaving the rest to the
private sector. During the 1980s and 1990s several Furopean economies dena-
tionalized many industries, With the advent of the “Great Recession,” however,
there may be a retreat from privatization. We must wait to see. .
In most noncommunist socialist societies, as well as in capitalist countries,

an important half-step is employed to protect the public against the excesses
endemic in private enterprise. An economy principally motivated by private gain
tends to encourage cutting corners. Increasingly, profits at the expense of decent
wages and benefits, or at the expense of safe, well-made products, is virtually
unavoidable in capitalist systems unless government oversight inhibits them.
Thus, all modern economic systems regulate the economic behavior of capital-
ists. Minimum wage laws, industrial safety regulations, government inspection

of food, workers’ rights, fair competition practices, truth-in-advertising require-

ments, and so on, are standard features. There are always arguments about the

exact nature of these laws and protections, but few question the wisdom of the

existence of such safeguards. And, as we saw in Chapter 5, failing to adequately

regulate important industries can be ruinous.

its €
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Although the United States is till far from a socialist country, the lessons
of the Great Depression led the government to adopt some socialist policies in
order to prevent a recurrence of the suffering encountered during the 1930s.
We were not alone in this attempt, however. Indeed, many countries preceded
us and went far beyond the United States in developing policies that would re-
distribute wealth within the society. The communist countries tried to invoke
total socialism,

but their efforts have largely failed. More successful are the
Western European countries, which have socialized banks, utilities, transpor-
tation, and some manufacturing while also developing extensive social wel-
fare policies. Although programs vary from country to country, virtually every

Western European country spends almost twice as much of its economic out-

put as the United States on its social programs. Western European countries

and Japan provide far more generous housing subsidies, parental leave plans,
prenatal care, grants to the poor, public health protections, and unemploy-
ment benefits, as well as a plethora of other programs.

Tt should be noted here that the generally held American belief that capi-
talism is more efficient and cost effective than socialist welfare programs is far

from universally true. Medicine is a good case in point. While the medical care
in the world, the system it

in the United States is among the most advanced

uses to deliver medical care is by some important measures the worst among

advanced economies. In 2005, the United States spent $5,267 per capita on
health care, far higher than any other industrial country, each of which has
national health programs.® (Switzerland, the next highest spender, paid $1,821
per capita.) Yet, as profits for private insurance companies, pharmaceutical
corporations, and even hospitals have increased sharply, the United States, as
compared with other industrial countries, has a higher infant mortality rate,
the lowest rating for its children’s health (it ranks forty-seventh in the world
for deaths of children below five years old and the rate of women dying in
childbirth has actually increased over the past twenty years), a shorter aver-
age life span for its citizens, and higher health care inflation (an 81 percent
increase between 2000 and 2005). Furthermore, over 49 million people in the
United States had no health insurance at all in 2010,* a circumstance dupli-
cated in po other industrial society. (Incidentally, the United States also ranks
at the bottom among industrial countries in safety and economic well-being of
its children, according to a 2007 UN report.)

Regardless of the specific programs used, socialism is not always completely
egalitarian. It tends to narrow the gap between the haves and the have-nots.

MRegrectably, some of these bitter lessons were ignored in the past decade, resulting in the Great
Recession beginning in the United States in 2007 and sweeping across the world’s economies.
5In 2010, Rush Limbaugh threatened he would move out of the United States if Obama’s health
care reform passed. Since every other advanced society enjoys a far more extensive national
health care system than ours, one wonders where he intends to flee: Zaire?
“Eyen with Obama’s health care plan, passed in 2010, millions of people are
without coverage in 2018, when it kicks in fully.

still expected to be
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TABLE 8.1

~ Total Tax as % of Gross Domestic Product, 2008
Denmark 50.0%

Spain . W-T
Sweden - 49.7% Portugal " 37.0%
Belgium 46 8% Russia 36.9%;
France 46.1% New Zealand 3659,
Narway 43.6% Luxermbourg 36.4%
Austria 43.4% Iréland 34.0%
Italy 42.6% Canada 33.4%
Germany 40.6% Australia 30.5%
Netherlands 39.5% us 28.2%
" UK 39.0% Japan - 27.4%
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costs. The tax rates in these

societies are extremely high. Indeed, the United
States, largely because it spends relatively little on social welfare programs,

has the lowest tax rate as a percentage of gross domestic product of all in-
dustrial countries except Japan. (See Table 8.1 -} Also, many European states
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The Socialist Intent

As explained earlier, the first two basic features of socialism (ownership of
production and the welfare state) are mechanical in nature and are not nec-
essarily related to each other. It is conceivable that a society could socialize
many, or even ail, of its major means of production and still avoid creating a
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I
believed that we were all masters of our fate—that we could

lives into any form we pleased. .. . L had overcome deafness and
fficiently to be happy, and I supposed that anyone could come

f he threw himself valiantly into life’s struggle. But as [ went
bout the country T learned that [ had spoken with assurance
tele about. I forgot that I'owed my success partly to the
vironment. . . . Now, however, I learned that

s not within the reach of everyone.®

[ had once
mould our
blindness su
out victorious i
more and more a
on a subject I knew li
advantages of my birth and en
the power to rise in the world i

sGcientific” socialism,® by contrast, is founded on the Marxist notion that
human social evolution (history) is governed by certain objective laws that are
:nexorably leading humankind to socialism. (See Figure 8.1.)

Utopian Socialism”  After Babeuf’s death the violent approach to socialism he
developed became dormant, awaiting a new generation of leftist thinkers. As
the time line in Figure 8.1 illustrates, the momentum passed to a far less radi-
cal group. The utopian socialist movement developed from a sincere desire for
equity within society and from genuine compassion for the masses at the bot-
com of the social structure. Members of this movement were among the first
to appreciate the social implications of the Industrial Revolution. For the first
time, they concluded, society would be able to produce enough for all to have
enough. This fortunate circumstance confronted them with a moral dilemma,
however. “If it is possible to feed, house, and clothe everyone, thus satisfying
the most basic human needs, is it moral not to do so?” Predictably, they argued
that lavishing wealth on a few while most others languished in squalor was, in-
deed, immoral. Furthermore, holding that people were both rational and moral
creatures by nature, the utopians believed that people would, with some encour-
agement, come to understand that socialism was the only moral socioeconomic
system. For the moment, however, the value of egalitarianism was obscure to
most people, they thought, because no example of an egalitarian society existed
to prove how productive and blissful such an arrangement could be. Conse-
quently, the utopians decided to create small local communal colonies, believing
such settiements would become prototypes of the new social order.

Much more important to the socialist movement than the communal ex-

periments was that the utopians were the first to mobilize the working class.
Asserting the labor theory of value, they claimed that only workers create

sHelen Keller, Midstream: My Later Life (New York: Greenwood, 1968), p. 156.
§The term scientific is used here in the nineteenth-century sense of the word. Today we have a
very rigorous notion about what science is, but until the twentieth century, this was not the case.
Before then, almost anything that relied on an empirical rather than metaphysical base was consid-
ered scientific. For example, in the eighteenth century, Jock makers, because their field depended

on numbers and calibrations, were accepted as members in the British Academy of Sciences.
"Pne word siopia is taken from Sir Thomas More’s philosophical romance Utopid, written in
1514-1516. Grounded in the philosophy of Plato and the romantic accounts of travelers tike
Amerigo Vespuccl, More’s work featured an ideal state where private property was abolished.
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th; therefore, society should adju
rerns to prevent unequal distribution 0
Jpainst the OWDEr gave an important bo
;sm by giving it an economic doctrine an
The utopian socialist movement otigi

almost panwilling, founders and a third who
Owen, and Fourier. Ignoring Babeuf, some people consider Clande Henri

gaint-Simon (1760-1825) the founder of French socialism. A soldier in the
French Army sent to help the fledgling United States in its war fot indepen-
dence from England and, later, 2 successful banker, Saint-Simon is perhaps
alist in the reading than in the writing. His followers read into his

list intent that he may not have meant to CONVEY. Besides his wish
an kindness and compassion, i

Saint-Simon’s strongest socialist
his criticisms of capitalism. Capitalism, he concluded, was
wasteful because it pitted people against each other and imposed poverty on
many to produce wealth for a few. Moreover, he contended that capitalists
made profits far beyond their own productivity, a fact Saint-Simon despised,
thereby making himself popular with the French working class. ‘
As a partial solution for the evils he saw in the capitalist system, Saint-Simon
proposed a centralized banking system t

hat would make socia) investments. He
also called for the elimination of property

inheritance and supported universal
education. His ideas did not become generally known until after this desperately
unhappy eccentric’s suicide, however, when a cult of admiring followers lionized
him and probably cre he did not actually hold.
An equally enigmatic fi

dited him with beliefs
gure is the second founder of utopian socialism,
Robert Owen (1771-1858). A self-made industrialist, Owen was basically a
conservative man who ardently supported Britain’s social, political, and eco-
nomic institutions. A ralented administrator, he had risen from the position of
clerk to that of owner of a textile mill by his mid-twenties. He, howevet, was
concerned about the wretched condition of his employees an

d became associ-
ham and other social reforme

ated with Jeremy Bent rs of the day.
Owen was strongly opposed to “ dole” programs in which people were

simply given money by the government Of by charities. However, he realized
that capitalism had to be tempeted by concern for the basic humanity of peo-
ple and that it could destroy human dignity when left unchecked. Further, he
was convinced that exploitation of the worker was ultimately unprofitable and
that everyone would be better off if the working environment Were improved.
Acting on these convictions, Owen reformed the management policies of
his New Lanark, England mill. By raising wages, encouraging trade unionism,
rejecting the exploitation of women and childrern, encouraging universal edu-
cation, and creating a company store where employees could buy goods at re-
duced rates, he achieved remarkable results. In less than five years, production
at New Lanark had risen markedly, the workers at the mill were far better off
than workers anywhere else in England, and Owen had made a fortune. This
happy circumstance proved, to Owen’s satisfaction, that, as Marx was later to

st its social, economic, and political sys-
{ wealth. Utopian support of the worker
ost to the development of trade union-
d moral justification.
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wonrend, character was conditioned by the economic and social enviro
Bad working conditions were not only immoral byt simply bad busin
necessarily depressing the workers and lowering profits as well.
Encouraged by his early success, Owen retired from his business enter-

prises at the age of fifty-eight and dedicated himself 1o popularizing and testin
his controversial ideas. Traveling widely on speaking tours, he was even wel|
received by the U.S. Congress, He opposed the imposition of socialisy (a term
he coined) on people by government and warned that people themselyes had
to be prepared to adopt it before it could be successful. However, he believed
the worst excesses of capitalism had to be curbed so that the worker

not be exploited. Owen also opposed nationalization of industries, though he
favored producer cooperatives,

Like Saint-Simon, Owen was perhaps more a liberal capitalist than a trye

Nimeny,
€88, un.

socialist. Still, he is considered the founder of British socialism, and his mod-

Most noted was the effort at New Harmony, Indiana (1825-1828 ). A third in:
fluential utopian socialist, Charles Fourier {1772~1837), was not only a critic
pf capitalist economics, but he also became a vocal opponent of traditional

ment of the communes was to be democratic, the labor and its products being
shared equally by all the members, In such a simple setting, Fourier believed,
life would be pleasant and work would become an enjoyable activity in which
all would take part willingly.

Fourier’s influence was significant. Several communes based on his model
were started, but each failed and was abandoned. Still, Fourier’s thought infla-
enced many well-known socialists: Charles Dana, Horace Greeley, Nathaniel
Hawthorne, and George Ripley were among his American disciples. Fourier
also impressed later thinkers such as Proudhon and Marx, and his theories
influenced the collectivization of farms in the Soviet Union.

Because it was a new country ‘when utopianism became popular, the
United States was often the scene of communal experiments. Interestingly,
America was regarded as the land of opportunity and hope by socialists. as
well as capitalists, Here, it was thought, a new society could be founded, one
that was insulated from the stratification and prejudices of the old world. Al-
though these communal experiments failed, several attained ap importance be-
yond their role as socialist experiments. Intellectual leaders were often drawn

I ——
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and of its capacity to adapt to threatening conditions. In fact, industrializa-
rion organized by capitalism far outproduced even the wildest expectations
of its nineteenth-century enthusiasts and the Western capitalists grudgingly
responded to proletarian demands with policies that shared with the worker
enough of the newly created wealth to put off a disastrous conflagration.

As it turned out, Marx was witnessing the beginning of the capitalist era
rather than its end. Premechanized economies are usually incapable of produc-
ing enough to satisfy all the economic needs of their people. Thus, productiv-
ity usually talls below the level we shall call subsistence. In these conditions,
scarcity is a fact of life, causing anxiety. To escape depravity, a few people in
such societies manage t¢ become wealthy by accumulating enough, or more
than enough, to satisfy their needs, thus leaving even less to be consumed by
the already hard-pressed masses. Thus, the portion of production left for ordi-
nary people to consume falls even farther below subsistence, aggravating the
suffering of the majority.

Industrialization of an economy can eventually increase productivity,
but first money must be found to buy the factories, resources, and machines.
Where does the money come from? Some undoubtedly comes from the coffers
of the wealthy, but history knows of no wealthy class impoverishing itself to
increase production. Instead the wealthy have consistently demanded sacri-
fices from the poot to pay for most technological advances. So, wages are
suppressed and working conditions decline, thus creating capital to invest in
mechanization. Consequently, if the masses are already suffering because they

must consume at less than the subsistence level and are required to sacrifice
even more to create enough capital for industrialization, their conditions of

life and work must be terrible indeed.

Such sacrifices do not come volu
workers, the owners of production us
workers to toil for meager wages under
suppressed; strikes were broken by thugs,

welfare benefits were nonexistent. Blatant
the owners of production occutred in every society that industrialized, includ-

ing England and the United States. Brutal force had to be used to induce the
already suffering workers to make the additional sacrifices they would not

otherwise make voluntarily. It can be taken
of industrialization, the living conditions o

cally as capital is squeezed from the worker.
This stage of the Industrial Revolution—its most exploitative period-—was

witnessed by Marx and by Dickens. Marx’s error was not in decrying these
conditions but rather in concluding that the workers® circumstances would
continue to degenerate rather than eventually improve. What actually did oc-
cur is, with the forced increase of capital, production began to climb., Marx
anticipated that, driven by the need to increase profits, capitalists would in-
tensify exploitation of the workers until the latter could no longer stand their
misery: Revolution would then erupt. This bleak prediction has not come to

ntarily. To enforce these deficits for the
ed the powers of government, forcing
terrible conditions. Labor unions were
the police, or the army; and social
collusion between government and

as a rule that, in the earliest stages
f ordinary people decline dramati-
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reviously could be explained only by fables, myths, and fairy tales. Reveling in
this liberation from the darkness of ignorance; many nineteenth-century think-
of5, including Jeremy Bentham, Herbert Spencer, and Sigmund Freud, sought
1o discover the laws governing human behavior, and to use that knowledge to
improve political and social conditions. Karl Marx, chafing under the heavy heel
of reactionary monarchical oppression, and bitterly offended by the greed and
exploitation he saw in capitalism, became a leading figure among these “social
scientists.” _
Wretched as the social and political conditions had become, Marx was still

imistic about the future of humanity. He saw people in historical terms.

he believed, were destined for freedom and creativity but had been
their own

opt ‘
[ndividuals, .
prevented from developing completely because they were slaves to

basic needs. Before the Industrial Revolution, human productivity had not
been great enough to provide a sufficient supply-of the necessities of life to free
people from compulsive toil {a term coined by Marx to express Locke’s con-
cept of the necessity to work incessantly just to survive}. With the emergence
of industrialization, people became—for the first time—productive enough
to provide an abundance of goods. They could now devote more time to the
development of their own humanity. Yet capitalism, the economic system
used to industrialize Europe, failed to distribute its abundance fairly. Indeed,
Marx saw that it tended to take away from the workers more and more of the
products they created, giving them instead to the capitalist, a non-worker who
exploited the toilers. I
The irony of the dilemma Marx witnessed is clear: For the first time in
history, humanity had created means to produce enough for all people, poten-
tially liberating them from compulsive toil, so that they might now enjoy the
spare time necessary to refine their humanity—to be free, in other words. Yet,
what nature had denied people for millennia was now being withheld from
them by human-made economic, social, -and political institutions. Cleatly, in
Marx’s view, capitalism was to be appreciated for its productivity, but it was
also to be despised for its oppression, and must be abandoned for a more

equitable system.

Marxist Theory of Social Structure .

A major assumption in Marxism is economic determinism. On this premise
Marx built the rest of his theory. Economic determinism Suggests that the
primary human motivation is economic. “It is not the consciousness of men
that determines their existence,” Marx argues, “hyr their social existence
that determines their consciousness”; that is, what we value and what we do
politically is determined by our economic circumstances. It stands to reason,
therefore, that people in similar economic circumstances will have much in
common.

This idea is not unique to Marx.
widely understood among the intellectual community. Even Jame:

The political effects of economics were
s Madison
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proceeded from a similar assumption about human motivation. Consider thig
statement from The Federalist (no. 10):

But the most common and durable source of factions (political adversaries)
has been the various and unequal distribution of property. Those who hold
and those who are without property have ever formed distinct interests in
society. Those who are creditors and those who are debtors, fall under a

like discrimination. A landed interest, a manufacturing interest, a monied
interest, with many lesser interests, grow up of necessity in civilized nations,
and divide them into different classes, actuated by different sentiments and
viewws. {(Emphasis added.)

As a matter of fact, economic determinism has gained general currency
in the world today, with most people believing that economics plays an im-
portant part in determining political behavior. In this respect at least, Glenn
Tinder posits that we are all now Marxists.?

Marx saw all societies as composed of two basic parts: the foundation and
the superstructure. The foundation of any society, according to this theory, is
material. In other words, the economic system is at the base of the society. Marx
further divided the economy into two basic factors: the means of production and
the relations of production. The means of production are the resources and tech-
nology at the disposal of a particular society, and their interrelationship deter-
mines the kind of economic system the society enjoys. The relations of production
(or social classes) are determined by the affiliation between human beings in the
society and the means of production. The owners of the means of production
enjoy the most beneficial position in the economy and thus become members
of the most influential social group—the ruling class. (The acuity of this part of
Marx’s proposition becomes clear if one tries to imagine a wealthy class that does
not have great influence in society.) Thus, in a pastoral society the ruling group
would be those who own the most livestock; in an agrarian society the greatest
landowners would dominate; and in an industrial society the capitalist class rules.

The foundation of society (the economic and social class systems) deter-
mines the nature of society’s superstructure, which rests upon the foundation.
The superstructure is composed of all nonmaterial institutions in the society,
and each is arranged in a way that suits the ruling class. Included in the super-
structure are values, ideology, government, education, law, religion, art, and
so forth. (See Figure 8.2.) The function of the superstructure is to assure the
rulers continued dominance and to keep the ruled in their place.

Marx conceived of government as a tool of class oppression that manipu-
lated all the cultural elements in the society to the advantage of those who
controlied the economy. “Political power, properly so called,” he wrote, “is
merely organized power of one class for oppressing another.” Marx called
religion “the opiate of the people” because he believed that it drugged them,
numbing their senses and disposing them to put up with their wretched

*Glenn Tinder, Political Thinking, 4th ed. (Boston: Little Brown, 1986), p. 184,
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FIGURE 8.2

Marxian abstract of society’s structure.

existence on earth so that they would be rewarded in a “myth'ical” afterh'fe;;
The aphorism “That’s the cross I have to bear” illustrgtes the alttxtude.to Wﬂl.ch
Marx objected. He wanted people to abandon the ratior‘lahzanons w1tl*'1j whic

they had been programmed by their rulers. When they did, t.hey would cclacome
aware of their plight, and take the first step toward revplptlon and freedom. ;

Extrapolating, the principles of economic determinism, Marx suggeste
that two societies with similar economic systems would develop su.ml‘ar
superstructures (similar. political and social_ systerf_ls): qu example, soc1ectl1e;s
with feudal economic bases (that is, agrarian societies 1n which the lan hls
owned by a tiny elite and the bulk of the popqlatlgn \yor}(s the lan.d of the
great nobles) will develop similar social and pohtlca'.l institutions in their suptfar—1
structures. Their political systems include monarchies supp_ortcd by a powerfu
aristocratic class of landowners. The values, laws, igleologles, and educat.lonal
systems tend to justify these political and £CODOMIC Systems. The dominant
religion tends to be structured in a hierarchical fashion simitar to the structure
of the Catholic Church, and the Church also acts to support the system.

On the other hand, according to Marx, capitalistic systems (those whose
economies are based on money and industrial production controlled by a snzlall
elite) evolve different institutions in their superstructures. Representative lf—
mocracies give the illusion of popular control, but the governments are actlua ¥y
captained by the moguls who own the means of productlpn. Thf: vah‘xesé] aws,
ideologies, and educational systems encourage sympat-hetlc public attitu 3:, tT
ward these political and economic systems. Protestantism a.dva'nced 1r}d1v1 ual-
istic and egalitarian doctrines, and it was free of the Catholic bias against usurly
and commerce. Further, espousing the ethic that hard work and frugality result
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in individual progress, social good, and even (perhaps) eternal reward, Protes-
tantism anointed moneymaking with moral justifications and would therefore
replace Catholicism as the dominant creed during the capitalist era.

Although it is certainly not difficult to find circumstances that contradict
Marx’s views about how economics predisposes society, one would be remiss
not to recognize that indeed there is much to be learned from this analysis.
It is true, for example, that the areas which developed extensive capitalist
systems—England, Holland, Switzerland, northern Germany, Scandinavia,
and the United States—also accepted Protestantism as the dominant religious
form. Even in Catholic France, which also built a substantial industrial base,
the Huguenots {French Protestants) own a disproportionately large percentage
of the capital wealth. '

It is also true that sociéties make concerted efforts to socialize their citizens,
That is, they take great pains to inculcate in their people the dominant values
and norms of society and these actitudes invariably accrue to the benefit of the
people who control the system. In the United States, for example, American
Government is a required course in most states at the elementary, high school,
and college levels. Why is this subject thought to be so important? Other than
creating jobs for political scientists (your author included), society assumes de-
mocracy depends on a well-informed citizenry; thus the requirement. Yet, these
courses (especially in the lower grades) do more than simply inform students.
Great effort is expended to develop a positive attitude among students about
their system of government thus illustrating a conscious attempt by society’s
leaders to instill in each generation the values that society espouses.

Marxist Historical Theory

One need not be a Marxist to believe in economic determinism. Indeed, as Tin-
der tells us, all modern people do, to one extent or another, though few rely on
it to the extent Marx did. However, one must believe in economic determinism
to be a Marxist since it is fundamental to the ideology. However, dialectic ma-
terialism is even more fundamental to Marxism; indeed, it is Marxism. Conse-
quently, anyone who accepts dialectic materialism is, by definition, a Marxist.
It is a theory of history and it is the basis for the belief by his followers that
Marx created a “scientific” theory of socialism.

The Dialectic The concept of the dialectic progress reaches back to the ancient
Greeks. This belief suggests that progress is achieved by the tension created by
competing phenomena. This creative tension results in improvement, or so the
theory goes. The application of the dialectic dynamic to historical progress was
first made by Georg Hegel {1770-1831), one of the most influential political
philosophers of modern times. Hegel developed a theory of history in which
change, which he believed was motivated by dialectic conflict, was the central
theme, He suggested that any reality is two things. It is itself, and it is part of
what it is becoming. Thus, the only consistency Hegel saw was change itself.

B o
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Synthesis/New Thesis Antithesis
Synthesis/New Thesis Strugale Antithesis
FIGURE 8.3
Thesis Antithesis Hegelian dialectic.
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exact. Materialism, not spiritualism, inspired the dialectic, according to Mary
You will recall that in Marxist theory society’s superstructures are designed t,;
keep things unchanged, thus serving best the interests of the ruling/ownership
class. Yet, Marx pointed out that society’s foundation inexorably changeg, 4.
beit gradually, eventually causing transformation of the economic system ang
the social class structure, As a new economy evolves, it becomes dominated by
those who own it. Inevitably, according to Marx, the newly emerged dominapg
class serves as an antithesis or challenge to society’s old dominant class, Struggte
between these antagonistic classes—the dialectic—motivates historical change
and progress.

Marx, therefore, believed that human conflict was caused by social class
differences. In addition, he held that the struggle occurring at the end of one
historical era and leading to the dawn of a new one was a struggle between
opposing social classes. Further, he believed that humanity had passed through
four historical stages and was about to enter its fifth and final era. Each histor-
ical era was characterized by a unique economic system, leading to a specific
political system {superstructure).

The first era of human history, Marx believed, was based on primitive
communism. People were unorganized and unsophisticated during this age,
There was no occupational specialization or division of labor. Every person
worked at producing, and people necessarily shared their produce with one
another in order to survive. The antithesis to this system developed as peo-
ple began to specialize in the production of certain goods. This division of
labor resulted in more abundant and better-quality goods, but it also caused

a major division within society. As people focused on producing their spe-
cialty, the original collectivism of society was lost. The spears an artisan
produced became his spears, and he traded them for products that other
people produced. Thus, in Lockean fashion, private property was born, but
with it the nemeses of humankind. Society tended to value various objects
differently, and the value of the individual became equated with the things
he or she owned. This fateful differentiation resulted in the beginnings of a
class structure that created strife within the society. This strife led to a new
era. As the members of a tribe began to differentjate among themselves,
they also began to develop prejudices against other tribes. Eventually, after
much strife, 2 new order was born because one tribe, or group of people,

came to dominate others. The dominant people forced the dominated peo-

ple into servitude. Hence, slavery became the basis of the economic system
in the next era.

Empire, one nation of people governing another, became the dominant
political system based on a foundation of slavery. The antithesis to the era of
slavery and empire was the challenge from the barbarian hordes. When the
barbarians finally prevailed over the empire, a new political-economic system
emerged, called feudalism. Feudalism was a system in which a landed aristoc-
racy provided police and military protection to the peasants, who soon became
serfs (people legally bound to the land—*“land slaves”} and farmed the nobles’
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Marxian dialectic.

of peasants,"” Vladimir Lenin and Mao Zedong, as we will see in Chapter 9,
filled in some of the details of peasant participation in the building of social-

ism. They also answered many other crucial questions about the practical
application of Marxist theory.

Marxist Economic Theory

Marx studied capitalism and the ideas of Locke, Smith, Ricardo, Malthus, and
others very carefully, analyzing them perceptively in Das Kapital. In this work,
he concludes that “capitalism has within it the seeds of its own destruction.”

In short, Marx believed that the fall of capitalism was inevitable and that it
would lead to socialism. '

The Theory of Work Marx, like John Locke, believed that work could be the
way in which people might express their creativity. Indeed, both men believed
that work is the process through which people develop their humanity and
fulfill themselves. By interacting with nature in what is termed labor, indi-
viduals develop and change their own character. The essence of human beings,

"You will remember the socialist dilemma: socialism is actually a rich man’s sport. Only wealthy
countries produce enough so that, if shared adequately, the majority will see a marked improve-
ment in their material lives. The rub comes from the facr that in wealthy countries the standard
of living of most people is sufficiently high to make socialism unattractive, Thus, it is usuaily.
only in poor countries that the notion of equalizing the wealth enjoys much currency. Yet, to
spread the wealth equally in an underdeveloped country is only to make everyone equally poot.
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The Labor Theory of Value The labor theory of value was not created by

Marx, It was generally accepted during the eighteenth and nineteenth centy-

ries; in fact, it was openly supported by the great classical economists Adam
Smith, John Locke, and David Ricardo. Living as he did at the end of the period
dominated by classical economists, Marx is probably the last major economist
to support the labor theoty of value. In fact, Marx was once called “a Ricardo
turned socialist” because he shared so many assumptions with the great capital-
ist economist yet adapted them to different conclusions.

The labor theory of value is concerned with the #mtrinsic worth of an object.
Value is a complex concept. The value most modern economists are concerned
with is the exchange value of items, that is, the amount of money one can get for
items on the market. Sentimental value is another measure. Though the market
value of one’s dog may be high, one may not wish to sell the dog because its
sentimental value is greater than anything anyone will offer for it. Use value is a
third expression of worth. Though the sentimental value one attaches to an old
car used to drive back and forth to work may be low and the exchange value
little higher, the usefulness of the car might be quite high since it adequately
performs a needed function. Esthetic value is yet another assessment. The grace
of an old building may far exceed its commercial value or its usefiilness.

By contrast, the labor theory of value is concerned with establishing a
standard for measuring intrinsic value. In other words, what is a given item
worth by objective measure? What is it really worth? This concept assumes
that two kinds of value are brought to the production process. Resources,
machinery, and finance are termed constant value; that is, these factors, when
applied to the production of an item, cannot add any value to the item greater
than their own intrinsic worth, Only labor is a variable value because only
labor produces something of greater worth than itself,

Here Marx pays tribute to the genius of human creativity. The materials
necessary to produce a watch, for example, can be placed next to the tools and
machines used in watch making; nevertheless, a watch will not be produced
until human creativity—labor—is applied. Similarly, the components of an
unassembled building have an aggregate value, but when they are combined
through labor to become a house, something new has been produced, and its
value far exceeds the sum of its individual parts.

The intrinsic value of any object, Marx assumed, is therefore determined
by the amount of labor-—human creativity—needed to produce it. The price
of the object, the amount of money it will fetch on the market at any given
time, is determined by supply and demand. However, the value of the object is
determined by the labor time needed for its production,

The Theory of Surplus Value The theory of surplus value, according to En-
gels, is Marx’s most important discovery. Marx observed that capitalists held
a monopoly on the means of production—resources, factories, and machinery.
Ordinary people must work to survive, but because the capitalists control the
means of production the workers must sell their labor at whatever price the
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violence. Gradually, however, he began to weaken this position until finally
he admitted that certain systems (such as those in England, Holland, and per-
haps the United States) might be responsive enough to adopt socialism by non-
violent means. Violence was still necessary elsewhere, however. Later, Lenip
would again insist that no meaningful change could occur without violence,
The basis of Marx’s argument for violence was his perception of the dia-
lectic process, He believed that technological change cannot be stopped: Re-
sources will become depleted, and new means of production will inevitably
evolve, resulting in economic change. When the economy changes, economic
determinism dictates that the entire foundation of the society must be trans-
formed, compelling a change in its superstructure as well. In other words, eco-
nomic change cannot be prevented. Economic change forces social change,
which, in turn, drives political change. Violence is necessary in this process
because the rulers who control the economy feel their economic and political
power threatened by the uncontrollable changes taking place in the means of
production. Vainly trying to resist the inevitable, they use their governmental
power to keep themselves in control. However, they are resisting the progress
of history. History is therefore propelled from one era to another. A series of
revolutions punctuate the dialectic dynamic; each new era is borm in the vic-
tory of those who control the new dominant means of production. In the final
struggle the proletariat will confront their capitalist exploiters. The capitalists
will use force; but their resistance is doomed to defeat at the hands of the ir-
resistible pressure of history.

More specifically, Marx predicted the demise of capitalism. Competition,
he argued, would force the capitalists to buy more machinery. Yet, only hu-
man labor can produce a surplus value; thus, the capitalists’ profits would de-
cline as they employed fewer people. At the same time, unemployment would
increasc among the proletariat as competition forced increasing numbers of
former capitalists into the proletarian ranks. On the one hand, the size of the
proletariat and the depth of its misery would increase; on the other, the wealth
in the society would be held by fewer people. Marx predicted that every capi-
talist society would be subject to increasingly frequent and ever more serious
economic convulsions. Eventually, the misery of the proletariat would increase
to a point that could no longer be endured and a revolution would erupt, bring-
ing the system to its knees. “The knell of capitalist private property sounds,”
Marx wrote, savoring the irony, “The expropriators are expropriated.”

Using the French Revolution as his model, Marx envisioned a spontaneous
uprising of the workers. Conditions for the common people in prerevolution-
ary France had degenerated to miserable levels. Yet, little was done in the way
of advance planning for a popular revolt prior to its eruption in Paris in 1789.
The precise cause of the French Revolution remains a mystery, but what is
clear is that after centuries of aristocratic abuse, the people of France had qui-
etly reached the breaking point; on a hot day—July 14, 1789—some seemingly
trivial event sparked public fury that culminated in a frightful period of social
and political chaos, and the world was changed forever. Just as the French had
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shed their aristocratic oppressors with little prodding, so too did Marx
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The Marxist Political System "
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been the subject of considerable debate. Lenin, who took_ an ¢ 11:1slt1 a ei
insisted that the dictatorship should be over the proletariat as INC has [i[ufhe
rior to all other elements in the society. He argue;l that not only i (i:jld pe
Communist Party (the Bolsheviks) lead the rfavolunon, but that it sho
i r of the proletariat. . ‘

becosr?rfczhid?f;a;cl?sisted orf a democratic format in all .other th1-ngs‘ apd;u;ﬁnﬂ
he never attempted to form a communist party, as Lenin later d:{d’ ét 1;/[ ; éigl : 5
unlikely that he meant to imply the mode! Lenin employed. In 1\28 , -
Harrington, a noted American socialist scholar, suggested that }?rf ;Ctato ]Z
intended something approaching a democracy when he called for the “dic

ship of the proletariat.” Marx expected that the overwhelming number of peo-

ple in society would be among the proletariat when the revolution occurred. If

he meant that the dictatorship was to be by the proletariat, the situation would
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indeed be different. The huge majority of people— .
ol ki o oy
T TR east, such a system would be more democratic th e
em;l altimately put in place. atic than that whigh,
na i .
ward th:l y;oec‘:fizrllits’tajtth? dictatorship succeeded in redirecting the societ
cthic, meaning Wimnopla, more and more people would adopt the so C? ltio-
of Labor with: the resgtnszss?c ;Vtt;rk ;gisozz’s c::lpa'cityl ancli to share the flra:n:st
tionar ) P ncept is clearly the mo
changZ i?zl?fzc?ian;:X‘ slt_hought. le:e all leftists, he belyieved peospflcr:e:(ill? :
this en é Mors o g edlrhweE; and actions toward more desirable goals Td
selfish, ;tomistic L;f:te tde dl_ctatorshlp o encourage people to abandon l;h X
Sy B —— asys’ ahof‘nng COH'ECI‘JW:3 or organic, values that accrue f;lr
“From each aCCOrdingatZ.V h;)s :ba?fy n::feitzﬁe:z wo;ld opelrlate on the principl(e)
If peo ’ _ cording to his needs.”
ore pﬂod%stiiiuiﬁage encouraged to enjoy their labor, they would becom
was shared equally b Vi’]as possible in a capitalist system. If the productivi ;
bly abate cre% o % kjlf all, social anxieties and frustrations would most probty
turmoil would digaa appy, contented populace. Thus, crime, war, and hum: ;
society’s foundatio IF‘P&’M- lﬁs strife and anxiety declined, a gradual change in
dictatorship would s[i?:;; eaiea]é:lv:;l :]lllslis;corild M:;lrxlist state. The need fo% thI:;
was - Bver » When the last of the non i
o eg;?:’ ;iliztsltgrtﬁ;:o:llldt;l:\; d‘i\::jl(;herleq away”: The police state vf(fsllfltﬁgjet
themse L1 uais m society would be “free”
into a iiéiiﬁ;ﬁmtly for the good of all, and the system would hav:eoe%zzl}:gz
skeletal shell of th “fOPm similar to that desired by many anarchists. Onl
the economy, As Ee 0Elmer = te“would be left, and it would simply admini;ei
o . N ngels put it, “In t'he: final stage of communism, the .
en will change to the administration of things,” e

Internationalism

Since Marx believed that dialectic materiali

opmen L alism was a law of histori -

wlf) a st:) :;;Xgrefat:i tl;flht socialism would be adopted in every couni?}l’ ?I:‘:lle

country depended on.its :cz}r(li;;f }cll:frl;}z;?éethte %iOPtigﬂhof et

redictio nt. Though he made no ifi

gﬂY (Engifr;gd aGI';I;l;;ﬂYFexpected that the most industrialized nationzp;f ifi

the proletaria,n revolug;nreglce,‘ Belgium, and Holland} were on the verge of

occtrred afoes B tonth o oqlcally, the flrst successful Marxist revolution

During Marx’s lifeti o lflfma, o Eranan, deeply religious country.

fact, as it is today. Ind n;e, the nation-state system was an important political

with capitalism, M-arx lizli:e 31;‘(1{(::11 taliei tn;g:r;;st:ltef sKstern hald developed along

He argued L § part of the capitalist superstr

who rEallY ltll:iit an ;?e(:: jtatle-s were organized by the capitalists topkeep ll;(;gl;leé

the same social ¢l cal In common separated from one another. People of
cial class from different countries, he reasoned, actually hadFr)neo?e

Suggestions far Further Reading

in common w

game country.
reinforce the capitalist system. Indeed,

a0 country.” Consequently, he believ
cialist, they would recognize the divisiv
orase the lines that separated them unti
nave “withered away” and the entire wor

Because humanitarian socialism
pecause of Marx’s intellectual preeminence, h

out his life. Almost immediately after his death,
even as Marxism was trans
itical action. We shall now consider these develop-

ism revived with new vigor,
speculation to practical pol
ments in the following chapter.

QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION

1. Compare and contrast the major features ©

7. How do humanitarian socialism and “scien
ideologically?

3. What are the major components of Marxism?

4. How do economic determinism and

5. Tn what ways was Marx perceptive 2
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ith each other than did people of different classes within the
National boundaries were only artificial separations designed to
Marx declared that “workingmen have
ed that as various countries became so-
eness of national boundaries and would
il finally all national boundaries would
1d would be a single socialist utopia.
had been discredited by the utopians, and
¢ dominated socialism through-

however, humanitarian social-
formed from theoretical

{ communism and socialism.
tific” socialism differ historically and

dialectic materialism relate to each other?
bout his world and in what ways did he erc?

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

A’ Amato, Paul, The Meaning of Marxism. Chicago,
Bernstein, Edward, Evolutionary Saciglism, trans.

IL: Haymarket Books, 2006.
E. C. Harvey. New York:

B. W. Heubsch, 1909,
am Books, 1972,

Harrington, Michael, Socialism. New York: Bant

Hegel, Georg Withelm Eriedrich, Reason and History,

tudies in the Intellectual Development of Karl
ty Press, 1994.

herst, NY: Humanity Books, 2001.

Analysis. New York: Rosen, 2004.

York: Liberal Arts Press, 1953.
Hook, Sydney, From Hegel to Marx: S

Marx. New York: Columbia Universi
Howard, Michael W., ed., Socialism. Am
Jarnow, Jesse, Socialism: A Primary Source

Jennings, Jeremy,

ed., Socialism: Critical Concepts in P

trans. Robert S. Hartman. New

olitical Science. London:

Routledge, 2003.
The Communist Manifesto. Baltimore: Penguin

Marx, Karl, and Friedrich Engels,

Books, 1967.
Thought. New York: Harper and Row, 1973.

McLellan, David, Karl Marx: His Life and
Miliband, Ralph, Marxism and Politics. Ox

Mongar, Thomas, The Death of Communism and

Lewistown, NY: Edwin Mellen Press, 1994.
Taylor, Keith, The Political Ideas of the Utopian

ford: Oxford University Press, 2003.

the Rebirth of Original Marxism.

Socialists. London: Frank Cass, 1982,




