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any political philosophy (ideology, ideal, theory, agency),
and for each stage of marxist development, I shall try to
- state carefully the relations among them. In criticizing the
. predictions of Marx or any marxist, I shall pay close at-
tention to the time-span appropriate to understanding his
work. If the time-span is not designated by the thinker in
question, I shall criticize this as an un-marxist slip, and
then consider, as a separate problem, the relevance of his
expectations to present-day realities. I shall try to confront
the fact as opposed to the expectation, the trend versus the
theory; but also I shall consider the structural mechanics
back of the fact or trend. :
Perhaps all these rules may be summed up in one self-
admonition, drawn from the practice of Karl Marx himself;
understand and use consistently the principle of historical
specificity. Any man can think only within his own times;
but he can think about the past and the future, thus at-
tempting to expand “his time,” constructing out of its ma-
terials the image of an epoch. That—to a brilliant extent—
is what Karl Marx did. In his work, the awareness of an
epoch becomes available. Intellectually, what he provided
was a general model of his social reality. Perhaps it was

the best approximation available in its time of its time. Its ~

inaccuracies of detail, its inadequacies of specific theory,
are themselves fruitful errors. '

That is why Marx’s work still lives. It is being used in
belief and practice. Living marxism realizes that neither

marxists nor non-marxists, or anti-marxist scholars, have’

done much with it of late, in any rigorous intellec-
tual way, but that this may be due less to anything in-
herent in the ideas than to political expediencies and other
factors extrancous to marxism as theory. Such marxism is a
lively part of any viable contemporary social science.

Dead marxism is just the opposite. It means to call upon
Marx (or Lenin, or Trotsky, or whoever) as Authority;
to treat their texts, or even their phrases, as sacred. Dead
marxism is the view that it is all true, and that it contains
all that men need to know. :

So, I suppose the master rule for critics is: be a plain
and live critic of plain and live marxism.

s
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6. Critical Observations

- The usefulness of any criticism depends upon agreement
about what is being criticized—and that is an interpretation.
The usefulness also depends upon the rules tt.la.t are being
followed—and these ought to be made explicit. :l'he ob-
servations that follow are criticisms of Marx as I interpret
his work (chapter 4) and are in accordance with the rules

for critics (chapter 5).'

1. The economic basis of a society determines its social
structure as a whole as well as the psychology of the peo-

‘ple within it.

3 2. The dynamic of historical change is the conflict be-

~tween the forces of production and the relations of produc-

-tion.

e

- 3. The class struggle between owners a_nd worket:s is a
“social, political and psychological reflection of ob;ecuye
‘economic conflicts. - y

ffefExactly whgt is included and what is not included in
-“economic base” is not altogether clear, nor are the
“forces” and “relations” of production precxssly .defined
and consistently used. In particular: “scnenc':c. seems tol
float between base and superstructure; and it is doubtfu
-that either base or superstructure can be used (as Marx

“does) as units, for both are composed of a mixture of

many elements and forces. Superstruszture is a residual
~category for Marx, something into which to dump cvery-

- thing that is left over. i )
o Tﬁe distinction of base and superstructure itself is by

i I shall follow the same order of poin;s :;s'h:"‘:n(yi :xl:w.";:io‘lt'ty‘; :‘ritl;“a:
: limin ounter-statement) claborate i d
- preliminary ecomment (or ¢ : ny < d in preater or les-
i hi : : t depend upon any |
ser detail. This brief critique docs no d v . yo alterna-
i b - g nes of a more adeqr
-tive. Accordingly, T shall only suggest the out i f ) x X
":Ilyl: nln\odcl n(:wha\ailablc for capitalist socicty and its historical drift and

-thrust.
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“no means clear-cut. The institutional organization of a so-
ciety, including relations of production, certainly pene-
trates deeply into technological implements and their sci-
entific developments, including forces of production, shap-
.ing their meaning and their role in historical change. Many
factors that cannot clearly be considered “economic” enter
into what Marx seems to mean by “mode of production”
“or “economic base.” That marxists hold such a wide va-
riety of interpretations also seems to support my point.
Moreover, the problem of mediation—exactly how the
base determines the superstructure—is not worked out
well. By what mechanisms and under precisely what con-
ditions are economic conflicts “reflected” into psychologi-
cal and political struggle is a question to which we shall
return. Given the fundamental character of these concep-
tions, their looseness does lend a certain imprecision to
the model as a whole.

4. Property as a source of income is the objective cri-
terion of class: within capitalism, the two basic classes are
the owners and the workers.

In the modern age, the “estates” of the medieval order
were generally replaced by economic classes. This repre-
sents a shift in the prevailing principle of stratification and
is one of the major points in the very definition of the two
epochs. Various features of this shift from status to class,
when generalized, are standard in sociological reflection.

Now, Marx’s model stripped away all status remnants,
defining the position of men within capitalist society solely
in terms of their relation to the means of production, to the
sources of their income. In part, this is due to his method
of abstraction, and in part to his expcctations about the
development of capitalism. As method, it is a fruitful sim-
plification if “class” is then used as one dimension of strati-

fication. As substantive prediction, it has turned out to be

mistaken,

In a similar way, later thinkers have abstracted and
emphasized other dimensions, such as status, power, and
occupation, and they have refined and elaborated the con-
ception of economic class itself. Each of these methods for
understanding the stratification of a socicty is most fruit-
fully used, first as a distinct, analytical tool; after that
for empirical, historical inquiry of the scveral kinds of
changing relations betwceen each.

|
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" But Marx did not systematically confront such prob-
lems. In his few comments on the conception of class, as

-in his general expectations, he stuck to the simplification.
-In his historical studies he was more adequate, but on the
whole his simplification becomes misleading and unfruitful.

Property as an objective criterion of class is indispensable
to the understanding of the stratification of capitalist so-
ciety. Alone it is inadequate and misleading, even for un-
derstanding economic stratification. In addition to property
classes, which depend on the kinds and the sizes of property
involved, we can usefully classify people who own no prop-
erty in the means of production according to income
classes.

- Of course many specific combinations of sources and
amounts of income are of decisive consequence for the
political psychology of both higher and lower classes. For
example, although the shift from owners to managers as

- the immediate controllers of corporate property does not

mean that property becomes less important, these changes
“have led to a “corporate rich” stratum which cannot be
“understood solely in terms of property ownership.

. The simple property versus wages distinction does not
“permit us to understand thoroughly even the economic
facts of stratification today. Perhaps we could, had Marx’s
‘expectation of the polarization of naked class structure
~ come about, but it has not and in all probability will not in
» the advanced capitalist societies. Be that as it may: to de-

pend upon this distinction alone leads to further inadequa-

_cies of conception,

. .. It enters his confusion—or at the very least, his ambi-

’ guity—about the relationship of “class consciousness” and
other “subjective factors,” with objective material circum-
stances. Without using othcr criteria than property, “class
consciousness” (or its absence) cannot be explained, nor

- the role of ideology in political and class consciousness

~ understood. In capitalist societies, among the immense ma-

* jority who are propertyless, distinctions of status and oc-
cupation lead to or away from just those psychological and

- political consequences of cconomic stratification expected

. by Marx. To name only the most obvious, white collar
- employees, like factory workers, are without property and
* many reccive less income; none the Icss to treat them to-

- gether as one stratum, on the criterion of property alone,
B

"
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108 The Marxists

is to abdicate any real effort to understand one of the most
.consequential facts of stratification in all advanced capi-
talist societies. :

5. Class struggle rather than harmony—*“natural” or
otherwise—is the normal and inevitable condition in capi-
talist society.

“Natural harmony” is indeed a myth, which classical
economists (and eighteenth-century philosophers) used
in their apologetics for capitalism and their hopeful views
of progress. Yet it does not follow that class struggle is
either normal or inevitable. To assert the first is to make a
moral judgment rather than to state an empirical proposi-
tion; to assert the second is to ignore the increasing insti-
tutionalization of conflicts of economic interests. It is pos-
sible within capitalism for considerable periods, to trans-
form class struggle into administrative regulations, just as
it is possible to stabilize capitalism itself, subsidizing its de-
ficiencies, defaults, and absurdities, by economic, military
and political means. In brief, economic conflicts are not
necessarily “contradictions” in Marx’s sense, and they do
not necessarily lead to the open political struggle of classes.

Perhaps this is most readily illustrated by the character
and role of labor unions. Insofar as labor unions represent
“classes,” and labor-management controversy “class strug-
gle,” the object of the struggle has become to receive a
greater share of the product, rather than to change capi-
talism as a social structure. Under such conditions, class
struggle in Marx’s sense, or in any reasonable meaning that
can be given to it, does not necessarily grow sharper, more
open, more political in form. On the contrary, it is often
" fragmented in occupational divisions of ever-increasing
complexity. In the slump-boom cycle, the class struggle
is intermittent and sometimes altogether absent. Above all,
in the political economy as a whole, it has becn institu-
tionalized and limited to objectives whose realization lics
within the bounty of the capitalist system. Collaboration
is as much a fact of class history as is struggle. There are
many varieties and many causes of both—historically spe-
cific causes which include more than economic conditions.

6. Within capitalist society, the workers cannot escape
their exploited condition and their revolutionary destiny
by winning legal or political rights and privileges; unions

-
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and mass labor parties are useful as training grounds for
_the revolution, but are not a guarantee of socialism.

-+ The general fact is that rights and privileges, both eco-
-nomic and political, have been won, and that neither unions
nor mass labor parties have generally served as such
“training grounds.” Organizations of wageworkers have
been incorporated within the routines of twentieth-century

capitalism. Their aims, their functions and their results -

have been firmly stabilized. They do not “normally” re-
veal, as Marx held, spontaneous anti-capitalism, much less
the attempt to organize a new society. They are economic
organizations operating within capitalism, and their pol-
icies do not transcend their businesslike function.

- Moreover, in some advanced countries—notably, the

United States—decisive unionization came about very late
and in considerable part was achieved under the legal and
political umbrella of a state generally dominated by middle
~and upper class interests. Such militancy as the unions dis-
played in their organizing stage declined, and then came to
tte widely accepted by capitalists. In fact, one of their func-
. tions has come to be part of the management of the labor
force, a disciplining agent in the plant, in the firm, and
even in the industry. They have become bureaucratic or-
“ganizations which in the main work to stabilize relations
_betwcen wageworkers and owners and managers of the
-means of production.?

. - 7. Exploitation is built into capi!alism'as an economic
csystem, thus increasing the chances for revolution.

v The first part of the sentence I believe sound as a moral
Judgment—arguments about “theories of value” quite
-apart. But it is a moral judgment, disguised as an economic
statcment. The major and rather obvious point, however,
is this: conditions which may be judged (rightly or
wrongly) as exploitation have not, as yet, increased the

_chances for proletarian revolutions in any advanced capi-

;talist socicty.

-~ 8. The class structure becomes more and more polar-
vized, thus increasing the chance for revolution.

_ The polarization has not occurred; in the course of capi-
stalism’s history, the class structure has not been simpli-

- 2. For comnvenience of presentation,
“labor  parties

“ below,
»

- ] I am delaying wy discussion of
until we come to discuss Social Demoaacy. See chapter 7

-
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110 The Marxists

fied, as Marx expected, into two classes. On the contrary,
the opposite trend has been general—and the more “ad-
vanced” the capitalism, the more complex and diversified
‘has the stratification become. ‘

The wageworkers in advanced capitalist societies have
leveled off as a proportion of the labor force—in the USA,
for example, this occurred before World War 1. With auto-
mation, the trend certainly may be expected to continue.
The intermediary or middle classes have not dwindled
away. Their internal composition has changed, dramati-
cally and drastically. They have become predominantly a
New Middle Class of Salaried Employees, rather than an
Old Middle Class of Entrepreneurs. As a whole their pro-
portion to the working population has grown enormously.

In the twentieth century this has happened in all ad-
vanced capitalist countries. Among entrepreneurial farm-
ers, a drastic decline in numbers; among free professionals,
a leveling off; among small businessmen, a leveling off but
also a great turnover with a high rate of bankruptcy and
of new starts. The most decisive change is the expansion
of the new middle class of salaried employees: salaried
professionals, managers, office workers and sales person-
nel have composed the growing strata. ‘

From a marxist point of view, these white collar em-
ployees can only be considered “a new proletariat,” for
they do not own the means of production with which they
work, but work for wages or salaries. But to consider
them in this category is seriously to limit one’s understand-
ing of them as a new set of strata. They are a new twen-
ticth-century pyramid, superimposed upon and overlap-
ping the older entreprencurial-wageworker pyramid of
nineteenth-century capitalism. Their higher-level managers
have joined the property owners and with them constitute
a corporate rich of a sort Marx did not know. Their mid-
dle and lower levels cannot be adequately understood as
“merely” a new sort of proletariat.* They simply do not fit
into the scheme of stratification provided by classic marx-
ism, nor any scheme that is recognizably marxist; their very
existence contradicts the expectcd two-class polarization
of modern capitalism. ' :

9. The matcrial misery of the workers will increase, as
will their alienation.

8. CL. White Collar.
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 Economic or material misery has not increased inside the
advanced capitalist world. On the contrary, the general
fact has been an increase in material standards of living.
Wageworkers have generally improved their. economic con-
dition, decreased their hours of work, abolished such cruel
practices as child labor with which Marx was familiar,
gained by their unions varying degrees of control over
working conditions in factories, and, because of mechaniza-
tion have much less brutal, physical toil to do than workers
did in the nineteenth century.

Such facts are qualified in a decisive way by the mass
unemployment of depression periods; and there is, even in
the middle of general prosperity, much economic misery.
But, as a whole, the secular trend of advanced capitalism
in the twentieth century has been against Marx’s expecta-
tion of increasing material misery—and for reasons that "
are not firmly a part of Marx’s model of capitalism.

The improvement in the material standards of living
is due (a) to institutional reforms of a political pature:
the development of welfare programs by the state, and
of the welfare state itself, which subsidizes and alleviates
the economic deficiencies of the capitalist system. It is due
(b) to the economic and political roles within capitalism
played by labor unions and, in some countries, by labor
parties. These agencies of the wageworkers have been re-
formist, and they have succeeded in putting through con-
siderable reforms. Prosperity is also due (c) to the develop-
ment of a seemingly permanent war economy which is,
from an economic point of view, sheer waste on an enor-
mous scale. And naturally the increased or continued stand-
ards of living rest upon (d) all those political, economic

and military mechanisms on which the mid-twentieth-cen- .

tury stabilization of capitalism rests. (These will be dis-
cussed below, point 14.)

7 The relative weight of each of these, and of other mech-
anisms of capitalist prosperity and increased living stand-
ards, is of course controversial, but together, in one pro-
portion or another, they have refuted Marx’s expectation
of increasing material misery within advanced capitalist
§ocictics. Moreover, they are not given sufficient weight
in Marx’s model of this society. :

¥ The shift of critical emphasis, by marxists and by non-
marxists, is from material misery to psychological depriva-
fion, or alicnation. This cmphasis is well within the orbit

¥
2
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112 The Marxists ,
of Marx’s mind, especially of the young Marx, but as part
of marxist thinking it now lacks the solidity of its old ac-
companiment, material exploitation. New mechanisms of
“exploitation” have to be added. The increased time for lei-
sure is dominated and even expropriated by the machinery
of amusement, for example. The chance really to expe-
‘rience, to reason and, in due course, the very capacity to
reason are often expropriated.

To read back into Marx these kinds of ideas, in the de-
tail in which we know them, is going too far. They are not
there. Although Marx knew the subtleties of psychic ex-
ploitation, he did not know many that we know. The
mechanisms, the scope, the locale, and the effects of mod-
ern alienation do not necessarily contradict anything he
wrote but he did not describe them. Moreover, these psy-
chic exploitations are not, we suspect, rooted in capitalism
alone and as such. They are also coming about in non-
capitalist and post-capitalist societies. They are not neces-
sarily rooted either in the private ownership or in the
state ownership of the means of production; they may be
rooted in the facts of mass industrialization itself.

However that may be, the marxist conception of alien-
ation, brilliant and illuminating -as it is, remains, like class
consciousness, a quite rationalist conception. In these con-
. ceptions are mixed moral judgments; indeed, into his con-
ception of “alienation,” Marx has jammed his highest and
most noble image of man—and his fiercest indignation
about the crippling of man by capitalism. And he has the
strong tendency to impute, in an optative way, these judg-
ments to the psychological realities of the work men do
and the life men lead. Often these are not the realities men
experience. The question of the attitude of men toward the
work they do, in capitalist and in non-capitalist societies,
is very much an empirical question, and one to which we
do not have adequate answers. At any rate, to say the
least, the condition in which Marx left the conception of
alienation is quite incomplete, and brilliantly ambiguous.

The case for alienation, then, is much more convincing
than that for matcrial misery, although the varicty and
the causes of alienation go beyond Marx’s cryptic and
not too clear comments about it. Moreover, alienation docs
not nccessarily, or even usually, result in revolutionary
impulses. On the contrary, often it seems more likely to

: \

s

‘be accompanied by political apathy than by insurgency of
either the left or right. '
" "The psychological alternatives for ‘men in capitalist so-
ciety are no more polarized than is the class structure. Not
conservatism or insurgency, proletarian or bourgeois, but
social apathy, a developed and mature political indiffer-
ence, is often the determining psychological condition.
Such apathy is not readily explained in terms of Marx’s
rationalist model of ideological forms and class conscious-
ness, or by his conception of alienation.

~ I10. The wageworkers, a class-in-itself, will be trans-
formed into the proletariat, a class-for-itself.

In advanced capitalism this has occurred only episodi-
cally and partially. It tends to occur in earlier rather than
in later phases of industrialization, and in a situation in
:which political repression coincides with economic exploi-
-tation. But neither the mechanisms nor the full mixture
of conditions under which it tends to occur are adequately
stated by Marx. In fact, they cannot be so stated in his
(economic) categories of stratification; for they involve
certain (autocratic) political conditions as well as consid-

“erations of the status and the occupational composition of .

economic classes.

« But for Marx the structural development of capitalism
“‘—the growth of factories, of their enlarged scale and con-
“centration, etc.—leads to the psychological and political
_development of the proletariat, to its unity, its conscious-
ness, its revolutionary insurgency. He was quite clcarly
wrong.

Neither “consciousness” nor “existence” altogether de-

“termines the other. They interact, as Marx more or less in-
-consistently knew. But “intervening variables” are also at
- work: the means of mass communication, the machinery of
‘amusement, the cultural apparatus—in brief, features of the
ideological superstructure. Such variables mediate the re-
Jations of “existence” and “consciousness”; they affect
“each of these and they affect their interplay. They can
Play and often do play an autonomous role in the de-
‘velopment of class consciousncss or the lack of it. Existence
itself is subject to the definitions of reality carried by the
cultural apparatus. Consciousness itsclf, even sclf-identity, is
also subject to these stercotypes and meanings.

y

£ .
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- 114 The Marxists

In his notion of class, Marx tends to confuse the ob-
jective fact of it, a statistical aggregation of people, with
the psychological developments that may occur within its
membership. He seems to believe that class consciousness
is a necessary psychological consequence of objective eco-
nomic development, which includes the polarization of
owners and workers. To Marx there is no ambiguity about
this because the psychological and political results are, in
- some way not fully explained, the product of economic
changes. But the connections between economic facts and

psychological changes are not well considered as empirical

questions.

The conditions under which class consciousness of the
sort Marx had in mind does occur are not fully known, but
it is certain that they include more than economic develop-
ments in general, or relations to the means of production
in particular. This is true even if we assume that economic
developments are the prime movers of all historical change.
. The mechanisms by which such changes in the economic
base lead to psychological changes are not worked out by
Marx (or by later marxists).

If we agree with Marx that ideas must be connected
with material interest to have any effect—must become
. justifications or criticisms—this is not to agree that ideas

. are accordingly mere “reflections” of such interests. In a
satisfactory model of social structure we must allow a con-
siderable degree of autonomy to the formation and role of
ideas. We must trace the ways in which ideas are related
to individuals and to institutions with more sophistication
than Marx was able to achieve in his general model. In
such work we are not limited (for the social bases to which
we may impute ideas) to economic classes, however de-
fined, still less to only two such classes.

The inadequacy of Marx’s notion of “class interests™ is
of great moral importance, He does not consider the dif-

ference between (a) What Is to the Interests of Men ac-

cording to an analysis of their position in society, and (b)
What Men Are Interested In according to the men them-
sclves. Nor does he confront fully (as we must since
. Lenin), the moral meaning of the political uses of this
distinction. (This is thec moral root of problems of leninism
and of the meaning of democracy and freedom.)

Marx himself is ablc to avoid these problems because of

-

-
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a confusion in his very categories of stratification, and be-

~ cause of the optative mood of his statements. By “to the

interest of” Marx means, I take it, long-run general and
rational interests. And to him, consciousness of such in-
terests is revolutionary class consciousness. All else is tem-
porary, partial, irrational, not yet fully developed:

But the fact is that men are often concerned with tem-
porary rather than long-run interests, and with particular
interests, of occupational trades, for example, rather than
the more general interests of their class. Also it is a matter
of intellectual controversy and of moral judgment to de-
termine what is temporary or durable, and it is certainly in
part a moral judgment to decide what is “rational,” and
whether or not class interests are the only, or even the
main, rational interests. Marx’s view of class consciousness
is however as utilitarian and rationalist as anything out
of Jeremy Bentham. “Class consciousness” is the marxian
counterpart to liberalism’s image of “man as citizen.”

“Two possibilities must be considered. First, revolutionary
class consciousness in which what is to men’s interests is
also what they are interested in; objective conditions and
subjective development coincide. This point of coincidence
between economic and psychological trends is the political
target of classic marxism and it is also assumed to be an
“inevitable product of the course of capitalist history.

. But second, there are some occasions when men are not

interested in what is to their rational interests (however
judged) and others when they are interested in what is
not to their interests. Such men, according to Marx, are
“falsely conscious,” and they are in this irrational state be-
_cause objective and subjective developments do not as yct
coincide. He assumes that capitalist history will do away
with false consciousness. Obviously it has not.

~« 11. The opportunity for revolution exists only when
objective conditions and subjective readiness coincide.

.~ Obviously true—and a truism. As already indicated, the
two processes have not coincided in any advanced capitalist
socicty, even the most advanced in the worst depression so
far—the USA in the 1930’s.

w12, The functional indispensability of a class in the
_economic system leads to its political supremacy in the
society as a whole.

-
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116 The Marxists

‘This assumption, which underlies Marx’s theory of
power, seems to be drawn from the history of the bour-
geoisie. Becoming functionally supreme within the feudal
system, the bourgeoisie broke out of it to form the new
society of capitalism. Likewise, reasoned Marx, within ad-

" vanced capitalism, as the bourgeoisie becomes parasitical,

and capitalism beset by contradictions, the workers will
become the functionally indispensable class. Accordingly,
they too will smash the system that hampers its own func-
tioning; they too will become the ascendant class. Behind
the marxian theory of power, in short, there is a grand—
and false—historical analogy of bourgeoisic with prole-
tariat, of the transition from feudalism to capitalism with
that from capitalism to socialism.

“The ancient slave,” Professor Bober has noted, “did
not erect the feudal system, nor the serf or journeyman
the capitalist system. History does not demonstrate that
the exploited class of one society is the architect of the
next social organization.” * Capitalism did not come about
because of a class struggle between exploited serfs and
nobles or between journeymen and exploiting guildmasters.
The economy and the society of the bourgeoisie grew up as
an independent structure within feudalism.

In eighteenth-century France, the bourgeoisie became
economically and politically powerful enough to gain con-
trol over the government, to smash the status and legal
privileges of the nobles, and to reconstruct the social struc-
ture in accordance with bourgeois interests in an extended
free market and a redistribution of taxation burdens. But,
these successes of the middle classes were caused by their
very wealth, which in the end made it impossible for gov-
ernments lacking their support to govern.

In contrast, capitalists and wageworkers are part of the
same economic and social structure: within capitalism,
wageworkers are not representatives of any independent
economic system. As already indicated, what capitalist
and wageworkers fight over is the distribution of the prod-
uct, not the capitalist system of production as such. In
contrast with the bourgeoisie (which before the French
Revolution was expanding in size and in importance), the

4. M. M. Rober, Karl Marx’s Interpiretation of History, Sccond Edition,
Revised (Harvard Ewnomic Swudics, Vol. 31; Cambridge, Mass,, 1948),
p. 340.
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‘wageworkers of advanced twentieth-century capitalism have
in both respects declined.

" In addition to the falseness of the historical analogy on
-which it rests, this theory of power seems too formal to be
a useful guide to investigation. More than that, it is often
misleading. It obscures the organizational connection be-

tween classes and political institutions, and the role of -

political ideas and ideals, as well as of military force, in
capturing and using the power of the state.

- The notion is upset, for example, by the fact of Nazi
Germany where, on any reasonable account, parasitical
-and functionally useless elements of German society gained
political power. There are of course many other instances
-of the military seizure and political maintenance of the
“powers of the state. Economic indispensability does not
‘ mecessarily, and certainly does not automatically, lead to
» political power. Economic parasitism does not automati-
“cally lead to loss of political power.

¥ 13. In all class societies, the state is the coercive instru-
~.ment of the owning classes.
;. This is true only in part and on occasion. It is certainly
: not an exhaustive statement of the functions or the inter-_,
s ests served by the state in the full variety of advanced cap-
italist societies. In societies with propertied classes, the
" 8tate can not adequately be understood as “merely” the
* instrument of such classes. In societies without propertied
zClasses, the state does not appear to wither away, nor
. does it miraculously change all its functions and meanings
- merely because those who dominate society by mcans of
" it talk ideologically of the class “interests” the state serves.
-+ Allied with Marx’s conception of the state, and its theory
-+ of power, is the phrase “the ruling class.” As with the cone
~.ception of the state, this phrase enables those who use it to
« smuggle in by means of definition A Theory: the theory
. that the top economic class is also necessarily the top po-
& litical group. I say “smuggle in” because use of the phrase,
fruling class, implies what ought to be examined. To ex-
- amine the theory, to test it, we must use more clear-cut and
. distinct terms. Although it was not developed as a criti-
“’cism of Marx, I have suggested “the power elite” as a use-
+ ful, unloaded term. :

There is more to the difference (ruling class versus

-y
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118 The Manxists

power elite) than mere terminology. The latter concep-
tion leaves empirically open the question of economic
.determinism and the problem of the relative weight of
. upper economic classes within the higher circles. If.the
political order and the military establishment are given
their due place alongside the economic system, 1.t fgllows
. that our conception of the higher circles in capitalist so-
ciety must be seen as more complex than the rather sim-
ple “ruling class” of Marx, and especially later marxists.
This is not a matter of something called “elite theory”
(whatever that might be) versus “class theory.” BotI} are
structural conceptions, defined by reference to the insti-
tutional positions men occupy and, accordir}gly, to the
means of power that are available to them. It 1s.the. sh?pe,
the variety, the relations, the weight of such institutions
and such positions within them that is at question. And
these are not questions that can be solved by definition.

The element of truth—and it is a large and important
truth—in Marx’s theory of the state is his general concep-
tion of the powers of property. Property does provide not
merely control over things, but also control over men.
This power is exercised in many different spheres of life,

~and some of them certainly through the state. But two
points must be considered. o _

First, the powers of property in capitalism are restricted
by labor unions, which also act through the state, anf:l' by
other forces that do countervail against the naked political
and economic powers of property. ) '

Second, to nationalize property does not necessarily elim-
inate “the powers of property.” It may in fact ipcrease the
actual exploitation of men by men in al! sqcxal spheres;
it may be more difficult to oppose exploxtau‘on or to dp
away with it. Marx generally assumefi that, w1t!1 the aboli-
tion of propertied classes, democratic mechanisms would
accompany the collectivization. For us t.oday, this must,
to say the least, be taken as an open question.

Together, these two points raise serious questions about
the adequacy of Marx’s conception of the state. T.he source
of his error is his economic determinism and his ncglect
of political and military institutions as autonomous and
originative—matters I shall examine later. Here it is sufli-
cient to note that if we define the state as a “committee of
“the ruling class™ or “of propertied classes,” we cannot very

|
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~well test, within various societies, the range of relations
between economic classes and political forms. But if we
focus first in a clear-cut and unilateral way upon the
means of political rule, and define the state, with Max
© Weber, simply as an organization that “monopolizes legiti-
. mate violence over a given territory,” then we can be his-
torically specific and empirically open in our reflections.
And that is what we ought to do: make of the state an ob-
ject of inquiry, rather than a theory closed up in a slogan.
This is a matter of comparative and historical inquiry,
but even without any such close analysis it is obvious that
quite different political systems can and do coexist with
similar capitalist economic bases: the United States in
1920, Nazi Germany, England in the 1940’s, Sweden to-
day. Surely it is careless to lump all these together as “com-

. mittees of the propertied classes.” -

14. Capitalism is involved in one economic crisis after
~another. These crises are getting worse. So capitalism
" moves into its final crisis—and the revolution of the prole-

tariat, ' ’

- .. The slump-boom cycle is a foremost economic fact about
the history of capitalism. But it is a very rcal question

" whether or not this cycle is inherent in capitalism, as pres-

. ently organized in individual nation-states and on an in-
"ternational scale. The political role of the state, in direct

~and indirect economic actions, of unions and of labor

. parties, of the economic brinkmanship of military prep-

. aration—these and other developments transform the
problem of crisis from a problem of secmingly inevitable

«~ €conomic mechanisms into political and military issues of

, international and domestic scale. :

s« On the stabilization of advanced capitalism, in general,
I think we have now to say: Not yet proved one way or
-another, still in balance. By no mcans may we rule out se-

~.vere economic crisis; the general model of crisis set forth

by Marx is instructive. But to prove Karl Marx’s theories

“.correct or incorrect on this point, it is not enough to show

"~that capitalism is in trouble, or even that it is subjcct to
1severe crises. To proceed in that way would be to treat
Marx as a merc prophet, rather than as the social analyst

#he was. We must ask: What aré the causes of the trouble,

ff{he,nature of the crises? And what are their results? To
s these questions Marx is an inadcquate guide.

Y
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The mechanics of such stabilization as does prevail—
and the instabilities too, as well as the possible downfall—
are not due to the internal, economic developments Marx
foresaw. The mechanics of stabilization now very much
include imperialist mechanics of a sort Marx did not fore-
see and, above all, the threat of competition with an eco-
nomically developed, politically consolidated, militarily
strong non-capitalist structure—the sino-soviet bloc—about
which Marx clearly had nothing to say.

Considered internally, the problems of capitalist erisis
are political and military issues rather than economic
problems as such. These issues exist because what must be
- done economically is politically repugnant to the most
powerful capitalist interests. War preparation as a means
of economic brinkmanship is more often more to their
taste. :

Advanced capitalism, in its political, military and eco-
nomic forms, has been stabilized on an international scale.
Self-corrections within it, of a politically facilitated kind,
are at work, not only within but also between the ad-
vanced capitalist economies. International aid and support
has been available among capitalist societies—for politi-
cal and military reasons, no doubt—but with the economic
result of capitalist prosperity for both North America and
Western - Europe. Most United States aid since World
War II has been used to help resuscitate the capitalist
economies of already advanced societies, not to industrial-
ize non-industrial areas. This postwar reconstruction of
the advanced capitalist systems (former allies and former
enemies alike) has tended to consolidate them as an eco-
nomic bloc at high levels of economic activity, and to
stabilize this bloc politically and militarily on an inter-
national scale. The major political meaning of this work
lay in the military postures that have been assumed by
the USA and USSR. Given that posture, the USA aided the
world capitalist recovery and boom, directly by military
aid and indirectly by assuming most of the “burden” of
military preparation for a possible World War III.

In the meantime, regardless of causes, advanced capi-
talism has not collapsed in economic crisis; crises or slumps
have indeed occurred, but these appear more episodic than
secular. Moreover, in overcoming them in non-marxian
ways, capitalist society as known to Marx has been changed
into other forms, many of them not expected by Marx.

© e ——
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What has come to prevail is a politically and militarily
organized capitalism. Its managers have alleviated eco-
pomic crisis, and there has been especially since World
War II began, an economic boom on an unprecedented
scale. -

Marx did not see clearly and adequately the nature of
capitalism’s monopoly form and the political and military
manner of its stabilization. In this monopoly form it has
not remained merely “an anarchy of production.” Vast
sectors of it have been highly rationalized by private cor-
porations, trade associations, and state intervention. C.api-
talism and bureaucracy, in brief, are not polar opposites.
They have been integrated. The anarchy of production has
not been generalized; to a considerable extent, it has been
rationalized.

- The operation of the most advanced capitalist econo-
mies at high levels is also due, in considerable part, to
“artificially stimulated demands;” built into them is syste-
matic waste on an enormous scale, a scale not even Marx

" fully grasped. The “status obsolescence” of perfectly serv-

iceable commodities is one example; the change of auto-
mobile models by Detroit costs more than several years

-of “the whole of the productive investment program of
“all of India.” ®* The economic waste of mass advertisement,
‘not to speak of the preparation for war, are further ex-
-~ amples.,

¥+ But this is just the point: Marx did not know that de-
:spite all this waste, in part because of it, the engines of
-capitalist production and productivity could continue and
-even increase. He saw the waste, the fraud, the contra-
.dictions, but he underestimated the fabulous capacitie.s
"'(technical, economic, political) of fully developed capi-
“talism as we know it today.

.~ The gap between possible and actual production in ad-

“vanced capitalism is indeed, as Marx saw clearly, enor-
- mous. This contradiction, objectively spcaking, has grown
< greater and probably will continue to do so, fol: scientific
” possibilities are restricted by waste, fraud, inefficiency, and
- short-run profit-sceking. But it is a political gap rather

than an “economic contradiction.” Increasingly a matter
:of moral evaluation and an object of political decision, it

/has not resulted even during severe economic depression,
in any “proletarian upsurge” to resolve it.

7 B. Thomas Balogh, The New Statesman, 12 December 1959, 7
bt
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Marx assumes that capitaliém is a dynamic system largely
determined by economic forces at work within it. As such,

his model is a brilliant description, analysis and predic. -

tion. But the fact is that “other forces” have interfered

- with the economic mechanics. Some of these are within jt—
in particular political and military forces; some are outside
it—in particular the world consolidation of the sino-soviet
bloc as a counter-force to world capitalism. The fate of
capitalism as a system now depends upon these forces as
well as upon its own internal economic mechanics.

15. The post-capitalist society will first pass through a
transitional stage—that of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat; then it will move into a higher phase in which true
communism will prevail. :

About this, we have no information: a proletarian revo-
lution of the sort Marx had in mind has never occurred,
The revolutions “made in his name” have occurred in
types of society quite different than those he had in mind.
These we shall consider when we examine post-Marx marx-
ism,

16. Although men make their own history, given the
circumstances of the economic foundations, the way they
make it and the direction it takes are determined. The
course of history is structurally limited to the point of
being inevitable,

The general model of history-making set forth by Marx
and Engels is (a) a generalization applied to the whole of
society of the economic model of the market of classic
capitalism, in which events are the unintended results of
innumerable deciders (buyers and sellers determining
prices, for example). It is also (b) a generalization from
one historically specific phase of capitalism—in the main,
Victorian Great Britain—to the whole of the capitalist
epoch, and perhaps to all previous history as well.

The historic facts now at hand suggest the need for an
additional model. Thesc facts are: the increased scope and
the centralization of the means of power in every major
institutional order of society, political, economic, military.
Because of these facts we must construct another model in
which events may be understood in closer and in more
conscious relation to the decisions and lack of decisions
of powerful elites, political and military as well as eco-
nomic. We must apply this model, with appropriate modi-
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ﬂé%iions, to the understanding of soviet types of societ).',
“to underdeveloped countries, as well as to advanced capi-
talist societies. : )
- The categories of political, military and economic elites
are thus as important (or more so) to the analysis and un-
derstanding of our times as the mechanics of economic
classes and other more impersonal forces of history-making.
+The marxist model of history is brilliantly constructed
and, for one phase of one type of society, it is generally
the most appropriate. But taken alone and used universally,
it is an undue generalization and as such, inadequate. .It
-assumes a society in which the typical units are small in
scale and their mode of interaction, like that of the free
market economy, autonomous. In marxist terms, such a
society is referred to as “the kingdom of necessity.” Marx
also refers, of course, to the “kingdom of freedom,” to the
- post-capitalist realm in which men will be masters .of
.~their own fate and intention will more closely coincide with
‘resultant event. The realm of necessity still does prevail;
and Marx’s model of it is useful in all types of society,
-in much of advanced capitalism, as well as in the undevel-
zoped world. The realm of freedom is still an ideal only;
"as Marx envisaged it, it exists nowhere. )
¥ But these are not the only two models of history-making
. available; and we cannot suppose that the second is the
. only alternative to the first. Further models are needed
" for advanced capitalism as well as for other types of so-
. ciety. ,
oL ‘»-T);le sequence of epochs Marx imagined, is not neces-
- sarily going to happen. The sequence (from feudalism to

. capitalism and from capitalism to socialism) is the big -

" historical framework of Marx’s theory and expe.ctation.
#.We must now modify it: out of advanced capitalism no-
where has socialism, of any sort recognizable as marxist,
- ‘come; out of feudalism socialism of one type has sprung
“directly. In this type, moreover, the assumed coincidence
. of the individual’s interests with those of his community—
the realm of freedom—is not the unambiguous case.
. So thesec epochs themselves—feudalism, capitalism, so-
‘- cialism—need revision: the capitalism that prevails is not
% the capitalism Marx knew; the post-capitalist societics that
* have arisen do not conform to Marx’s expectations, either

<" in their origins or in their character. The socialisrp, much
*~-less the communism, that Marx expected is certainly not,
N
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as yet, the society that has come about out of one type of
_feudalism, in the sino-soviet zone.

- 17. The social structure, as noted in proposition num-
ber 1, is determined by its economic foundations; accord-
ingly, the course of its history is determined by changes in
these economic foundations.

The economic means are only one means of power, and
they may themselves be shaped, in fact determined, by
political and military means and in accordance with mili-
tary and political aims and interest. “Political determin-
ism” and “military determinism” are often as relevant as, or
more relevant than, “economic determinism” to the ex-
planation of many pivotal events in the mid-twentieth cen-
tury.

The economic determinism of Marx (and along with it,
the inevitability of history with which it is closely linked)
is usually placed in opposition to the “moral determina-
tion” of liberals and of utopian socialists. Both views, I
think, are historically specific to the period between the

French Revolution and the First World War, and in par-
ticular to Great Britain and the United States. Neither can
be taken as universal. Both must be reconsidered in the

light of events in our own present time and immediately _

foreseeable future. And we are not, of course, limited to
either moral or economic determinism.

Since Marx’s day, the social structures of capitalism
have changed to such an extent as to require a new state-
ment of the causal weight of economic institutions, and
of their causal relations with other institutions. In view of
the history of marxist movements, the developments in
advanced capitalism, and the conditions and prospects of
the underdeveloped world—economic determinism has
come to seem a fundamental (although a most fruitful)
error in Marx’s work. The view that economic causes
are the supreme causes within capitalism is directly linked
with the erroneous cxpectations about thc role of the
wageworker, the over-formal theory of power, and the
oversimplified conception of the state. .

Since the First World War, it has become increasingly
clear that political forms may drastically modify—and
even, on occasion, detcrmine—the economies of a society.
Not the mode of cconomic production but the mode of po-
litical action may well be decisive. As more and more arcas
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» . '€, private as well as public become objec
» - » ' t
: gohtt;al organization, a struggle, for political ide:lls 1:5
- -for the political apd military means of action and deci-
sion ,must, 'along with economic means, be seen as keys t
- man’s making of history. e

“This does not mean th .
at econ :
that they are not omic powers are miror, or

. total social structures.

0 Manly twentxeth-gentury economic developments must

_themselves be explained by changes in political and milj-

. -tar):, forc‘?s. I do not mean to replace “economic determin-

iIsm” by “political determinism” or “military determinism,”

‘ but on.ly to suggest that the causal e

§ 'tr)l'ssets t:: Egtt squlect to any histgrically universal rule, It
oy, istorically determined in the case of any givven
L ~In various capitalist societies, political policies have
- fgreatly modlﬁed. the economic base—and the social ef-
T fects of €conomics upon all strata of the population. The
.;g“wﬂgare State is not “determined” by the mode of economic
:;} production, although of course jt is made possible by eco-
> homic developments, What js politically possible within
;j:4>present-day capitalist economies undoubtedly is wider
w__th.an M?rx’s doctrine would lead us to expect. Just how
e .w:de it is, we cannot predict, but there is nothing inherent

) economy itself.
7 Within the
. flict and
"base as

<

Lba _ political and ec ic instituti '
:f:]om‘ed.mto the political economy. Thignl?i:clic ;?sg:)ll'it!'ic:*:i
.:;cap:tahsm Marx neither knew nor foresaw. He did nc‘)t
; grasp the almost neo-mercantilist form it has taken nor
- t!)e. extent .and effects of politically controlled and,sub-
.- sn_dlzed capitalism. The subsidies have been direct and jn-
~-‘,‘;_d|r'ect, o_f a welfare and of a military nature. That the ma
ls\xbe.conmdcrcd subsidies of the economic defaults ofyc Y
ggt__ahs.m does not alter my point: it strengthens jt P
:i The political forces that have modificd cabitalism in

s
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some countries are reforms carried out in Marx’s name;
in others, as in the New Deal, they are liberal forces, often
led by upper class circles and strongly influenced by the
weight of those “intermediary classes” that were, accord-
ing to Marx, supposed to dwindle away. In part, too, the
modifications are of course concessions made by monopoly
capitalists in pursuit of their own interests. Capitalists have
more political control over economic forces and so can
perpetuate their role in political capitalism, thus upset-
ting the marxist anticipations of economic crisis and its
- expected results.

In brief, we must generalize Marx’s approach to eco-
- nomics. We come then to focus—as did Marx—upon the
changing techniques of economic production. But we also
focus—as did Max Weber—upon the techniques of mili-
tary violence, of political struggle and administration, and
upon the means of communication—in short, upon all the
means of power, and upon their quite varied relations with
one another in historically specific societies.

So we may speak in a thoroughly marxist manner of the
appropriation and monopolization of such political and
military means. The emphasis upon the economy must be
treated as a convenience of method. We must always try
to distinguish its causal weight in the society as a whole,
but we must leave open the possibilities of more po-
litital and more military autonomy than did Marx,

I think this is a necessary and useful refinement and
elaboration of the general model of society drawn up by
Marx. It then becomes possible to do whatever marxists
may wish by way of arguing and investigating economic
determinism. But economic determinism becomes one
hypothesis to be tested in each specific epoch and society.
Military determinism and political determinism may also
be so tested. Given the present state of our knowledge, no
one of the three should automatically be assumed to
predominate uniformly among history-making factors in
all societics, or even in all types of capitalist socicties.

There is one implication of economic determinism quite
detrimental to the present-day usefulness of Marx's work:
the role of the nation-state and of nationalism jin history.
That_nationalism would decline and internationalism come
to be paramount in the idcology and political policies pur-
sued by wageworkers—these expectations have turncd out
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Critical Observations 127

- to be quite wrong. This is revealed within socialist move-
‘ments and communist states, within capitalist societies,
and within colonial and underdeveloped areas.

Within capitalism, internationalism as a current has gen-
erally declined in force since Marx’s time. The wagework-
ers have certainly been no less nationalist than have mid-
dle and upper classes. The most dramatic blow to the idea
of “internationalism,” especially in Germany, was struck
by The Second International at the time of the First World
War. On August 4, 1914, European “socialism” gave way

"to “nationalism” in a decisive way. ‘
- One meaning of such facts for the marxist model is that
classes are only one basis in terms of which consciousness
—and specifically, passionate consciousness—of interest

-may be formed; many other bases interfere with it, however

- strong at times it may be. Nationalism is only the most ob-
vious example of this more general fact. Yet it is a grievous

-one. Nationalism, contrary to Marx’s general assumption,
has increased in importance as a political and economic
force, as a military form, and as a basis of men’s conscious-

. mess. In the making of history today, nation-states—and

- Supra-national blocs of states—are the most immediate
forms of organization, political consciousness and militant

Will. Classes, and particularly alliances of classes, do of

_-course operate by means of nation-states, but the politi-

cal and military powers resting in these political structures
. and upon nationalist consciousness often reshape classes
+ and alliances of classes. Economic differences are greater.
. between one nation-state and another than between classes
~within the advanced capitalist nations. Whatever the prac-
tice of later marxists may reveal, the idea does not form a
. 8ystematic part of the work of Karl Marx. , -
" To summarize, at the center of Marx’s thought—indeed
;+-of all varieties of marxism—there is this proposition: of all
- the elements and forces of capitalist society it is the wage-
-, Workers who are destined to be the dynamic political actors
“'in the maturity and in the decline of capitalism. Virtually
" every feature of marxism, as we have noted, finds its place
as an explanation of why this process goes on and why it
must go on, .
. Intellectually, that is the heart of marxism. The theorics
.. of trend, noted in our inventory, lic immediately back of
= this labor metaphysic and support it as the central propo-

7
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sition about what is going on in the advanced capitalist
world. ,

Morally, too, marxism is an affirmation of the pro-
cesses by which the wageworkers are becoming a revolu-
tionary proletariat, and a celebration of the revolutionary
drama they are going to enact, :

Politically, the history of the marxists is at bottom a set
of strategies and efforts to further these processes, and so
to make possible or to insure the enactment of that drama,

This being so, it must immediately be said that Marx’s
major political expectation about advanced capitalist so-
cieties has collapsed: the central agency which he designates
has not developed as expected; the role he expected that
agency to enact has not been enacted. The trends supposed
to facilitate the development and the role of the agency
have not generally come off—and when they have occurred,
episodically and in part, they have not led to the results ex-
pected. :

Wageworkers in advanced capitalism have rarely become
a “proletariat vanguard”; they have not become the agency
of any revolutionary change of epoch. To a very consid-
erable extent they have been incorporated into nationalist
capitalism-—economically, politically, and psychologically.
So incorporated, they constitute within capitalism a de-

pendent rather than an independent variable. The same is-

true of labor unions and of labor parties. These organiza-
tions function politically and economically in a reformist
manner only, and within the capitalist system. Class
struggle in'the marxist sense does not prevail: conflicts of
economic interests have quite generally been institution-
alized: they are subject to indirect and bureaucratic de-
cision, rather than to open and political battle. There are,
of course, basic class conflicts of intcrest. But there is
little class struggle over them.

These points form a serious charge against Marx; they
carry implications for the categories and the model which
he set forth. To put it in another way, not only have the
expectations of Marx failed to come about in any advanced

‘capitalist socicty, but there are very good reasons to expect

that they are not going to come about in the manner and
on the scale expected by Marx. It is not mercely a matter of
an empirical miss: it rests upon theoretical deficiencies of
his categories and in his general model of capitalism.
Such, after all, is only to be expected in view of the fact
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. that Marx’s model as a whole,

: this labor metaphysic provides
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and in virtually all of its
parts, is built upon and around the labor metaphysic. Since
the central thrust and the
major political expectation of classic marxism, its collapse
entails the collapse of much else in his thinking. . -
Behind the labor metaphysic and the erroneous views
of its supporting trends there are deficiencies in the marxist
categories of stratification; ambiguities and misjudgments

-about the psychological and political consequences of the

development of the economic base; errors concerning the
supremacy of economic causes within the history of so-
cieties and the mentality of classes; inadequacies of a ra-
tionalist psychological theory; a generally erroneous theory
of power; an inadequate conception of the state. .

Even being as gerierous as possible in our application to

- Marx’s work of his own principle of historic specificity,
- we find him too wrong on too many points. The political,

.. psychological and economic

R

~; finished, in 1883.

_ expectations clearly derivable
from his work seem increasingly unreal, his model as a
whole increasingly inadequate. His theories bear the stamp

= of Victorian capitalism. It is little wonder: that is what

they are about. We must accuse him of dying, his work un-

Of course it is easy to confront nineteenth-century doc-

-trine  with twentieth-century events—so many decades
_ have passed since Marx’s work was done. Such easy hind-
. sight about such work as his may make one feel cheap; but
*.it is inevitable for any possible advance in social reflection
i and inquiry. Classic marxism today is less an adequate
“definition of advanced capitalist realities than a political

- Statement in the optative mood.

" be clear:

But we must now ask: Has the value of Marx’s method
of work becn dcstroyed? My answer to this should already
No. His method is a signal and lasting contribution
to the best sociological ways of rellection and inquiry avail-

_able.’

6.1 do not refer to the mysterious “laws of dialectics,” which Maix
never explains clearly bat which his disciples claim 1o use. The outsider

. must note that among the dialecticiang there is no agreement on the

. meaning of dinlectics.

But cousider,

d for a moment, the
quantitative changes

ani “three Jaws™:
First,
is against those who be.

licve that there are no “leaps” (that is, revolutions) in history, but only

« @ minute series of gradual chauges. In our revolutioniry epoch it is no
) ‘l‘ungvr" HeCeSsAry o "rvful_c" suchh a view by reference to prewentions
C Mlaws” It s obvious that if anything changes cnough, it becomes some.-

»
-«

“

5

thing different than what it was o begin with. (Conr’d on p. 130).

} 3 produce qgualitative changes, and vice versa, -
The polemic that Marx makes with this “law”

)
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-

- ¢ But has the value of his general model o'f. society and of

history been destroyed by the run of historical events that

" - have overturned specific theories and expectations? My an-
" gwer to this question is, substantively: Yes. The model as

»
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Marx left it is inadequate. One can use it only with great in-
“tellectual clumsiness and wasted sophistication, and often
~only with doubletalk. For us today, the work of Marx is a
- beginning point, not a finished view of the social worlds we
- are trying to understand. So far as our own orienting politi-
cal philosophy and our own social theories are concerned,

", we may not know just where we stand but there is little

N

. . .reference to ‘‘dialectical’” serves 1o let one out of the

'S

doubt that we are somewhere “beyond Marx.” Proof for

Second, ‘‘the pegation of the tion”: one thing grows out of an-

. other an& then does battle with it. In turn, the newly grown produces in
itself “the seeds of its own destruction.” Marx's texts are full of meta-
phors from the reproductive cycle and the hospital dclivery-room. Things
are pregnant; there are false alarms; wombs and midwives abound. And

Snally, there is bloody birth. Thus the proletariat, born from the womb .

of capltalism, in turn makes capitalist society “pregnant with revolution.”
But there -is no clear-cut method for recognizing ‘‘negation”; one should
" not mistake metaphors of style for a mctliod of thinking, much less for
“a general scientific law of nature.” The substantive content is mcrely

, this: that things (somctimes) grow out of others and (somctimes) in due -

ocourde displace them.
Third, the “law’ that marxists consider the most important: “the in-

terpenctration of opposites,” which I take to mean that there are objece -

- tive contradictions and resolutions In the world. This Is clearly to con-
fuse logic with metaphysics: one can say that the statements men make
are often contradictory. One cannot say that trees or rocks, or, for that

- matter, classes ‘‘contradict’” one another. Men can believe that positive
and negative charges of electricity contradict each other, but this clcarly
is to anthropomorphire electricity. - :

- The simple truth about tiie ““laws of dialectics,” as discerned in Marx,
is that they are ways of talking about matters after these matters have

" been explained in ordinary ways of discourse and proof. Marx himself
never explained anything by the “laws of dialectics,” although he did not

- avoid, on occasion, the dialectical vocabulary of obscurantism. *“Dialectics”

was, after all, the vocabulary of the Hegelian-trained man, and Marx did

- put this vocabulary to good substantive usc: in terms of dialectics he re-
ed, the absurdity of eighteenth-contury views of “natural harmony™;
“Qchieved a scuse of the Auidity and many-sided nature of history-making;
“saw the “universal interconnection’™ of all its forces; consistently main-
tained an awareness of rcrennial change, of genuine conflict, of the am-

. biguous potentialitics of every historical situation.

Ve may also understand that i€ not “for Marx, for many marxists, mcre
cterminist trap.
Bue for sclf-appointed “insiders’” it s all too often an intellectually cheap
way to mysterious insights, a substitute for the hard work of lcarning.

; «, Perhaps their insistence upon this fanguage is due mainly to their having

;_“»Is the know-it-all confusion of logic with metaphysics; if the rules of

s

become disciples before having rcad much else. For us, the “dialectical
mcthod” is either a2 mess of platitudes, a way of doubletalk, a preten-
tious obscurantism—or all three, The essential crror of “the dialettician”

dialcctics were “the most gencral laws of motion” all physical scicotists

“ would use them every day. On the other hawd, if dialcctics is the *sci-

encc - of thinking,” then we are dealing with the subject-matier of pay-

<' =~ chology, and not with logic or mwthod at all. As a guide to thinking,

.« “dialectis” can be more burdensome than helpful, for if everything is
- conunccted, dialectically, with everything else, then you must know

o *everything” in order to know anything, and causal scquences become

]

- difficult to trace.
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#..this, fragmentary but nonetheless decisive, has beea sug-

7, gested in the present chapter. § R
52" But there is one further question. “Marxism™ certainly

7 does not end with Marx. It begins with him. Later think,

~-ers and actors have used, revised, elaborated his ideas, and
“*-set forth quite new doctrines, theories and strategies. In
‘wone way or another, these are indeed “based upon Marx,”
- although they can be identified with classic marxism only
.., by those who feel they must distort intellectual and politi-
cal history for their unmarxist need for certainty through
_~orthodoxy. That is not the question. The question is: Are
».any of these later theories adequate as political orientation
i ‘a'nd useful for social inquiry today? Let us examine the most
.é’a_xmportaht and influential of these, : '
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