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THE WAR IS PERMANENT

The long expected second world war is now in progress. Guesses
about its outcome spring from all directions. However, ignorance
and wishful thinking becloud most of the popular speculations. To
discover, then, the real meaning of this war, to form an attitude
toward it, and to discuss possible actions against it, it is necessary
first of all to brush aside the current misconceptions about it.

In Britain, from the Conservatives leftward to the Labour Party
and the trade unions, it is claimed that there is no motive for the
war other than to end “Hitlerism”, international “lawlessness”, and
all aggression. The French bourgeoisie as well as its labor move-
ment (with the exception of Russia’s foreign legion in France—
the outlawed Communist Party) blow the same bugle, and so do all
other people lined up on the side of the Allies. Germany’s attack
upon Poland is taken as the immediate cause for the declaration of
war. Coming after the Austrian Anschluss and the occupation of
Crechoslovakia, it demonstrates, so they say, that Hitler cannot be
trusted, that there will never be peace again until this madman is
removed. This view is shared by those interested in retarding the
Gérman imperialistic drive for the purpose of accelerating the im-
perialism of the other powers.

The anti-Nazi powers defend “democracy”, “peace” and “civil-
ization”, as well as themselves and a number of weaker nations
;z.unﬁ Hitler's barbarism, but the Nazis (0o, find  themselves in

“defensive war” against Britain’s attempt to limit the living op-
pon\mme< of the “German people”. Only a strong Germany, they
point out, may escape foreign exploitation and may regain its right-
ful place in the sun. The Anschluss was unavoidable, they declaré;
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Czechoslovakia had to be disarmed to safeguard Germany, the
system of Versailles had to be destroyed, so that the German people
may continue to live. They turn back the moral arguments, pointing.
out that England is notorious for breaking promises and agreements,
that Poland did not live up to treaties made with Germany but
actually, backed by England, attacked Germany. They declare Hit-
ler’s policy not only beneficial for Germany but also a guarantee
for further world peace, a peace which is not desired by English
interests.

The German “war-socialism” developed long before the actual
outbreak of hostilities provided the Nazi propaganda with an ad-
ditional argument, namely, that it is the “socialistic” nature of the
German national-cconomy which is feared and fought by the “capital-
istic, plutocratic, Jewish, democratic nations”. Nazi propagandlsls
point out sarcastically that the slogan “defense of democracy”
an ordinary swindle, since the democracy which is only nominal in
the capitalistic countries is far less popular than German fascism,
which really rules in the interest of the nation as a whole. This
propaganda is engaged in by all people interested in Germany’s
imperialistic expansion and in the prolongation of fascist rule.

It is true that in both the fascist point and the anti-fascist
counterpoint there are some grains of truth; otherwise it would
not be possible that people would accept such explanations. How-
ever, the partial truth contained in the war propaganda loses even
its minimum of veracity once they are connected with all of the
arguments, not to speak of their comparison with the real facts.

The “neutral” countries adhere to one or the other position
mentioned, always ready, however, to change sides. They speak of
peace as long as they are neither willing nor forced to enter the
war, though in the meantime they take part in its economic battles.
The course of the war on both fronts, military and economic, will
make the decisions for those countries. Because at this writing the
war is still in its initial phases, despite Poland and Finland, because
the economic war has not as yet brought to full growth the military
one, the curious performances of countries like Italy, Spain, Turkey,
and Japan are still possible. Russia, though participating in the
imperialist aggression, even now considers itself and is considered
a “neutral” power. All countries seem to wait for more clues, offers,
accidents, and moves before they make a step further in the direction
of a world war worthy its ancestor.




The neutrality of these countries is as much a swindle as the
German “defense” or the “anti-Hitlerism” of the Allies. No country
stands aloof from the present war. In more than one way are Japan's
occupation of Manchuria, Italy’s conquest of Ethiopia and the
Spanish civil war, to mention only a few incidents, closely con-
nected with the present war. And so is the neutrality policy, as any
other policy of the United States. Though it seems that the majority
of the population in America shares the current nonsense concerning.
the cause of the war, directing its sympathies to the side of the
peace-loving”, “democratic countries”; nevertheless their participa-
tion in the war will not be determined by this feeling, but by realities
over which they have little control and which are not even known
to them.

WAR AND CAPITALISM

Knowledge of the cause of the war is indispensable to any in-
vestigation. There were wars before there was capitalism. Only the
capitalistic war is caused by the present socio-cconomic system.
Some people hold that in capitalism wars are inevitable; others
assume the possibility of a capitalist society outlawing wars forever,
The latter looked upon the war of 1914 as the “last war”, as the war
to end all wars. Again they proclaim this war the unavoidable way
to cternal peace. Now, as then, they nurture a “grand illusion”.

We think that though each war has its specific historical reason,
that all wars within the capitalist system have also a general reason
which ean be found in the class- and production relations of capital-
ism. As boom and depression are interrelated, war and peace inter-
depend upon each other. To favor capitalistic prosperity means to
suffer capitalistic depressions, to favor capitalistic peace means to
be a war monger. The warrior and the pacifist cannot help but act
alike, because both react to the same forces, beyond their control.

To explain the interconnection between war and peace: The
German wars from 1864 to 1871, for instance, were designed to break
down a national and international political framework hindering
unfolding of Germany as a first-rate industrial and capitalist power
able to compete with other capitalist nations. The wars helped to
bring about a situation where the newly released productive forces
demanded more than a merely European power position. Germany
proceeded on the road to world power in direct competition with

France and England. Tt set out for a greater part in the exploitation
of world labor. The peaceful post-war prosperity. based on a rapid
capital accumulation, to a large extent had its basis in the new
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setting created by the wars, just as the earlier difficulties in start-
ing this expansion were one important reason for their outbreak.

As a capitalist economy cannot remain a “national” economy, of
necessity it must lead to conflicts among nations whenever the com-
plications of economy, which increase with the growth of capital,
demand solutions and changes carried out internationally by the na-
tional unities. The national form of capitalism is one of its limita-
tions, which, however, cannot be overcome unless the capitalist
system itself disappears.

National wars and national revolutions effect a capitalist world
production just as much as do capital export, colonization, inter-
national division of labor, and foreign trade, As a matter of fact,
wars and revolutions take place when the “peaceful” means of
strengthening and spreading capitalism become insufficient or lose
their foree altogether. Though wars themselves do not create profits
but destroy capital, still the development of capital is unthinkable
without them.

For a long time until recently all depressions could be regarded
as a “healing process” of a sick economic body, actually leading to
a new prosperity enjoying a new level of productivity which the
depression itself established. Similarly, each war could be regarded
as an attempt to re-organize for peace. The question today is only
that inasmuch as the depression no longer seems to re-establish a
basis for prosperity, whether in the same way war no longer can
establish a basis for another period of capitalist peace. [1]

ECONOMIC COTRADICTIONS

It is one of the unresolvable contradictions and calamities of
capitalist profit production that the more it strives to increase its
profits, the more difficult it becomes to produce them. Only a
steady increase in capital formation permits capitalist prosperity.
A continuous depression and stagnation allows no perspective other
than the eventual destruction of capitalist society. If it hecomes
impossible in a given country to raise the profitability of capital
sufficient for the continuation of capital expansion, there then arises
the burning need to begin or increase the appropriation of additional
profits from abroad. This means an attack on the profit opportuni-
ties of other nations, and when the situation becomes critical, war.

[1] Though it is true that the miseries of depression are always present
in any period of prosperity, and that a time of complete peace was Rever
Tonlity, mevertheless these Sitaations can stll be distinguishad, since the degres
of misery existing, or the extension of warfare in the whole scheme of things
can be relatively determined.
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This dry explanation of the economic basis of capitalism [2]
and imperialism (and the basis for both is the same) does not, of
course, tell the whole story, but without it a real understanding of
capitalism's inability to escape internal frictions and international
wars would be impossible. The insatiable need for ever more and
more profits, the fact that capitalism is nothing but profit pro-
duction, makes it necessary to explain the driving forces behind
imperialist actions in terms of economic categories. More than that,
whatever the phenomenon that may be brought forward to explain
imperialism, as, for instance, the ideological arguments, the desire
for security, for land and for raw materials, the monopolization of
markets, capital export, strategic-military requirements, or anything
else, can be reduced finally to its simplest terms: capitalism’s vital
necessity to accumulate profits.

There should no longer be any doubt that all of capitalism’s
difficulties spring from a lack of profits, On this point all capital
ists and all bourgeois economists are agreed regardless of the dif:
ferent explanations they might bring forth to explain this shortage,
or whatever the methods they might suggest to do away with it
They have employed various means and methods to increase capital’s
profitability in order to continue expansion. They have raised the
productivity of labor and intensified its exploitation; they have
formed manufacturer’s combine, cartels, syndicates, etc. They have
set up marketing and price controls, created trust and monopolics,
As soon as one industry seemed to be stabil.
ized, another was disrupted. In the very attempt to safeguard and
increase the capital of one or the other capitalist group, the basis
of existence for the whole of cap
precarious. Thus capitalism, seel
ceeded only in creating higher and more impassible ones.
COLONIZATION AND IMPERIALISM
The need for imperialistic actions is nothing else than the need
for profits. As this need explains the internal development of the
capitalist countries it also explains their foreign policy. Capital is

2] We do not wish to give at this paint a fuller explanation of the con-
sequences of the capitalist accamulation process since we have dealt with
them quite frequently in previous issues of Living Marxism. We accepted
Marx's theory of accumulation and his interpretation of the meaning of the
tendency of @ falling rate of profit in the course of the accumulation process.

into means of production must make it di

Sufficient,protits for the eontinuation of a rate of capital expansion necessary
for a capitalistic prosperity.
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transferred from one field of production to another, alike internally
and internationally. It is sent into non-capitalistic countries, or
countries which offer more favorable conditions of production just
as it spreads over all branches of manufacture and conquers pri-
mitive agriculture in the advanced countries.

The colonizing imperialists began by exporting capital for the
development of plantations, irrigation systems, mines, mills and
factories. In return for building highways, railroads and ports for
the imperialists, the colonies found themselves swamped with goods
from the mother countries. The exploitation of the colonies was
a two-fold one: the labor power was exploited directly in the cap-
italist enterprises, and indirectly through the exchange of colonial
products with those manufactured in the mother countries. The dif-
ference in the productivity of labor, due to the high organic com:
position of capital in the imperialist nations, and the lower organic
composition of capital in the colonies, allows the advanced countries
to exchange less labor for more, and to exploit even the poorest
populations of the world. Besides these measures, taxation and
forced labor increased the profits gained by colonization even
further.

Just the same, the desire and need for colonial exploitation is
often denied by the statement that colonies have proven to be
liabilities rather than assets to imperialist countries; but no cap-
italist country has as yet been ready to part with them unless forced
to do so by other nations willing to take over the “white man's
burden”. The Allies did not hesitate a second about taking Ger-
many’s colonies after 1918; for, in reality, the possession of them
and the control of backward countries is profitable to the im-
perialists not only because of the exploitation of the natives, but
also because of the establishment of monopolies over vital raw ma-
te and because military-strategic advantages can be gained
which, in turn, may be transformed into additional profits.

al

Though it may be true that colonies are expensive to the tax-
payers of an imperialist country, nevertheless they have yielded
tremendous profits to those capitalist groups directly engaged in
colonial exploitation. Not with injustice is it said about England,
for example, that its rapid rise as an industrial and capitalist power
would not have'taken place except for the fortunes taken from
India. Money in sufficient quantity is transformed into capital:
without the tremendous money accumulation largely aided by col-
onial plunder capitalism’s development would have been much
slower.
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IMPERIALISM AND FASCISM

The sharpening need for additional profits intensifies all im-
perialistic rivalries. But the changes taking place in each capitalist
country become reflected in its imperialistic attitude. The inter-
national growth of capital becomes opposed to its early imperialism.
New capitalist nations, late in entering the arena of world politics,
have found and are finding themselves hampered by conditions
created at the time when they still belonged with the backward
countries. OId capitalist countries, especially England, had sub-
jugated a great part of the world and exploited it in their exclusive
interests. To ward off exploitation by the stronger countries, those
that were backward had to develop “artificial” means to increase
theircompetitive streng(h.[3) They became more “political”, more
“militaristic”, more “restless”, and less “democratic” from the very
ontset of their development,

The more openly expressed “militaristic spirit” and the “un-
democratic nature” of countries like Germany, Japan, Italy, and
Russia, is connected not only with their feudalistic traditions, but
even more with their precarious positions as new capitalistic coun-
tries within the world economy. They simply cannot afford the
“democratic” spirit of France which rules over a vast colonial em-
pire and possesses even the means to maintain a largely satisfied
peasant population. They cannot afford the effective solidarity of
all classes which exists in England and which is based on an in-
stinctive recognition that English privilege demands such unity.
Limited in their appropriation of profits from world-exploitation
they are forced to squeeze their own population more intensively to
accumulate profits. “English history shows that political democracy
can function only where the tempo of social transformation is slow
and steady”, observed Adolf Loewe [4]; it cannot function with
the same results and in identical forms in the newer and belated
capitalist countries, which have to hasten their capitalization pro-
cess. But this quickened accumulation, based on the intensive ex-
ploitation of the native workers, gives rise to social legislation to
compensate for oppression, and to prevent the killing of the goose
" lays the golden egg. This “social” element in the newer
capitalist countries, hailed as its humanization process, was and is
in truth an expression of its insecurity and its bestialization. While
the dearth of capital is thus compensated by better organization,

g

43, See the following artcle on the development of Bourgeois Beonamics
in this issu
141 The Price of Liberty. London 1997, p. 38.



which helps to develop capitalism, at the same time it undermines
even faster its fundament; the blind-working laws of the market.

The process of capital accumulation is at the same time the con-
centration and centralization process of economic and political
power. It takes place during the whole evolution of capitalism and
proceeds faster during periods of stagnation and decline. At present
it is accentuated by new political movements appearing under such
terms as Bolshevism and Fascism,

It was often assumed that the richer a country, the stronger
should be its centralization and concentration. But rather that which
determines the degree of centralization in a country is the rapidity
o y its position on_the
world market. Expressed only in terms of capital concentration it
was true until the world war that the more highly developed cap-
italist countries were those in which the largest fortunes were con-
centrated. Yet, the “richer” a country was in an cconomic sense,
the less urgent was its need to rule politically. The government
was left to middle class politicians, for they could not help but
govern in the interest of the big capitalists, and, at any rate, could
not govern against them. In America, for instance, the powerful
capitalists could ignore the government to a point where it at times
seemed to be in strict opposition to the needs of Big Business, with-
out, however, being able to exercise more than verbal opposition.

In poorer mpnalm countries, like Japan, the concentration c(
wealth was from the beginning identical with the concentration

political power. What was m,uued here was not the slow nom\al”
development of capitalism by way of general competition, but a
forced capitalization necessitating from the start the most extensive
state interferences to overcome the disadvantages of Japan's tardy.
entrance on the world market. In other words, the high capital con-
centration of wealth reached in the older capitalist countries, account
for the accentuated concentration of wealth and power in the more
hzcszrd countries. The Russian slogan, “To reach and over-reach"”
tern capitalism, is not an empty one, but dictated by dire
necesslty, the necessity to avoid exploitation by foreign capital and
thus be hindered in her national development, which would mean
the continuation of the misery caused by a combination of generally
backward productive forces with the exploitation from abroad. To
change this primitive misery into the advanced miseries of capital-
ism compels the use of national-revolutionary methods ‘directed
against those interests bound to the backward conditions of the
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country, and the interests of foreign capital. The capitalization of
such countries, then, when not accomplished by the still undeveloped

must be against_the ie. The
economic weakness of the backward countries thus explains the
radical centralization of all possible power in the hands of the state.

This forced centralization, furthermore, reveals the real inter-
national character of capitalism, which forces its weakest links to
leap violently over and beyond the gaps in development between
themselves and stronger nations. From this point of view the state-
capitalist tendencies developing in both “fascist” and “democratic”
nations indicate an actual cconomic weakness of capitalism.

Thus, the ‘aggressors” in the present struggle have turned their
weakness into strength. It is true that while both the fascist and the
anti-fascist nations are aggressors, until recently, however, the
“democratic nations” could emphasize the use of economic weapons,
whereas the fascist countries to an increasing extent had to rely on
purely military ones, The world crisis of 1929, sharpening the im-
perialist contradictions and disturbing in unknown proportions the
economy, the of capitalism,
If the crisis brought no more than the “New Deal” to a rich country
like the United States, it brought fascism to a poorer country like
rmany, the still poorer nations like Italy, Japan, Turkey, Russia,
and Poland already having it. Fascism reveals an arid capital and
a still existing well-being is the basis of anti-fascism. When this
well-being gocs, the metamorphosis of anti-fascism into fascism
oceurs.

It is true, or rather it was true, that in the time of rapid capital
accumulation the number of capitalists increased together with the
growth of capital. But as soon as one compares this increased num-
ber with the increase of capital then it must be said that relative to
the rate of growth of capital the number of capitalists declined.
They were decimated in booms as well as in depressions; they fell
victims to trustification and market control, to changes in production
and productivity. However, in periods of capital stagnation and
conditions of crisis the concentration process of capital through dom-
inantly economic channels slowed down to the point where like in
Germany it had to be bolstered by violent political methods.

Internal political struggles, the shifting of class positions, bank-
ruptcies and favoritism, increased state interference to secure some
form of stability to the exploitative society, lead to a situation in
which the state assumed economic leadership. Though there exist



in Germany and Italy still individual entrepreneurs, individual in-
terests, profits and goals, and therewith individual chances for gain,
for privileges and extra profits; yet this individualism is now
subordinated to the state-controlled total economy. Of course, for-
merly there were also economic aggregates and complexities, but
today the individual diversity of all economic subjects and under-
takings is coordinated and directed into total unified activity, in so
far as this is possible at all.

In Germany today, the individual entrepreneur is no longer
master of his own enterprise. He can no longer decide upon invest-
ment, upon importation or quality of raw materials, conditions of
labor, type of production, rate of interest or profit. Overseas trade,
colonial activization of the forces of expansion are taken out of his
hands. He becomes an interested official in a bureaucratized, politic-
alized, economic apparatus. No longer does he factually possess or
augment capital which need reinvestment. The forced centraliza-
tion, the trustified state monopoly has curbed if not abolished com-
petition. For him, there is no longer a crisis in the old sense
threatening the economy, because the armament industry which has
animated all branches of industrial life is working full blast and is
actually swamped with orders. The manufacturer is no longer
haunted by the spectre of the falling rate of profit because the state
has fixed, normalized and guaranteed his income. For expansion
or new investments the treasury of the state is available.

This process going on, the composition of the ruling class
changes still further. The state bureaucracy replaces more com-
pletely the lawful owners of capital. The bureaucracy becomes a
mixture of industrial, military and political officials, However, like
the capitalists of old, the new fascist rulers are such only by virtue
of their control of the means of production. The rule over the work-
ers and the powerless in society, which could no longer be safe-
guarded by economic means, is now secured by political methods. [5]

Able to develop world trade only on the basis of exploitation,
the international policy of all capitalist countries—at all decisive
moments—could assume the form only of warfare. Despite this
peculiar form of “international relations” the capitalists, still fight-
ing against the remnants of fendalism, fighting between themselves
and against the workers, at first needed a political democracy in

5] An the best short exposition of fatelam and ity origin we suggest the
reading of orkheimer's article “The Jews. and Earopa”"in-the Zei
Sehrift fuer Sosialforsching, Jhrg. VIIL, Nr. 3 Pas
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which they could settle their problems within the general com-
petitive struggle. But the more the concentration process of capital
became intensified, law and government became less and less the
synthesis of numerous political and economic frictions, and instead
the “needs of the whole” were served better through exclusively
serving the needs of the few. Government became solely the
instrument for suppression within the country and an instrument
for imperialistic policies.

National borders, however, cannot stop the centralization pro-
cess. The trend in capitalist development towards reducing the num-
ber of exploiters simultaneously increasing their power over larger
masses of workers, forces the international “re-organizations” of
spheres of exploitation. The more the competition of private entre-
preneurs was displaced by the political competition for bureaucratic
power positions, the sharper became the competition between na-
tions, but no longer only for this or that colonial possession, or for
a greater share of world trade, but for complete and exclusive con-
trol over so-called geographic-economic “Lebensraeume”. In other
words, there evolved the division of the world by a few important
powers, sharing among themselves the exploitation of the many na-
tional unities, just as the great industrial combines control a number
of smaller enterprises. “Only for a few great powers”, states a Nazi
Publication, [6] “remains the possibility of military independence
and an autonomous economy. For lesser powers this holds true no
longer”. And it is pointed out further that the world crisis was not
overcome by the automatism which worked in earlier depressions,
but that each country was forced to find a solution for itself with-
out regard for world economy. However, this “independent solu-
tion”—first celebrated as the trend towards autarchy,—was in reality
the preparation for war between the decisive powers for world
dominance: “The concept of a power”, the Nazi publication con-
tinues, “has been defined as a state capable of defending itself
against a constellation of other powers. Since there exist great
powers, small and medium states are forced to cooperate with them
or to maintain neutrality. The political power must also be an eco-
nomic power, which, then, is the real meaning of all present-day
military policy in England, France, Germany, Italy, and Japan, be-
cause the basis for a stabilized economy exists only in countries like
the United States or Soviet Russia, stretched out as they are over
whole continents. The smaller countries are unable to defend them-

0] L. il “Wirtsehattegrossmacchte und Nebenlacnder”. Die Wirt-
sehaftskurve. Frankfur 1. 1939,




selves and are able to be independent only on the basis of a low.
standard of living. The transformation of world trade correspond-
ing to the military-economic necessities of today is not a general
one, but starts with the great powers and leads to a reshifting of
all nations around a few power centers.”

The miserable conditions in Russia and the depth of the erisis
in the United States, however, shows that in these countries there
also does not exist the basis for a “stabilized economy”. The
capitalist erisis is not a question of geography but a problem of
class relations. As long as the exploitation of wage labor exists,
as long as the whole economy functions for the maintenance and
terest of the ruling classes, just so long territorial ex-
re-shifting of nations, divisions of spheres of influence
may help one group of capitalists at the expense of others, but they
can not do away with the existing misery and the present erisis con-
ditions. This very process illustrates the utter incapacity of capital-
m ever to proceed towards a real and rational world economy. The
“automatic laws of the market” have not done away with the crisis
conditions characterizing the world of today; the hope is gone that
they ever will. The possibility for the recurrence of the “normal
recovery” is also gone, for capitalism there is nothing left than to
amalgamate as many states as possible into one or the other bloc
of powers and to attempt an equalization of the diverse competitive
capacities between these blocs, which is possible only by way of
war. But this very process of solving consciously and capitalistic-
ally the present crisis conditions, deepens them only further, for
those cconomic criteria of capitalism which manifested themselves
through crises, have been largely eliminated under recent fascistic
and other organized interferences with the economic mechanism.

This then is the “tragedy” of fascism and of all “capitalistic
planning” attempts, that the better they succeed, the more they dis-
rupt the capitalist world order. Yet, there is no way of preven
this destruction, for with the “waiting for normal recovery”, the
depression would create miseries at present inconceivable, and cause
the destruction of millions of human beings and multitudes of
capitalists. This situation cannot be envisioned without its corol-
lary of wars and revolutions that is, such a situation would bring
into existence what exists today. A capitalist peace is no solution
for capitalism; it would not be less costly than war. And the intel-
ligent of the ruling class know this. “In all the belligerent coun-
tries”, writes the New Statesman and Nation, [7] “the return to

[7] 4 New Deal for Europe. 2-17-40.
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civilian life may seem so perilous and so difficult that the dread
of it may even prolong the war, Besides idle machines, demobilized
men even among the victors, if victors there be, will face poverty
with rifles in their hands.”

TRANSFORMATION BY WAR

It was no secret that Germany was preparing for war. Its
whole economy since 1933 and even long before that was geared
to the coming slaughter. To make possible the external struggles,
peace had to be established at home. The bourgeoisie of old could
1o longer guarantee such peace with the traditional methods. A new
ideology was developed to secure capitalist exploitation, though it
no longer appeared capitalistic. The social phrascology became the
more “radical”, the more actual life became barbaric. As the “social
politics” of the age of reform indicated only intensified exploita-
tion, so the growth of national-“socialist” ideology expressed only
the preparation for gigantic mass murders.

From the viewpoint of the worker's class interests there are
no essential differences in the characters of the German and the
other socio-economic structures, Yet, there exist considerable dif-
ferences in the economic insceurity of the diverse nations, ex-
plaining the range of differences in the ideologies. As a capitalist
nation Germany resumed its imperialistic policy at the first op-
portunity ; capitalistically there was no other way out of its diffi-
culties. The German working class, unable and unwilling to end
capitalism was therewith forced either to participate in the new
imperialistic drive, o to remain altogether passive. And their actual
passivity has been an additional reason for the coming of fascism
with its peculiar national-socialistic phraseology. But what holds
good for Germany, under present conditions, holds good for all of
the world, Not to act ically means to act i

Tt is entirely senseless, then, to maintain that the German workers
do not really want to fight for fascism and its war. Nobody wants
to fight for anything. But by missing a historical chance, or in the
absence of an opportunity for a social revolution, the workers of
today have no choice but to fight in the fascist war. In spite of
the French and English workers declaring and even believing that
they are not fighting Germany but Hitler, they too are fighting
only because they have no other alternative, they also have to act
imperialistically for failing to act socialistically. For this reason
it cannot be expected that the workers of these countries, or any
other country, will seriously oppose the fascizization process going
on in the world.
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Fascism is not a German invention, but the outcome of capitalist
liberalism. It is not the opposite of that which existed yesterday
but its continuation. Its roots can be traced back to the very begin-
nings of capitalism, and it may be described as the most ideal form
of capitalism yet achieved, As fascism is the product of capitalism
proper and as it is created by world capitalism though first appear-
ing in a few countries, it must some day embrace the world unless
the capitalist system of production disappears altogether. The war
will hasten the fascization of the world, it is the medium for this
process, but even this development must be forced upon the world
and cannot be—on account of the existing class relations—con-
sciously and peacefully adopted.

“To conquer the enemy”, said Paul Reynaud, [8] “we must first
conquer ourselves.” And two w  before the French
Senate: “Many Frenchmen are uneasy at the prospect of postwar
France. They wonder if the state will devour everything... E:
change control? Price control? Salary control?... Events have
forced them on us.” It is true, events have forced fascism upon the
bourgeoisie. But once it appears, all bridges to the previous form
of capitalism are blown to pieces by that newly-emerging ruling
class which takes over positions of social power during the “cmer.
gency.”

later he sa

The centralized dictatorships of the continent also determine
the course of English society. Its resistance to the transformation in
their direction is not to be considered since “the unconscious but
extremely effective solidarity of all classes in exploiting the col-
onial and pre-capitalist markets is drawing to its close. The struggle
for the respective share in the national product can no longer he
mitigated simply by a compromise over the sharing out of the annual
increase.” [9] The state itself will have to maintain the exploitative
order and “the only compensation which could be offered to the
upper classes in place of their economic privileges would be a
favored role in filling leading positions in the administration of
a planned order-administration instead of aquisition” [10] “It is
not too much to say”, states the London Economist, [11] “that the
form which industrial control takes during the war will dominate
the economic development of the country after the war. We are in
serious danger of slipping into a feudalistic system of cartel con-

181 Specch to the Chamber of Deputis 12-
(91 The Price of Liberty, p.

[10] Thid, p. 41.

[11] 12:971939; p. 864
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trol which may or may not succeed in producing a stable post.-war
world but which will certainly militate against the abundant pro-
duction of cheap goods.”

It will not take long till the French decrees for stabilized wages,
regulation of payment for overtime, and the abolition of the shop
steward system will echo in England. And after that there will
follow the elimination process of the atomized capitalistic interests
to establish the unity state-capital now ruling in the fascist coun-
trics. In the forming of the modern nation-state, political centraliza-
tion was the necessary means of overcoming feudalism, and it now be-
comes the guardian of the system of wage labor against possible
rebellion. What was once hailed victoriously by the lower classes
as their very own, now turns into a system of oppression beside
which the feudalistic form appears as a monument of liberalism.

Just as the individual capitalists turn fascist (with exceptions)
only at the point of bankruptcy (and some are demed even that
privilege) the labor too,
in adopting themselves to fascism. They can at best follow, but
never initiate the new trend. That the old labor movement lives and
dies with liberal capitalism comes to light in their helplessness
before fascism, and their inescapable necessity to help prepare the
way for it. In opposition to Daladier’s dictatorial policy, Leon
Blum, for instance, in behalf of the French socialists could no more
than declare, that his own program did not differ in its final pur-
pose, but only in method, from that of the French bourgeoisie.
“There is even a movement among the more progressive clements
in the C. G. T.” (National Trade Union Centre of France), reports
the Economist, [12] “to think in terms of universal military rates
of pay supplemented by family allowances. Why should a worker
be paid more than a soldier?”

When after the establishment of exchange controls, of a license
system for foreign trade, and with the beginnings of investment
control, in the French and English governments’ adjustments of
their economies to the needs of war had been made, the thing that was
stressed by the English experts first and most of all was the need
to lower the English wages to the level of the French. The trade
union representatives, it was said, “will be unable to escape the con-
clusion that sacrifices will have to be made by the British working
class before equality of effort with France is reached.” [13] And
British experts offered a number of plans to facilitate the sacrifice,

[12] London, 2-3-194 91
[18] Eeomomine 16001850,




Mr. J. M. Keynes, the most celebrated of them, writes, “The workers
must not make a greater immediate demand on the national re-
sources than hitherto; the community may have to ask of them a
reduction. But this is no reason why they should not be rewarded
by a claim on future resources... The remedy is to distinguish two
kinds of or present eff ¢ which can be
used, if desired, and money the use of which must be deferred until
the emergency is over and we again enjoy a surplus of productive
resources.” [14] This scheme fits perfectly, as an American com-
plained, “in the growing passion for coersion and regimentation”,
but it must amuse even the schemers, as they know quite well that
Mr. Keynes high-sounding language will not substitute for the whip
which will back up the command to work more and eat less. For
“at no point in a realistic discussion of how in particular those
British citizens who suffer war losses to person and property are
to be compensated can it be assumed that anyone but the British
public will foot the bill This obviously means that the attempt
will be imade to keep the bill small. [15] The bill can be kept small
only at the expense of the workers. And if it was only just to ask
why a worker should be paid more than a'soldier, it is not unjust to
ask further why he should live longer than a soldier?

The more the struggle for democracy spreads and the longer
it lasts, the more rapidly will the world be fascizized, Beginning
with the complete subordination of labor, fhe process ends with
a ruling class all of society. Neither
pnal nor labor will escape; nor will there be left a democratic
island to which the intellectuals may escape to preserve the “culture”
of yesterday that is, their status as intellectuals in a moribound
world. “If this. war leads Europe to adopt the totalitarian economic
system”, concluded a round table conference of American ex-
perts, [16] “in which government directs production and foreign
trade, the United States might move in the same direction, for
reason of self-defense.”

Though war accelerates the spread of fascism, it does not cause
it. How fast fascism will march cannot be correctly predicted. How-
ever. a defeat of the “democratic countries” would lead to the im-
mediate completion of the fascist revolution now in progress. Coun
tries in which private property in the old sense has still sufficient
weight, will for that reason—in self-defense—be on the side of

[14] London Times: 11-14; 11-15; 11-28-1939.
{15] The Economist, Lo nden; 1221089, p. 820, .
[16] Fortune January 1940, p. 71.
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France and England. An alliance of a country like the United States
with Germany would presuppose a fascist revolution in America.
Only when the private property elements would be sufficiently
driven back, would the question of choice in war-partners arise. At
present, the United States, is interested only in ecither a speedy
defeat of Germany necessitating its early entrance in the war on the
side of the Allies, or in a compromise solution, in a truce rather
than peace, to win time for a realignment of forces less favor-
able to Germany than the present one. In short capitalism wants
both war and no war. This Hamlet attitude corresponds to the op-
position of private capital to the fascist tendencies in the “demo-
cratic” countries. It constitutes their weakness and augurs their
possible defeat unless they, too, become as one-sidedly totalitarian
as the fascist countries. But if they do—and eventually they must,
war or no war—there, then, should be apparent to any worker now
under the spell of ideologies, the senselessness of all national ques-
tions and all struggles for national purposes.

The more difficult the situation becomes for the Allies, the
more pressing becomes the need for America to help them, the more
fascistic these countries will become, and the more they will drive
Germany towards the final elimination of the last remnants of the
old capitalism. If the fascization does not continue in the dem.
ocratic countries, there is no chance for their military success; and
violent fascist revolutions will attempt to save what can be saved
in the diverse fatherlands. All roads lead to the totalitarian state.

It is no less than backward thinking to assume that a truce at
present would improve the position of the Allies, on the chance that
the Allied diplomacy of Pound and Dollar could then defeat the
German diplomacy of troops and cannons. Money was everything
only as long as it was respected as the ideal and universal form of
wealth and power. The old Blanqui slogan, that “those who have
iron, will have bread,” bears more weight today. What of it, if Ger-
many cannot secure iron ore from Sweden or the oil from Rumania
because she lacks exchange? It can take the mines of Sweden and
the fields of Rumania by force if no counterforce exists to stop
her. The gold in the hills of Kentucky is no such counterforce; to
become transmitted into force, means the arming of Sweden and
Rumania, or the militarization of- America. The first takes time,
the second means fascism. Dollar diplomacy is not enough; the
truce will be used rather to militarize the “democracies” to the ex-
tent that will reimbue the fascists with the proper respect for cash.
“We can defeat Germany only”, states the Economist, “by accumula-
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ting an unquestioned preponderance of all the materials of war. The
only way in which we can be sure of winning the war is by looking
ahead to a time when we shall be able to take the offensive side
with at least an equality of manpower and a crashing superiority of
material—in short, do to the Germans something of what they did
to the Poles in the month of September”. [17] If this was true
when printed it is even truer today. It implies that the anti-German
forces will be increasingly forced to adopt that system which they
are out to fight.

It is the wishful thinking of the anti-fascists that the blocade
and brewing financial troubles will surely bring about the defeat
of Germany without much effort on the part of the Allies, but in
this hope the movers and shakers of yesterday will be utterly dis-
appointed. Those “Marxists” a la Sternberg who by counting the
economic weaknesses of their old fatherland on their ten fingers
will have to do much re-counting. Their “cconomic approach” is al-
ready today a sort of propaganda in the Goebbels manner. By
fostering the war they help to bring about a world-wide fascism;
and even if their hopes come true, they will have merely aided in
bringing about a change of fascist commissars in Germany, but no
more. Such “Marxists” who propose others to fight against Hitler
assuring them of success in advance, have become themselves fascist
in spite of Hitler’s unwillingness to grant them that privilege.

THE FASCIST WORLD REVOLUTION

If Germany wins, warn the antifasc will rule the world.
No more possible in reality is the other hobgoblin that haunts many
an antifascist, which is that out of this war there might arise a
world-embracing system of fascism under one centralized ruling
body. The present half-hearted economic union of France and
England and its possibility of continuation after the war, the hypo-
critical talk of pacifists, antifascists, labor leaders, and other well-
meaning people about using this war to establish some sort of
European Federation which would come to an understanding with
the restof the world, returning with it to economic freedom, gives
rise anew to the dream of internationally regulated exploitation.

During the period of social reform it was argued by the socialist
worshippers of capital that the so-<alled tendency in each nation
towards the General Cartel—the one big trust—would be only the
stepping stone to an international cartel, that therein was to be seen

[17] The Economic Front. December 9, 1939; p. 363.



the conscious and peaceful transformation of international society
into socialism. The League of Nations was later envisioned as the
first major step in this process, but the world crisis, the collapse
of innumerable schemes and real attempts for international coopera-
tion, changed the dream into the nightmare of a world-embracing
fascism after the Russian model, so that the only ones remaining
joyful in these fantasies were the Bolsheviks.

The ruling classes of the nation-states have historically de-
veloped in a way which excludes the possibility of sharing in the
world by . The of world
cconomy with its highly developed division of labor, bound as it is
to a multitude of interests not directly concerned with its needs and
consequences, continually evolves frictions between the pressing
real needs of world production and distribution, and the class needs
and limited interests of the atomized bourgeoisie. This contradic-
tion exposes the capitalist mode of production as a hindrance to
the further unfolding of the productive forces of mankind.

Theoretically and abstractly it is conceivable that wars could
be avoided if all ruling classes in all countries, or in a decisive
number of important countries, would unite themselves into one rul-
ing body to organize world exploitation on a truly world economic
basis. What would be still left then would be the class war between
the world exploiters and the world exploited. However, though the
human mind could construct such a situation, history is more and
something else than the human mind. First of all, the actualization
of this concept would mean the disregarding of all previous history,
which has created a set of conditions in which decisive changes can
be made only by way of struggle. Furthermore, in the very process
of centralizing the rule over the workers in each and all countries
class positions are shifted, fortunes destroyed, capitalists eliminated.
To effect a centralized world rule which would realize an exploita-
tive world economy ending the necessity of war, not one but un-
countable wars would have to be fought to destroy a multitude of
special interests opposed to this centralization process. But each
of these wars is likely to create conditions allowing or forcing the
working class, to destroy the now reactionary class rule. Being the
only class whose interests do not oppose a real and concious world
collaboration, a truly world economy which would release the pro-
ductive forces now latent can be successfully realized only by this
class.
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The present war demonstrates as does all previous capitalist
history, the impossibility for capitalism nationally and internation-
ally considered, either to satisfy the real needs of world production
or of mastering it in its own capitalistic way to safeguard itself.
Even nationally where through political methods capital concen-
tration has reached unity with the state, it has been proven impossible
to climinate the struggles within the ruling class. And it is unthink-
able that these could ever be eliminated (their form only can change)
without the eradication of classes altogether. The very existence
of class relations continously engenders frictions and struggles
within the ruling class. So long as the economy is not able to satisfy
the relative wants of the great masses of people—and the existence
of class relations is indicated by just this situation—it cannot safisfy
the wants of the ruling class, which in itself is divided into many
categories of economic and political importance. The control of the
controllers remains a necessity, and distinctions are made in all
layers of such society. Each shift in the productivity of labor, and
each reversal the economy suffers, dislocates entire sections and
changes their positions within the ruling class. The struggle of the
exploited to enter the exploiting class leads to a continous struggle
within the latter, as the struggle in the exploiting class finds its
arguments in the misery or the aspirations of the exploited.

That it is impossible for the sectional struggles within a national
ruling class to be eliminated, is proven quite dramatically by the
various purges in Russia and Germany, and since this intra-class
peace cannot be attained in countries where political and economic
control are practically unified, its possibility is all the more fantastic
in the case of an international ruling caste. All this is independent
from the more important consideration of whether a greater pro-
ductivity and better general welfare would be possible at all on the
basis of such centralized control, which nevertheless continues the
old class relations between capital and labor, Neither Russia nor
Germany has as yet proven that this greater “prosperity” is feasible,
and the proof will be forthcoming only when this real world of op-
posed capitalist units is superseded by the prophet’s paradise of a
war-free world cartel

But the war-free world cartel, in which by international agree-
ment the different shares of the world-created profits are allotted to
the different political-economic combines according to the needs of
international fascism, will not become a reality. Not even the un;
tion of Europe will result from the present war, for this would
presuppose the complete defeat of one or the other set of the belli-
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gerents. However, the fight is not over European but over world
ues. A unified fascist Europe would mean, furthermore, the con-
tinuation of war; no longer between blocs of powers but between
whole continents. And it would make no difference here whether
the fascist United States of Europe would be determined by German-
Russian or by English-French imperialism. The American imperial-
ists, for instance, are well aware of the fact that whatever may be the
outcome of the war, it would lead only to another war with still
greater issues involved. Arguing for the increase in the Navy’s
budget, Secretary Charles Edison recently stated: “What we have
asked for is not sufficient to defend our home waters, the Monroe
doctrine, our possessions and our trade routes against a coalition
of Japan, Russia, Germany and Ttaly. We must face the possibility
of an Allied defeat and then measure the strength of the powers
which might combine for action against the Americas. If our Navy
is weaker than the combined strenght of potential cnemies, then
our Navy is too small. It is too small [18].” But American imperial-
ism would have to arm equally as well against an English dominated
coalition.

Capital must expand or disintegrate. In either case nations,
blocs of nations, or continents must with necessity encroach upon
the interests of other nations and coalitions. Within this very process
oppressed nations seize either the opportunity or face the necessity
of revolt against their oppressors. National states will arise as
others disappear. The world scene does not shift towards greater
balance but to ever more chaos. Disorder is the basis of capitalism;
the quest for order itself leads to greater disruption. By fighting
for national “independence” the backward countries not only add
to the general disorder but also bring to light the impossibility for
arealization of their desires. Their struggle for independent national
borders helps to destroy other nations. This is analagous to what
happens in the attempt to safeguard competition in a world of
monopolies. The fiercer one fights for competitive strength the
more inexorable grow the forces of monopolization. The days of the
capitalist market economy are numbered; so are the days of cap-
italistic nationalism. And yet, the victory of monopolization can
never be complete, and the national question can never disappear
unless the socio-economic setting is created for a conscious regula-
tion of world economy. This task can be undertaken only by the
world proletariat which must vet recognize that its life interests
are internationally identical. Though these interests of the workers

[18] Quoted in “Time,” 1-22-1940, p. 18.



are already objectively unified, the life interests of the ruling class
will always remain nationally sundered no matter how close the
nations should ever resemble each other.

To support today the struggles for national liberation means to
support the growth of fascism and the prolongation of war. Because
only by becoming more centralistic, more capitalistic, more aggres
sive than the older countries, such nations would be able to “free”
themselves from one set of imperialists only to fall victims to
other. But never can they free themselves from the capitalist misery
ruling the world. Since all advantages are still on the side of the
imperialist nations the fight for national liberation concerns no
more than the choice between imperialist rivals benefiting not the
mass of the oppressed people but only their rulers. To envision, for
instance, that the independence of India, brought about because of
the war or with the direct aid of German imperialism would ereate
democratic conditions and further the capitalization of that country
requires the loss of all sense for reality.

e

Though there is no longer a chance for the oppressed nations
to free themselves, there too, is no longer any chance for the op-
pressors to maintain their rule, just as there is also little hope for
the so-called have-not nations to overcome their present difficulties
by seizing for themselves the possessions of the have-nations. After
all, the favorable position of the havenations did not spare them
from economic depression and decline. They may fall later, but
when their reserves are exhausted they fall nevertheless.

It is a rather pitiful show which is provided by English and
French capital in their hedging on the Russian question. They can-
not make up their minds whether or not to include Russia among
their enemies. Not only Germany, or Germany and Russia, but the
whole world is England’s enemy, just as not only England but the
whole world—despite the German overtures to France—is Germany’
enemy, As a mater of fact, “Russia, not Germany, is Great Britain's
historical antagonist in Asia; and Russia, not Germany holds the
strategic threat to Britain's imperial life-line from Cairo to Calcutta,
Germans see, beyond the wheat fields of the Ukraine and the oil
wells of the Caucasus, the land route to India. Having already
obtained Russia’s pledge of economic help, they see the prospect of
also obtaining Russian pressure on the vast reaches of Britain's
empire [19].” If because of this, the British attempt to break the
Russian-German  alliance, they will find no reward. The “balance

[19] Barron’s Financial Weekly, 2-12-1940, p. 3.



of power” strategy has reached its end. What was believed to have
worked somehow in the last hundred years certainly does not work
any longer. Englands policy of preventing the establishment of
a power or coalition able to challenge her supremacy did not save
the Empire, but it was rather the relative prosperity all over the
world which allowed credence to the value of this policy. Though
apparently leading to the German defeat in the last war, its pursu-
ance permitted a German comeback so that it could once more chal-
lenge English supremacy [20]. As the well-being of international
capitalism allowed suceess to the policy of the “balance of power,”
the general erisis of capitalism excludes its working. Not this or
that policy, but the deep economic pressure which moves the world
today determines its future as well.

What if England does succeed to break the new alliance of
fascist countries by bestowing upon Russia what it refuses to Ger-
many, or giving to Ttaly what it denies Japan, or to Japan what
denies Russia, or to Germany what it denies Russia? Then new al-
Tiances will spring up as a result, new interests will arise, the war
though shifted will remain because the hunger is general. What if
by such moves one or the other country, whether Russia or Germany,
is totally defeated and dismembered by the victors? “The days are
over,” mourns the Economist [21], “when the defeated enemy was
expected to meet the expenses of the victor, and also to indemnify
nd suffering involved in fighting the
war, . ... the understanding that the loser pays has gone the way of
most of the sporting principles which were a minor feature of the
wars of the distant past.” What if in the course of the war German
interests all over the world are eliminated? This war is not only
unprofitable [22], but entirely meaningless from the viewpoint of
national capitalistic interests. Not only is there a chance that non-
belligerent powers may take advantage of the war situation, but
those backward countries over which the war is really fought may
yet raise their heads and secure for themselves the exclusive rights
for the exploitation of their “people.” In South America for instance,

him for the inconveniences

A ol Sea “The World War i the Making,” Living Marxism No. 6, pp. 132-
Jwith the possible consequences of attempts at ‘ending the per-
[21] E5N505, p. 90

The Ewmymm of Dec. 9, 1999, p. 365, states: “There is now wide-
el rcmgmk e necessity to use the weapon of export and import

are not an alternative to munitions industries; they are munitions industries.”
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oil for Mexico and steel for Brazil are made the pretexts for the
development of half privately, half state controlled economic systems
the like of which rule today in Europe. Private capital will no
longer be able to control those countries and no longer be willing
to take the necessary risks. To continue the exploitation of countries
like those in South America a fascist North America must arise.

The economic war disrupts further the already badly disorganized
world-trade and threatens the foreign business of all “neutral”
nations including the Americans. The English, for instance, have
brought pressure upon Argentina to buy British products to the
exclusion of goods from the United States. The Germans have in-
creased their exports to all acquirable markets. They have a price
policy dedicated to economic warfare and are producing on a scale
that will not only keep an army in the field, but on the largest scale
to which their industrial machine can be driven. The non-belligerents
are not profiting from the war; they report increasing unemployment
and growing economic stagnation. As history cannot be turned bacl
interests which must in turn be defeated since they will not volun-
tarily retreat,

One must laugh upon reading Mr. Welles' proposal to the French
government that a war goal must be the removal of the newly
established trade barriers. The Welles statement [23] listed three
points: “.) Healthy commercial relations must be the basis of politi-
cal and economic peace. 2.) The prosperity of international com-
merce precludes exclusive discriminatory agreements between two
countries. 3.) If world trade is to be reconstructed after the war,
it must be without resentment or fear of any nations toward others.”
And it is only in keeping with the nature of these proposals when
President Roosevelt added to,them the need for “doing away with
huge armies, and the need to permit free international exchange of
ideas and to allow the worship of God.”

he return to a free market as a war goal goes well with the
hypocritical proclamation that no more than the defeat of Hitler and
the re-establishment of borders violated by Germany are involved i
this war. Neither one nor the other can be realized even if the state:
men for once in the history of statesmanship should mean what they
say. The increasing fascization through war eliminates all respect
for national borders, as fascist foreign policy means precisely the
doing away of borders preventing the needed expansion. To main-
tain the security and the profitability of the present blocs of power
new trade barriers have to be erected in conformance with their

[23] New York Times, 3-10-1940.
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different needs. Planning will bring counter-planning, features of
today’s economic warfare will become permanent if the fascist plans
succeed,

There are numerous additional arguments proving the practical
impossibility for the realization of a fascist world cartel. The pre-
sent war will not effect a capitalist international reorganization
allowing for a new period of capitalist advancement. This war, as
the permanent depression since 1929, is but another side of the decline
process of the capitalist form of society.

Ending the War

The fascist “world-revolution” must then be understood as the
reorganization of all countries on the basis of a fascist economy,
accompanied by violent attempts to re-shuffle economic power posi-
tions in the interests of the dominant fascist countries and their
satellites. The present war will not lead to another period of peace,
but is a permanent war, as the depression of 1929 has become per-
manent. There will be no vanquished and no victors; defeat and
victory would imply that the ending of the war exists already in
its beginning. Whatever countries will still be involved in the
war, and what re-alignments will take place, interesting as this
peculation may be, are of no concern to us, nor to the working
class at large. Neither victory nor defeat are any longer of import.
ance to the ruling classes, though no choice exists but to work towards
victory. They will never obtain the peace they desire; all they may
reach is a temporary truce implying the defeat either for England—
France, or for Germany. In either case the position of the countries
forced into the truce will become untenable and their collapse would
be only a question of time. They could not help but to initiate an-
other armament race and to prepare for the resumption of the war.
The respite would not be long for without the war internal conditions
would culminate into social convulsions, leaving the uncertainties
of war more preferable to the ruling classes. And yet, though war
seems to be the only solution out of the capitalist dilemma, the
system will not be able to carry war to the extent necessary for the
solution of its contradiction:

We must recall at this point that capitalist accumulation comes
to an end simply because it cannot produce the profits necessary
for a continous expansion. When capital hecomes too gigantic, pro-
fits become too dwarfed in comparison for capital to be increased
at the previous rate of growth, a rate necessary, though o longer
possible, for the existence of prosperity. In other words: the profits

a5}



created, however large they may be, are too small to be employed
with any significance in relation to the increased requirements of an
increased mass of capital ; the largest unemployed army indicates no
more than a real lack of labor power relative to the profit-needs
determined by a progressive expansion. In a similar way, the war
which may be necessary for that re-organization of capitalism neces-
sary for its further existence, may require energies which can no
longer be created by capitalism. The war machinery needed by cach
of the belligerent countries to crush the other may be beyond their
reach. Just as capital lies idle, appearing as a surplus though in
reality representing a shortage of capital because it is not sufficient
for a profitable expansion, armies and war machinery lic immobile
because — enormous as they may appear —are still insufficient to
make probable the success of an offensive. Idle capital indicates
the permanent depression—the idle soldiers on the Rhine illustrate
the permanency of war. Ridiculous as it would be, from a capitalist
point of view, to activize a capital that would be sterile of profit,
it would be just as ridiculous to set in motion armies incapable of
shifting the balance. However, capital weighs heavier than human
lives, and capitalists will sooner risk their soldiers than invest their
capital unprofitably. But even if the offensive will eventually occur,
through the despair caused by the increasing economic and social
pressure, still they must of necessity take place within the structure
of a limited war unable to fulfill its birthright: the total defeat of
the enemy.

The cost of equipping and maintaining a division in the field
has been almost doubled since the last war. The cost of aeronauti-
cal equipment per man in the English air force alone is about 2,000
Pounds per annum. The technological advance of the war-machinery
has increased the cost of military operations enormously, and it can
be said that for each soldier at least 10 workers are needed to assure
his efficiency under modern war-conditions.

The enormous armies kept in constant readiness, the production
for purely destructive purposes increasing continuously, the need
for carrying on the economic warfare, and the necessity to provide
sustenance for the workers laboring at high speed, all eat into the
surplus value as never before and lead to an increasing pauperization
of all countries, and still this process cannot be intercepted by a
sudden gigantic effort on the part of one of the belligerent powers
For such an effort all the available energies are not enough, Thus

arises a situation which necessitates the permanence of a war grow-
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ing out of the permanent depression—a crisis which cannot be ended
unless ended by the soldiers themselves, the soldiers both on the
fronts and in the factories, for in the course of war any distinction
between these divisions of the laboring class will disappear [24].

THE END OF BOURGEOIS ECONOMICS

The beginning of theoretical economy as an independent science
is generally traced to the time of Adam Smith. Though this “begin-
ning” may be more correctly considered a turning point in economic
thought, nevertheless there began with “The Wealth of Nations” an
entirely new period for economic theory, the period of the “Classical”
theory, which reached its highest development with David Ricardo.
After that it seemed that all that could be said about political econ-
omy had been said. The followers of the Classicists came to be
known as the Orthodox School; their aspirations encompassed only
the interpretation and elaboration of the Classical viewpoint.

“The Classical theories and the Orthodox School both developed
in England. There they had their greatest influence. For England
was then the most industrially advanced country. True, other coun-
tries following England’s form of industrialization were strongly in-
clined to import those economic theories, since they were a concomi-
tant of the industrial development. However, because the results of
this industrialization process did not for a long time correspond to
the high expectations of its advocates, scepticism arose to challenge
the desirability of following in the footsteps of English capitalism
and of accepting its economic theories.

Because it was the first of the new capitalistic powers England
had many advantages, and these resulted in a corresponding number
of disadvantages for countries less advanced. Free trade, a principle
of the Classical School and its followers, expressed in reality a pre-
rogative of England and hampered the industrialization process
countries not so highly developed. The general theory did not fit
different circumstances; to object to English monopoly meant also
to object to its laissez-faire philosophy.

24] This article, continuing in the next issue, will deal with the further
consequences of the pérmanent war, with the meaning of an eventual temporary
Peace agreement, With the possiblé consequences of ‘attempts to end the per.

ncy of war through turning the whole world into 2 battle field, and,
of society to be made by the inter-
the continuation of this article will
3 critical discussion Of the arguments presented by Alpha i this issue of
Living
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The opinion of the Classical theorists and of the Orthodox School
was that it was best not to interfere with the “automatic” regulation
of economic affairs, which was affected by a market law as inexorable
as a “natural law.” According to this opinion, the law of supply and
demand brought order into social production and distribution: An
invisible hand was guiding the social relations of men in a just and
effective manner. By competition, each tried to get the most for
himself, and, because this competition was a general one, no one could
acquire privileges nor be taken at a disadvantage. 'Each would eceive
what corresponded to the value of his product—a price tat expressed
the labor time incorporated in the commodity that he offered. If no
one interfered with the automatic market laws, there would be active
and continuous tendencies toward an equilibrium between supply
and demand, and therefore the best possible harmony and welfare.

It is easily understandable that whoever prospered under the
conditions of laissez-faire [which was more of an ideology than an
actuality], was bound to believe that the theory of the Classicists
satisfactorily explained the economic laws, and that whoever did not
fare so well under those conditions would be inclined to rebel against
this philosophy, as well as against the practices associated with it.
These two conflicting attitudes, however, only proved the validity of
competition. Each group was fighting for specific interests, but
with unequal possibilities. Free trade, recognized as an advantage
to the more developed countries, could be opposed by the less de-
veloped countries only with additional political means, such as state-
fostered industries and tariff regulations. But this activity could
lead to nothing but a return to international free trade and a more
equal participation therein. From the beginning, the turn against
free trade was destined to be of only a temporary character caleu-
lated to win competitive strength and to counteract national economic
disadvantages.

At first, the Classical theories met intensive criticism. A new.
school of economic thought developed in backward countries which
were trying to industrialize themselves. In America its foremost
exponent was Henry Carey. Although some of the ideas of his
National Economy” can be traced back to the teachings of the Mer-
cantilists and the French Physiocrats, their influence and temporary
popularity were based, not on the past, but on the immediate national
needs of hindrances in the process. Carey
and his followers pointed out that the theories developed by Smith,
althus, and Ricardo had only limited validity, since they could serve
ally determined interests of the English capitalists.

=

only the histo
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Tach nation, they concluded, was bound to reason along lines of its
own specific interests. The purely economic could not be the sole
explanation of economy: extra-economic factors, historical, ethical,
psychological, national, institutional, also played their part, and had
10 e taken into consideration. The movement of prices, for instance,
did not need to be explained by general competition, as they were

olutely and abstractly determined by “supply and demand.”
Instead, a series of ethical, conscious, and institutional factors was
able to determine and transform historically established price con-
uellanons However, with the growth of American industry and its
larger participation in world trade, the historical school of National
i onomy lost its popularity and gave way again to the Orthodox
School s the most scientific explanation and approach.

1L

The Orthodox School helieved that the principles of economic
science had been established, and that all further activity must restrict
jtself to the search for additional arguments to support the established
generalizations. As a matter of fact, it was difficult to conceive of
a further important development of economic science, since the belief
that the law of the market alone solved all problems made further
research quite superfluous. However, conditions in society were not
so satisfactory as they might have been, despite the prevailing the-
ories, and because of the existing social distress there arose within
the highly industrial countries, and also within the countries in a
transitory stage, a criticism of the Classical concepts. The Marxian
School of economic thought, for instance, discovered that the Classical
theory had stopped short at a point where its further development
would have brought to light the painful consequences of the class
antagonism existing in society. The recognition of the class-rela-
tions led to the formulation of the theory of surplus value, that is, to
the concept that a part of the value ereated by labor was appropriated
in the forms of profit, interest, and rent by the enterpreneurs and the
owners of the means of production. By a theoretical anticipation of
the consequences of such a relationship in regard to capital formation
was deduced the theory that the development of the capitalist society
would necessarily be accompanied by an increasing exploitation of
the laboring population, since the rate of profit had a tendency to
decline, in view of the fact that the relationship between the capital
invested into the productive apparatus and that invested into wages
shifted in such a way that the former became always larger and the
latter smaller. As all profits are created by the workers, the dimi
ing number of laborers must lead to a scarcity of profits in relation

h-
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to the total socially engaged capvtal ‘This condition, it was argued,
would increase the competitive struggle for the division of the social
product. Thus the entire e arrangement was brought into
question,

This rather complex theory, although finding little support in
the United States, was in a simplified fashion largely adopted by the
European labor organizations as the theoretical justification of their
struggle to improve labor conditions. This school was widely ac-
knowledged to be, as indeed it considered itself to be, the heir of
the Classical theory.

It was difficult for the proponents of the Classical theory to
confute the Marxists’ theories, as the Classicists and the Marxists
based their arguments on the same objective value concept, that is,
that the value of commodities is determined by the quantity of labor
socially necessary to produce them, and that all economic phenomena
can be traced to this fundamental relationship. Attempts were now
made to replace this objective and dangerous concept with a psycholo-
gical, and subjective one, which, developed by Jevons in England
and a number of Austrian economists, came to be known as the
Marginal Utility theory. For a time this new theory became very
popular in America,

The ideas of this school originated from the simple observation
of human reactions to the searcity or abundance of useful things. The

The new school took as its starting
point the demand for commodities. It was clear that the utility at-
tributed to a commodity by individuals diminishes with its greater
abundance. Supply and demand were no longer determined by what
was brought to the market by the producers, but by the individual
desires of the buyers, who measured the value of a commodity by
what it meant to them. Price was no longer determined by labor, but
by the marginal utility of a commodity, which was measured on the
market by the strength of demand. The decrease in demand would
effect a decrease in the prices, and, with this, a decrease in the pro-
duction of the commodity, for then its results would bring less than
the final, or marginal price. It was, however, difficult to explain
consistently all the various economic phenomena with this theory;
and though single concepts of this theory were adopted by many econ-
omists of other schools, still, as a general theory it was slowly aban-
doned in America and elsewhere. However, the schools of commerce
and the advertising business profited to a large extent from the find-
ings of this school.
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Although temporarily overshadowed by the theory of Marg-
inal Utility, the Orthodox School was still dominant in academic
circles, especially because of its revival by the Neo-Classicists, whose
foremost exponent was Alfred Marshall. The Neo-Classicists, or
modern value theorists, combined their older cost of production the-
ory with the marginal utility theory. The idea that the Classicists
had neglected the demand aspect of the economic process seemed to
come clearly to light in the fact that it was difficult to satisfy the
needs of the people, and this despite the occasions when it became
quite difficult to dispose of the produced commodities. The Neo-
Classicists did not bother themselves any longer with questions as to
the desirability of the prevailing economic system, they simply as-
sumed that it was the best possible system, and they tried only to
find means of making it more e For one thing, laissez-faire
did not function in the expected way, and recognizing that many of
the arguments of the Historical School were justified, recognizing
also that, theory or no theory, there were in reality constant interfer.
ences with the economic mechanism, they tried to find what possibili-
ties there were of nullifying disturbances caused by state interven-
tion, imperfect competition, and disequilibrium on the market. The
static concept of the Classical School was replaced by one that allowed
for evolution; absolute statements became relative ones, and the
theory of value was now maintained only for the purpose of explain-
ing the total and general social development. Bul for the explanation
of market there was
il e S e
but postulated instead four factors of production, which, when trans-
formed into market prices, determined the division of income. This
new concept forced the Neo-Classicists to restrict their research to
market and price investigations in order to discover possibilities of
influencing the economic movement in a socially favorable way.

To attempt to influence the movement of the market it was neces-
sary to assemble empiric data and to discover practical methods of
utilizing them. Two main tendencies then developed out of the Neo-
Classical revision: One, maintaining interests in “pure theory,” de-
veloped the qualitative analysis; the other, interested solely in em.
piric research, conformed fo the quantitative analysis. Both ten-
dencies played their part in America, but the latter found preference.
Out of it developed e Cycle Economists, who
were interested mainly in discovering the factors that determine
prosperity and depression. Their researches were helped along largely
by the birth of the so-called Methematical School, which believed it
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could reduce fundamental economic relations and problems to mat-
ters of summation and equation. However, as this school had only a
methodological character, it was not in opposition to the other schools
of economic thought, but helpful to all of them to a certain extent,
and especially helpful to the Cycle Analysts.

1L

In opposition to the Classical theorists, as well as to the other
economic schools, there arose in America the Institutional School,
whose foremost exponent was Thorstein Veblen. This school, which
had its antecedents in the Historical School, thought that most of the
arguments agitating the academic circles were largely of an arti-
1 nature; that most of the problems raised could be ignored.
Feonomic problems and relationships were to be regarded no longer
from the viewpoint of general abstract theories, but approached by
an investigation of the actual social conditions and institutions as they
arose, functioned, and declined. The Institutional School accepted
economic determinism and connected it with technological develop-
ment. Tt believed that the rise of industry had brought into being
many new problems that could be solved only by the adaptation of
society to these new institutions. It rejected the psychological em-
phasis of both the Classicists and the followers of the Marginal Ut
ity theory and pointed out that “human nature” does not explain
social relations and the institutions of society, but that rather these
latter form and change human nature.

Instituti has its phi ic parallel in Pragmatism, both
of which may be explained by the general social and ideological
conditions existing at the turn of the century. By rejecting totally
or partially the old value concept of the Classicists, economic theory
had ceased the attempt to explain all social phenomena by an objee-
tive general theory. All it could do was to follow the actual move-
ments of the market, the price relations, and to try to discover after-
wards why the one or the other event had occurred. Predictions
became impossible; the economists found themselves drowning in
their accumulated empirical material, or lost in abstract speculations
remote from all reality. Business was certainly something other than
economic theory, for business men never acted in accordance with
cconomic theory. Instead, they followed their most immediate neces
ities, without questioning their social meanings, or else they based
their activity on their own analysis of market conditions. independent
of all theory and guided solely by actual or imagined facts. The
inability to discover the economic laws of motion on the basis of
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money and price considerations brought about a general despair as
to the usefulness of all economic theory. Hopes arising in period of
prosperity vanished again in ensuing depressions. The harmony
assumed by the Classicists did not harmonize with the increasingly
chaotic character of cconomic life; and just as the Pragmatists had
ceased to believe in eternal, universal, unchangeable natural laws,
50 the Institutionalists ceased to believe that the Classical Concept
could be regarded as corresponding to unchangeable economic pro-
cesses. \What had been taken as the “natural order of things” was
now recognized as an abstraction serving specific ends; not corre-
sponding to an objective reality, but serving as an instrument for a
particular social practice. Not the insight into a general law, but the
need for such a law to foster limited interests, was at the bottom
of the Classical theory. As long as this ideology, accepted as a gen-
eral law, served the function of its adherents, it was certainly justi-
fied; its validity was proved by its actual results. However, the dis-
covery having been made that not an insight into the nature of things,
but the will to reach certain results, determined the ideas and actions
of men, it followed that all theory can serve merely as an instrument
to fulfill desired purposes. It saw old psychological motivations as
factors excluding conscious interference with the economic processes,
nd as fostering a will-less subordination under nonexisting, but
imply assumed, “natural laws,” and it believed it was necessary to
intervene actively in the economic life of society, to make it function
in a desirable way.

After the first great difficulties had been overcome in the
process of industrialization, there arose very rapidly in America the
tendency towards monopolization and trusti “Big business”
seemed to proceed under its own necessities and wishes toward the
subordination of all other social layers. The assumed “mechanics”
of the Classicists, or the determination of production by consump-
tion, as assumed by the Marginal Utility theorists, no longer corre-
sponded to the known facts. Concentration of capital, fostered by
the development of the banking and credit system, seemed to give
the big trusts and financial combinations dictatorial power over the
whole ‘of society. The principle of hissez-faire seemed to have
served solely to a that was p
destroying cven the outer resemblances of laissez-faire. The cry for
intervention in the “automatic” laws of the market was no longer
directed only against cheap foreign competition, as in the case of
the Historical School of Carey and his following, but also against
the growing power of the trusts and monopolies within the country,

33



which could not be checked by economic competition, because com-
petition had created them. The Classicists had assumed that the mar-
ket served both society and its individuals, but now there existed
neither the independent individual nor a society that harmonized
all the interests of its members. Institutionalism takes as its starting
point neither the individual nor the whole of society, but institutions
which change society and transform group interests. It is not, as
are, for instance, the Marxists, interested in a radical transformation
of all social relations, but rather in a gradual change of society
plished by important social layers that will adapt men and their rela-
tions to institutions that are already formed, like modern industry
and technique. Without this adaptation of society to determining in-
stitutions, chaos and destruction must arise. Wishing to avoid these
dangers, Institutionalism, by clamoring for actions for purposes of
reform, was, as Dr. J. A. Estey has said, “an S. O. S. to save a sinking.
world” [1]

ccom-

The psychological elements in economic theory are not, the In-
stitutionalists pointed out, determined by general cconomic, un-
laws, but by i I factors. To amount to
something in society, one has to be successful in basiness; one has
to be a man of means. People aspired to be rich in order to repre-
sent something socially. Parasitism and waste, expressions of wealth,
were a mark of respectability, justifying the accumulation of large
fortunes. In satisfying their pecuniary desire, people were con-
stantly engaged in establishing social prestiges. \Whoever lost the
opportunity of doing so would be willing to turn to oppositional
points of view and advocate a change in social con The
prevailing psychological attitud
only utterly false, but also dangerous to the maintenance of society.
Against the economics of the leisure class they set the common-sense
arguments for an cconomy that recognized the importance of the pro-
ductive elements in society. Against the parasitical finance capital
and its undisturbed freedom, they proclaimed the need for guiding
the economic life, for partial or even complete control, for the reor-
ganization of society in a way permitting the further advance of
production and subsequent increase in consumption, which advance
was being sabotaged by the “vested interests.” In short, Institutional-
ism wanted to reform society along the lines of a full unfolding of
the technical industrial forces, and of the possibilities of the greater
welfare resulting therefrom. Today, the program of the Institutional

(1] Orthodox Economic Theory: A Defense. Journal of Political Econ-
omy. December 1936; p. 798.
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School, as adapted to the most urgent needs, concentrates on the de-
mand for a better distribution of mass purchasing power and an
cconomy of plenty, which seems, in the words of one of its best
present.day exponents, Professor C. E. Ayres, “the only road to eco-
nomic peace, as it is the only road to economic order.” [2]

Iv.

In the United States today, only two schools, Orthodox Economy
[modern value theorists] and Institutionalism, are of actual im-
portance. Single phases of other schools, the Mathematical, the
Marginal Utility theory, and the Cycle Analysts, insofar as they did
not conflict with cither of the main theories, were incorporated into
them. The sharp opposition between the two groups has almost
ceased to exist; each regards the other’s doctrines as a supplementing
rationale, This new attitude is dictated by the actual economic con.
ditions, for even the most consistent orthodox theoretician can no
longer overlook the fact that laissez-faire no longer does, nor could,
function in such a way as to satisfy the hopes for it. So it is that
W. C. Mitchell derived his importance in the history of economics
largely, as R. G. Tugwell recently remarked, “because he is a bridge
from Classicism to Instrumentalism,” [3] and the Institutional School
has profited much by recent researches undertaken by economists of
the orthodox theory. However, seen from another point of view, this
overlapping of all theories corresponds with the fact, as R. G. Tug-
well further remarked, that “we have no economic theory any more
in the old sense; we have merely utilitarian tentatives.”

All schools of economic thought were forced by the crisis con-
ditions to attempt to find practical answers to the needs of business.
Since 1929, and even before that time, economists of the Orthodox
School, as well as the Institutional, have indulged in extensive em-
pirical researches to discover the secret of prosperity, and to find
methods of shielding society from the dangers of stagnation and
decline. Researches into the movement of the rates of profit, price
studies, and analyses of the business cycle; investigations into the
country’s capacity to produce and consume, into problems of capital
formation, the relations between income and economic progress, and
issues like foreign trade and capital export were undertaken. Com-
missions of inquiry into the prospects for a planned economy were
formed by universities and private research societies. The questions
of business, labor, and the government, were widely discussed, with

[2] The Problem of Economic Order. New York, 193
[3] The New Republic. October 6, 1937; p. 240.
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and without relation to the experiences of other countries. Extreme
adherents to the Institutional School arrived at conclusions of eco-
nomic control similar to the partial or complete state-controlled eco-
nomic systems in European countries. Extreme conservative ex-
ponent of the Orthodox School blamed, if not the depression, at
least its on the of the gov-
ernment. But all this work was not sufficient to still the growing
scepticism or outright despair for all economic theory. Despite the
most important studies, and often because of them, the decpest pes-
simism as to the possibility of a rational solution of sacial problems
prevailed.

Looking backward, and taking only essentials in consideration,
one recognizes that the more recent development of hourgeois eco-
nomic theory may be described as an unsuccessful flight from the
value concept of early capitalist economic theory. However, the re-
jection of the labor theory of value resulted not only from increasing
apologetic needs, but mare so, from the growing necessity of inter-
fering with the assumed automatic mechanism of the market econ-
omy. For such purposes the labor theory of value is entirely useless.
Forced to consider only their most immediate necessities, the capital-
ists can find no interest in a real understanding of the present pro-
duction relations and their social consequences. A knowledge of
fundamental social laws is not required to make profits or to declare
bankruptey. Such a knowledge can help neither the capitalist nor the
ty which he dominates, because it can only disclose the short-
comings of the latter and predict the end of the former. The fetish
character of commodity production requires “erroneous” concepts of
cconomic problems, in order to bring about “correct” results for the
exploiting classes; for in capitalist society
“the relations connecting the labor of one individual with that of the rest ap-

pear, not as direct relations between individuals at work, but as what they reall
matorial vélations between ‘perions und social velations’ between thnGs

“The more “social-minded” the bourgeoisie becomes, the more it feels
induced to bring order into its system—the more does it disrupt the
only order possible under capitalistic relations, the uncontrollable
workings of the law of value.

“In trying to escape from the pmodmxl crises which threaten more and more

the eisténce of bourgeois society, and in a desperate attemt to overcome the
grisiing aoutecriie o the whou capitalist sustem, the bourgeoisie is compeled,
by eontinually fresh o Cinterforences’ with. the fnner laws of s own

oroiction, and contimually groater changes in its owon sooial and
ymmvcnl orgamisaiizh, o prepare more vilent and more uriversul rises and at
‘o diminish the means of overcoming future crises.” (5

[4] K. Marx, Capital, Vol. 1; p. 84; Kerr Ed.
(5] K. Korsch, “Karl Marx” New York, 1938; p. 146.



The recognition that any attempt to safeguard the present society
through conscious interventions into its economic laws is futile would
1ot end such interferences, for they are themselves dictated by the
blindly operating law of value. What “planning” there exists and
possible is foreed upon the “planners” in their very struggle against
a truly planned social economy.

The class character of society limits the bourgeois economists to
considerations of isolated phenomena, to the assembly of limited and
therefore meaningless data, to the play with certain relationships
between some economic factors; it never allows them to deal with
actual social questions ’ﬂ\q can arrive only at conclusions the
of which is determined entirely by
the “accidents” of the market. The recognition of the causes of those
“accidents” can not lead to their climination, but only to the knowl-
cdge that it is necessary to liquidate the market and commodity econ-
omy. Nevertheless, it will remain the unsuccessful function of the
cconomists to try to find ever new methods of guarding
society from the results of its own developmental laws. The whole
history of bourgeois economics actually proves Marx’s assertion that
the bourgeoisie is incapable of maintaining a scientific political econ-
omy under conditions of growing class contradictions.

“Its last great representative, Ricardo,” Marz said, “consciously makes
K antsuoten of ey aienste o] toger ond robe of Beoras. gk o
the starting point of his investigati is
social law of mature. But by this start the sciénce o

a question, whether this theorem or that was true, but
ar/al s ooplaljen ol aspidiont o ‘ncapediont, politically dangoros

.

Marx distinguished between three different types of economic
theory, the classical, the eritical, and the vulgar. Since then, the
latter has spread out in about a dozen branches. Tn accordance with
the competitive character of capitalist production, each cl
nomic thought vies with the other. Each blames the other for the
prevailing belief in the uselessness of economic theory in the prac-
tical needs of society. But as a matter of fact, theory is more
portant to all of them than reality, all have fallen victims to a fruit-
less formalism. The dry and cccentric opinions of the followers
of the Mathematical School are no more nor less removed from
reality than are the ideologic, partial descriptions of economic proces.
ses by other schools, and the prevalence of the one or the other is de-

of eco-

-

[6] K. Marx, Capital, Vol. T; pp. 1819; Kerr Ed.



termined not by the economists, but by the social conditions under
which they operate. In the United States, for instance, where the
miserable character of capitalist production is only now beginning
to impress itself upon the minds of men, a considerable number of
economists can still limit themselves to empty price considerations,
and can even say that “the greatest economic catastrophe that has ever
oceurred is primarily a price problem.” [7] Whether or not this is
actually true is not even investigated, for as long as the logic of
the false assumption is maintained, all is well as far as the econo-
mists are concerned. That their theoretical assertions are not applied
is not the fault of the econom they argue, but the problem
of those who are responsible for actual policies, and who in their
ignorance refuse the service of economic science. But where all
theory is “co-ordinated to the needs of the nation,” as in Germany,
economic thinking becomes outright nonsense. “Pure theory,” it was
said in Germany after 1933, is “typical for the English and the Jews,”
but entirely foreign to the German character, which derives its eco-
nomics from national and racial principles. However, though an
“cconomic theory” limited to a nation may serve the propaganda
needs of autarchic policies, it will serve nothing more —and those
policies are only the means for further imperialistic expansion in
an actual international economy. Consequently, a few years later, the
“typically German” economic theory was once more transformed into
“general principles of human relationships.” [8] In England which,
5o to speak, still lingers between yesterday and today, between Amer-
ica and Germany, neither the consistent restriction to price phe-
nomena, apparently free of all ideology, nor the ideologic nonsense
in vogue in Germany, apparently freed from the price fetishism, has
yet aroused sufficient interest. Thus, cconomic theory everywhere
only supplements the prevailing ideologies. Though it is said, for
instance, that J. M. Keynes’ “rebellion” against Orthodox restrictions
in favor of a determined active attempt to change depression condi-
tions is largely responsible for Germany’s present economic pol
as well as for Roosevelt’s New Deal, it is quite superfluous to inquire
into the truth of such assertions. For even if this be the case.
nothing of real importance can be recorded. The “new” eredit.
money, and public works policies, the quest for a lower rate of in-
terest, or even its complete abolition—yes, even the “socialization of
investments” and all the other proposals, are as old as capitalism.
Their present more intense application only reflects the increasing

{71 G. T. Warren and P. & Peasaon, Prices Now Yurk, 1003 3. 1.
(8] Die Deutsche Volkswirtschaft. December, 1937; p. 1:
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difficulties of capitalism. They are not designed to change the
system, but instead they follow from the changes already made
in capitalist structure, and mean practically that the concentration
and centralization of capital proceeds now with additional political
means. The present economic measures, Sir Arthur Salter has said,
“are a kind of bastard-socialism,” [9] not conceived to help society,
but forced upon it by powerful group interests. And it is amusing
to see how not only socialists, but also bourgeois economists, mistake
this “bastard-socialism” for an actual societal trend towards socialism.

E. C. Harwood, for instance, declares, “we seem to be in the
process of exchanging our parasitical rich for a much more numer-
ous group of parasitical poor.” [10] He doesn’t know that he still
deseribes here the workings of the capitalist accamulation process,
for, as Marx and Engels have pointed out, [11] in this process

‘pauperism develops more rapidly than population and wealth, And it is hore
whvvc it becomes evident, that the bom’ﬂoums is unfit any lmtgvr to be the
ruling cln.n in_society, and to impose tions of existence upon somﬂlﬂ

er-riding law. It is unfit to mlt because it 18 incompetent
an v'nxlenar to its slave within his vlavny yecause he cannot help Ysmml Pmn
Sl into. such o state that it has to feed him, inatead of being fed by h

Under such conditions the bourgeoisie must try to increase the
exploitation of the workers more than ever, and attempt to decrease
_ still further the number of exploiters. All recent economic policies

have attempted to fulfill both necessities. And all bourgeois eco-
nomic theory has merely supported these actual policies, even though
they have proposed quite different methods to achieve these results.
These differences of procedure only correspond to actual differences
of interest among the unequally situated bourgeoisie.

However, as none is willing to do away with the present exploi-
tative relations, all such proposals are out to serve the needs of fur-
ther capitalist which the
sufficient profitability. How to exploit more workers and to
ise the productivity of labor; how to reorganize society, or to in-
s end, is at the basis of all eco-
As long as this is precluded practically, or possible
¢ to an insufficient degree, economic discussion necessarily cen
ters on the question of how the diminished surplus value shall be
distributed among the non-workers in society to allow for the security
of the present social arrangement. On the question of labor they are

9] The Framework of an Ordered Society, ige, 1933; p. 17.
1101 Current Economic Delusions.  Camby Cige, M 10381 . B
{11] Gommunist Manifestos p. 29; Kerr Ed.




all agreed. Recently G. von Haberler correctly pointed out [12]
that the real differences in opinion among the diverse economic
schools and theoreticians

"have been frequently exaggerated, and that,

‘much great rmony between writers of d!flne'nt nchuola can be umbmhed
tlmn the superficial observer would believe, or even than these same writers
would be willing to admit.”

After a systematic analysis of the diverse theories of the business

eycle, including purely monetary theories, over-investment, over-
production, und " al, , and
othes thearies, Habesler)in his ayathetic expostion as to,the natare
and the causes of the cycle comes to the conclusion that the proxi-
mate cause of the reduction in industrial output is the fact that ex-
pected prices do not cover production cost, a condition that finds its
expression in a disappearance of the profit margin. “When we then,”
he says, “look for automatic expansionary impulses, we shall find
them primarily in the shape of factors which directly stimulate pro-
ducers’ spending [investment].” [13] The question,
“as to whother a continued fall in the money wuges under conditions of general
employment is to be regarded as a factor which will bring a contraction to an
e, st i o carmy the ary ment o i logical concsions b9 anwered.
the affirmative. Wny and prices mus lt Im al!uw:d tn fall if a rise in unem-
el e e 114

But we don't have to accept Haberler s)'mhenr exposition on
this question. Any bourgeois cconomist, whatever school he may
stem from, and whatever methods he may offer, presents identical
ideas. R.G. Hatrey is of the opinion that “the trade cycle is wholly
due to monetary causes” and consequently believes that monetary
control devices are sufficient to establish economic stability, and he
will on the question of labor and prosperity also say that [

4 wages were redced in proportion to the previous reduction of prices, and
the disparity between wages an wholly dwmmlsd ‘profits would become

al and industry would be fully mﬂlw:d

Again, M. Keynesmadle the diseoyery that Mwithin a certain
range the demand of labor is for a minimum money-wage and not for a
minimum real wage;” that it is consequently easier to reduce the
income of the workers by inflationary methods than by wage cutting
in the old sense—that is under deflationary conditions. He declares
that a crisis is caused chiefly by a decline of profitability of the
enterprises, and that to overcome the crisis, profitability must be re-
established by a decrease of the interest rate and by price inflation.
“in general, an increase in employment can only oceur to the ac-

[12] Prosperity and Depression. Geneva, 1937 p. 2.
113] Doid; p. 288

[14] Thid; p.

{151 Tokdé Bepreasion and the Way Out. New York, 1938; p. 45



companiment of a decline in the rate of real wages.” [16] Funda-
mentally, the diverse theories towards a “new distribution of wealth”
and “greater mass-purchasing” power do not differ from Mr. Keynes’
proposals. Thus the more intense exploitation of the working class
is the objective of all these economic theories

VL

Capitalist economy has been dynamically progressive; its his-
tory is one of continual expansion. True, this process was period-
ically interrupted by depression periods, but they were even by the

xists regarded as healing processes, as they provided the bases
Each new prosperity period over-reached the
highest accomplishments of the previous upswing period. The period
since 1929, however, is, in comparison with this previous history,
a period of stagnation. Prosperity such as known before did not dis-
place depression conditions; rather a spurt in business within the
stagnant conditions was all the system was capable of. Depressions
in the old sense also disappeared and the decline in business within
the stagnant cconomy was not inappropriately called a recession.
The pulse of capitalism beat slower. With the high state of monop-
olization already reached, the state interferences in the economy
have undoubtedly tempered down the hysteric fluctuations of the
business cycle. And at times it really seems that John Stuart Mill's
gloomy picture of capitalism’s future as one of stagnation is actually
coming about. And just as this perspective made Mill a class collabo-
rator, so in this ideological respect the present period of capitalist
stagnation appears, to many, to sweat socialism from all its pores.
Even the most conservative economists, who want to continue the
capitalist accumulation process under the old and no longer possible
conditions, want to do so in the interest of the workers. Dr. Moulton
of the Brookings Institution not so long ago pointed out [17] that

cthe asiting wage rates prevent an expansion in prodicton, and turn into @
boamma’ng to labor by cutting down the real earnings of the workers. [Conse

ently) any one mhn ‘maintains that existing wage rates should be tumtd
13 mo frie s'nd 0/1

But Dr. Mommn, who wants to be a friend of labor, has difficulty
in hecoming one, as the Institution which he represents has also dis-
covered that wage-cutting may defeat its own purposes through an
accompanying decrease in workers’ efficiency. [18] Wage cuts are

[16] The General Theory of Employment Interest and Money. London,
1936; p. 17

[17) In the Chicago Daily Tribune, April 20, 1938.

(o}181 e Bcovery Bnollem inthe Dulted Siatesi Washingion, 18087
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no solution for capital unless all other factors for a new upswing are
also at hand, guaranteeing sufficient profits to make an upswing ma-
terially possible. Wage cuts are no longer sufficient to provide
the enormous capital necessary for a progressive accumulation; more
and more of the elements making for a new upswing have already
spent themselves without avail. Even if Mr. Keynes succeeds in elim-
inating the interesttaker entirely, his demand fo this effect is rather
pitiful, as capitalists have shown no desire to expand under the lowest
possible rate of interest. To squeeze out the middle-classes and the
weaker capitalistic groups becomes increasingly difficult, since it
becomes more necessary for these classes to strike back and force
into existence new political situations that prevent their abolition as
a group or class under capitalistic conditions. The excesses in busi-
ness financing as experienced in Germany, however successful for
certain emergency situation, are by no means “a street without an
end,” as Dr. Schacht once remarked. But if investments are not made,
the countries must attempt to avoid social upheavals. Therefore,
questions of profitability have to be neglected in the very attempt
to save the profit economy. To avoid the expropriation of capital,
the capitalist society has to expropriate the capitalists to an always
larger degree. The destruction of capital, hitherto left to the mar-
ket, now proceeds in an organized fashion. Control of society has
actually advanced to a stage where the destruction of capifal is
consciously undertaken by governmental measures. And some econ-
omists hail such a destruction of capital as the successful applica-
tion of new principles of distribution. However, what can be dis-
tributed must first be produced by the workers; the further concen-
tration of capital fostered by those governmental measures, can only
accentuate the stagnation in economy ; can only further diminish the
income of the workers, who, in order to stave off rebellion, have to
provide the means for an p
population.

The continued capitalization process is possible only at the ex-
pense of consumption. Under capitalist conditions, consumption can
increase only with a relatively more rapid capitalization. A better
distribution of wealth, as proposed today by many bourgeois econo-
mists, presupposes better, or rather different, productive relations
than those based on wage labor and capital. But because none of
lling to propose such a change, their theories of distribution
are simply illusions, illusions which may serve demagogic political
purposes, but never the economic needs of toda

them is w
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A growing number of hourgeois economists hecoming actually
disturbed by recent capitalistic policies, are beginning to investigate
possibilities for the future. Pigou, the man who took Marshall’s
position in Orthodox economy, already. thinks that a socialist econ-
omy of the Fabian brand is possible, at least theoretically. Many
other economists have expressed themselves in a similar way. Even
“Marxists” were able to discover a true socialistic kernel in the teach-
ings of the Institutionalists, and a whole school of so-called “market-
socialists” are acquiring importance in their endeavor to “make pos-
sible the achieFement of that rare thing in history—a fundamental
change in political control, or class relations, without a conflict.” [19]
However, this change of class relations still leaves intact the funda-
mental class relation of capitalist economy : wage labor and capital.
For in all the proposals appearing under the name of “socialism,” the
proletarian class remains a proletarian class. The only thing that is
changed, or made more efficient, is the control over the class. In all
these theories exploitation is not to be abolished, nor left to the mark-
et fluctuations as before, but thoroughly organized. In this new plan-
ned itation it is the and_not and
atomistic competition of sellers and buyers, that regulates cost and
sales prices and margins.

“It does s0 in order to make certain lines of production expand and others
contract according to public. social economic plans. . . . The realization of a

ey on the will, insight, and abiliies of the fow persons who are in dictatoriul
‘of the whole of society. Thus, a decisive irrational, personal, and
Swbjective elomont comes > (20]

The quest for a “planncd cconomy” based on the continuation of
proletarian exploitation, only to light once again the utter i
ability of bourgeois economic thinking to find solutions for the
many contradictions inherent in the capitalist mode of production.

Their “socialism,” the last word in bourgeois economic theory, is able
only to rationalize the trend of bourgeois society towards the brutal
political domination of those elements which have succeeded in re-
v of the means of production. For them,
and not for society, economy and economic thought still functions.
What is “progressive” in capitalist economy progresses towards bar-
baric conditions ; what is “progressive” in economic thought abandons
economic theory in favor, no longer of an indirect, but of a direct
support of whoever rules society. In this final attempt of bourgeois

g

ining or acquiring maste

[19] B. E. Lippincott. Introduction: On the Theory of Socialism. Min-
neapolis, 1038; p. .
20] H. von Beckerath. Economie Thongt and (Bvoitton The Philo-
sophic Review. November, 1937
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economic theory to deal with economy by trying to regulate con-
sciously and in an organized manner forces that move unorganized
and blindly in exactly the same direction, they have to put themselves
in opposition to the real economic needs of society and thereby only
supply an actual demonstration of the fact that the beginning of
bourgeois economy was also—at the same time—its end. [21]

THE HISTORICAL CHARACTER OF THE WAR
AND THE TASK OF THE WORKING CLASS

1. This War Is a Fascist War, Accelerating the Fascization of the
World.

This war is a totally monopolistic war, monopolistic in its origins,
its aims, its methods. It is a totalitarian war, inaugurated by totali
tarian states —a fascist war. The interests of small monopolistic
cliques are at stake; ic tycoons are the

chief. What with markets tied up by giant combinations, with every
cconomic activity subjected to the monopolistic claim for totality,
that is, for autocracy, omnipotence, unrestricted control; what with all
degrees of subordination of capital to political rule; what with old
trust magnates and new government magnates, finance capital co-
teries, and general staffs—this war has been started as a further step
toward a redistribution of the world. National combines are fighting
for their quotas in the international combines to come.

At the same time the war represents a further advance toward
the fascization of the world. From September Ist the process within
the great democracies of imitating and likening themselves to fascism
gained momentum, just as on August 23rd the equation Hitler-Stalin
Tost its mystery even for those who had been most completely hood-
winked by ideologies. If this war should grow to wider dimensions
than its predecessors and if, at the same time, it should not call
forth a sweeping counter-movement, it would probably result in a
Worldwide Fascist Council, and only its name would vary according
to the defeat of the one or the other of the helligerent groups. There
is no reasonable hope for the democratic alternative of that outcome;
the League of Nations already ceased to exist before the war began.

[21] Continuing this article, the next issue of LIVING MARXISH will
deal with the present-day fascist—and war economy, as well as ith the social
il Scomomie rablemt of state-capitaliom: and the tendencies. toward
Capitaliem in the still “demoeratic” countriss.
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(1] Offered for discussion.
2. Antifascists, Opposed to the War, Have Nothing in Common
with Belligerents.

Our opposition to the war and the belligerent powers has never
been more unequivocally necessary than at the present time when the
struggle is so obviously waged on both sides in the interests of con-
solidated cliques, when the quartet of Munich had been comple-
mented by the sequel of Moscow. The belligerents are either totali-
tarian states of serfdom or are on their way to becoming such. To
us every one of the belligerent powers represents an enemy—an
enemy in every aspect of his being.

3. Total

is y to Totally istic War.

Equally unequivocal are the guiding principles of our complete.
opposition. This war, far from fulfilling the wish-dreams of some
super-fascist \dcnh»gw s by no means a total war, but only a totally
an war. s, in its total mobiliza-
G el poduchive rorees e maritacls compmine chTmETeE
dencies that surpass the intentions of statesmen and defy the calcu-
ations of general-staffs. The more the monopolists are driven to
through total mobilization under the ever sharper spurs of im-
perialistic competition, the more they are forced to convert their peo-
ple into workers. The less they succeed.in their peace-offensive, in
their efforts to_throttle belligerent action and to reach some inter-
mediate solution, the more clearly appears out of the murk of im-
perialistic expansions the world-wide scope of the workers' tasks.

Behind the geo-politic and technocratic formulas of the monopo-
lists, total mobilization reveals the objective conditions of the work-
ers’ world. Shock-troops, put to work in the “Stakanovic” manner
in armament plants, break through the traditional rules of labor ob-
served in capitalistic society. In the trenches death imposes upon
men a degree of precision, adaptability, presence of mind, and spon-
taneity, that far exceeds the burcaucratic mechanism of general-staffs.
If by “organic form of a working process” we understand that the
spontancous activity of workers prevails over the dead mechanism of
working conditions, we may say that total mobilization must even-
tually result in those autonomous and organic forms of work. That
means, at the same time, that the workers will rise above the monopo-
listic command “from without” and above the death spread by the
machines of material warfare. herent in a truly total
mobilization, is the reason that the monopolists try to confine their
war to the limits of monopolistic warfare, that they prefer localiza-




tion, throttling, and intermediate solutions. The destructive unchain-
ing of the productive forces through war implies for the workers a
chance of emancipation, and for the monopolists a threat of ruin.

From the very outset, there appear three possible solutions for
the contradictions inherent in the present situation. Each of them
implies a different extension of the war-process itself, and of the
changes to be brought about by the wa

[a] The belligerents will succeed in throttling the Fascist war
in order to avoid the dangers for the monopolists of its complete
unleashing.

[b] The productive forces unleashed by total mobilization, and
the will to power of the belligerent groups will prevail. From a
localized war-of-siege, the war will grow into a Fascist World War.

[c] Total mobilization, once it has been seriously set into motion,
and, in its further development, has threatened to burst the slavery
of fascism, will ultimately frustrate the monopolistic war aims them-
selves. It will lead not to an imperialistic redistribution of the world
but to the unity of the workers' world. If all peace-offensives of
Hitler and all attempts at localization fail; if the available produc-
tive forces released overflow all barriers; if a really “total war”
destroys all existing bourgeois order, the workers’ order will imme-
diately become the only possible order of the world. Instead of the
World.wide Fascist Council which would have resulted from an all-
embracing but monopolistic war, the workers mobilized in shock-
troops will organize the World-Wide Congress of Workers' Councils.

o matter how widely this war will spread, no matter what
course it will take, whether an attempt at localization succeeds or
not, whether the belligerents will be able to maintain their fascist
character or not, whether the anti-fascist counter-forces inherent in
total mobilization will break through their fetters or not—there can
be no question but that, for the direction of our own activity, we must
look in the direction of these counter-forces.

4. The World War, the Last Liberal War, Has Resulted in Fascism.

The typical features of the fascist war can best be understood
by contrasting them with the World War, When the imperialists
of 1914 started their democratic war, their “war for democracy,”
they were firmly established in a liberal world. The general-staffs
started in Moltke-fashion to control liberal, atomistic mass armies
in a bureaucratic manner just as in 18701871, and searched the
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archives for the Schlieffen Plan and similar plans. But behind all
the bureaucratic apparatus, behind an apparently progressive ration-
ality, there worked a hidden automatic law, ruling by catastrophe
like destiny itself. Monopolistic interests of capitalist cliques, still
far from being politically regulated cartels and government-con-
trolled trusts, pushed forward in boundless liberal Men’s appe-
tites were as boundless as the mobilized masses; the goals aspired
10 as immense as the mechanized battles of material warfare. How-
ever, when the conquerors sat down around the table at Versailles and
attempted to construet a “Societe des Nations” by arbitrary dictation,
when they proceeded to dictate democracy, peace, and if possible,
security, the October Revolution had already snatched from their
reach the real results of the war. As catastrophically as war had
broken out, revolution broke in, and after Versailles and October
there merged—ready for every task, fit for every purpose—history’s
latest hit, Fascism. The inefficient representative of Italy at the
Conference at Versailles changed into Mussolini—Ebert into Hitler.
In Russia, Lenin was followed by Stalin. A victory more completely
and more unambiguously opposed to the intentions of the victors
could hardly be imagined. The war for democracy had amounted to
nothing.

5. The Shock-Troop Principle, Whose Logical Conclusion Is the Call
for the Workers' Coundil, Is Distorted in Its Fascist Application.

The transition to the present war was accomplished by three im-
portant transformations. Just as the present war cannot be under-
stood if its interpretation does not start from the well defined new
epoch inaugurated by the World War of 19141918, so its proper
significance cannot be grasped without a true appreciation of these
transformations:

[1] The liberal democratic world war changed into the bol-
shevistic world revolution.

[2] The Versailles system of the League of Nations changed
into the fascist system.

[3] The October Revolution—transformed into a national revo-
b into the istic model-revolution.
[1] The World War had been the culmination of a violent up-
swing of material productive forces, compressed into, at most, two or
three decades:  Chemicalization of pmdumun [hegemony of the
chemical industry], i of agri 3 of
i8] [aioiabLIe ouds] viatiom radic Aund: I television

a7



In its character of world crisis, the world war represents the
specific form of a structural crisis. The new productive forces are
not compatible with the liberal system of a competitive capitalism
nor can they be mastered by monopoly capitalism so long as the
application of its forms is restricted and kept within the limits of
beral system.

The victory of the new productive forces can be summed up
under the name of the Second Industrial Revolution. From this
Second Industrial Revolution, which burst forth with destructive
violence in the mechanized battles of the world war, there emerged a
new form of division of labor—the shock-troop. The emergence of
the shock-troops during the second half of the war coincided with
the transition from trench warfare, which had deadlocked the
eral war machines and their traditional procedures, to the “war in
motion,” based on new weapons and new forms of action. Modern
material warfare develops a peculiar materialism in contrast to the
formalism of liberal mass-battles. The tirailleur-tactics of skirmish-
ing infantry, which had been developed since 1789, and the mass-
armies, which had been controlled in a bureaucratic manner by the
general-staffs, were increasingly replaced by that new and more
highly qualified type of fighter which had been molded by the objec-
tive conditions of machine battles in the latter part of the World
War. This type of fighter is compelled to develop a spontaneity that
defies bureaucratic caleulation. The abstract and “equalitarian” sys-
tem of compulsory service is gradually replaced by the first steps
of total mobilization.

This new and up-to-now unsurpassed principle engendered the
original and long-forgotten contents of the world-revolutionary move-
ment inaugurated by the revolution of October and openly proclaimed
in the slogan “All Power to the Soviets.” It finally declared that the
worker is the exclusive form of social existence. The greatness of
Lenin is shown in his attempt to apply, in a utopian manner, this new
principle of action to a country just on the point of liquidating
illiteracy and in his dream to abolish the rule of burcaucracy
at the same time that a g Lstaff of i i
was in fact building up a totally monopolistic state-bureaucracy on a
national scale. This principle proclaimed by the October Revolution
reached the ears of all workers and alarmed the whole bourgeois
world because, along with the democratic liberal war aims, it jeopard-
ized the whole system of capitalist rule. In the contrast between the
German Spartacus Councils and the old “General Commission” of
the German Labor Unions, construeted according to Moltke’s pattern,




there appears the social consequence of a contrast already fore-
shadowed in the conflict between the shock-troops and the liberal
methods of the general-staffs.

[2] In the system of the League of Nations established at Ver-
sailles the victors tried to cling to the liberal-democratic starting
point of their World War. They tried to apply the principle of
democracy to international affairs and took care to isolate this sys-
tem by a cordon sanitaire from the threat of bolshevism. They pro-
ceeded with an admirable lack of insight and experienced uncommon
misfortune. They willed peace and got Manchuria, Ethiopia, Spain,
China, and Poland. They wanted disarmament and unleashed a
race of armaments. They willed Parliamentarianism and got castor
oil, Gestapo, GPU. They wanted self-determination of nationalities
and the outcome was Munich 1938 and Moscow 1939. They succeeded
in nothing. Up to now they have utterly failed in everything.

It could not have been otherwise. The tasks set by the Second
Industrial Revolution could not be mastered on the level of liberal-
ism. These tasks bore a revolutionary character. And revolutions
are not called forth unless imminent danger threatens. The superi-
ority of the fascists over the liberals is based on the fact that they
proceed from the specific results of the Second Industrial Revolu-
tion. both positively by using them as a new starting point, and

cgatively by curtailing their dangerous implications. They reduce
the shock-troops to the form of an order, whose members are drilled
in all existing kinds of arms and sports. They transform total mobili
ation into a totalitarian state. They preserve wage-slavery, chain-
ng capital and wage-labor together by the handeuffs of their total
state power. They reduce the world-wide scope of the proletarian
world revolution to the level of ultra-imperialism. They monopolize
the microphone, the unlimited application of which ultimately obvi-
ates political coercion. They control the market through political
cartels, the labor-market through nationalized unions. They set up
state-corporations. The antibolshevists adopt the doctrines of bol-
shevism and restrict them to the level dictated by the requirements
of monopolistic control.

[3] Dissipating the world-revolutionary action of the workers
into a series of national revolutions and counter-revolutions was a
preliminary historical condition of fascism. Thus at the same time
the character of the October Revolution was fundamentally changed.
From being the hidden archetype of fascism—its closest enemy—
the Russian revolution was transformed into a monopolistic model-
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revolution. With the Russian states inauguration of the “New Eco-
nomic Policy,” the utopia of direct organization of the Workers'
World was finally abandoned for political economy, i. e., the main-
tenance of capital and wage-labor, class rule and exploitation. The
Hitler-Stalin pact represents the logical conclusion of the liquidation
of the proletarian, world-revolutionary contents of the October Revo-
lution—the liquidation of the Comintern.

6. From the World War to the Present War.

The present war is not comparable to the World War in any of
its aspects. It takes place on a fundamentally changed basis. To
grasp its peculiar character we must regard the series of specific
modern wars it is placed—the Manchurian, Ethiopian, Span-
ish, and Chinese wars. Up to now, it is the most advanced, most
distinet, and most unambiguous war of this newly developed type.

None of these wars has displayed at its outbreak the cataclysm
of July and August, 1914, In these wars there has been a gradual
transition. In cach case the belligerent action has been more or
less prepared in advance on a material, military, and propagandist
plan. Methodically it has been directed to a definite aim. In few
of these wars has there been a formal declaration of war. The
judical fiction of an “incident” has been maintained and the very
term “war” avoided. Intervention has been called non-intervention.
Thus Russia’s invasion of Poland, her participation in its occupa-
tion and annexation, has been termed neutrality, and this label ac-
cepted by the other belligerents. As far as possible military action
has been localized to a small and distinetly delimited area. At the
same time the diplomatic war has proceeded in high gear.
warfare, sanctions and blockades, as well as the war of propaganda,
have tended to spread rapidly. If by the term “monopolistic war-of-
" we understand localized military action and generalization of
commercial warfare, this term adequately describes the present first
stage of the German-English-French war. Between Luxembourg and
Switzerland, on the smallest possible front, entrenched behind the
Siegfried and Maginot lines, there is being staged a demonstration
of artillery combat with a comparatively small expenditure of am-
munition. At the same time every effort is being concentrated on
blockade and counter-blockade, on control of commerce, on a war
of mines and submarines, supplemented by a war of leaflets and
radio, of propaganda, of diplomatic intrigues aimed at soli
trade.agreements, securing trade-routes for themselves and barring
them to others. Thus the economic war has already grown into a
world war whereas the military war has not yet started.
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The gradual, not sharply defined transition from a so-called
peace to a not-so-called war indicates, in contrast to 1914, a further
stage in the process of transition to a new era. This process has been
going on from 1914 to the present day—a period characterized by
the of liberal d ic concepts by as-
cistic, and antifascistic concepts. An indication of the difference
between then and now was August 4th, 1914, which saw the collapse
of the Second International, or more precisely, of the abstract illu-
sions of internationalism attached to it. That collapse had appeared
as a major catastrophe to all the people participating in it. The
world of Kautsky, Bernstein, Jules Guesde, Jaures, Martov, and of
the pre-war Lenin, had gone to pieces. Nobody experiences today,
as Rosa Luxemburg and Lenin did in 1914, a breakdown of his whole
previous conception of the labor movement. There was no August
4t at the start of the present war. All the consequences of that
single historical event have been fully worked out, in the meantime,
by the of workers’ by the
the labor unions, the Parliamentary groups, and the ent
cratic machinery of a totalitarian state [Russia

o
e burean-

Today there is no International—no Second International,
(Thive Toteswational. £ These Wil Aever:be & Fontil Tatsrsitibndl
There never was a 4th of August of the Comintern, just as there has
never been an unmistakable Ninth of Thermidor of the Russian Revo-
lution. Instead of the impressive drama in which Robespierre, St.
Danton and Bonaparte acted their parts, we were shown a
horrible pcr(nrmante of disgusting stage-trials produced by the
agents of the GP!

The monopolistic revolution and its archetype, the national Rus-
n, differ from the liberal one in that the monopolistic
outcome, produced
y , and Bonapart-
ism. Tt wiped out not only the liberal division—the executive, legis-
lative and judiciary powers—but also the participation of several
parties competing in furthering political progress. Stalin not only
possesses all power. but his name stands for every event from October
to the division of Poland. Trotsky, whose name has been crossed
out of all bolshevist history books, searches in vain for the 9th Ther-
midor and shifts it at least once every year to some other date. Nor
does he succeed any better in his search for August 4th of the Com-
intern

We can characterize the period that began with the World War
and the 4th of August of the old labor movement as follows:
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The World War produced the beginnings of total mobilization.
Total called forth . The monop-
olistic revolutions transformed total mobilization into totalitarian
states.

Each stage of the period from 1914 until today can be character-
ized more precisely a further step in this historical development.
M‘_t!913719l7: The specific World War crisis of the liberal system of com-
petition.
7-1921: The specific. bolshevlshc pnnod of civil war, the results of
whleh nu the USSR and the Versaille
1-16 The first post-war cr

 the Pascst counter-

g, Bach-

lighting period of the National So-
_‘Secoml Period Liquidation of the Neonep by the landslide

ination of the National-Socialist revolution. Specific
period of the monopolstic wars.

With the Manchurian war in 1932 there was inaugurated—on the

basis of the now fully-developed monopolistic conditions—that more
comprehensive military process of which the English-French-German
war represents only the last phase.
Since September 1st a new stage in this process has been reached.
The totalitarian war has assumed a universal character. In this war,
inasmuch as it is a trade war, there have been no neutral states from
the outset [cf., repeal of the arms embargo by the U. S.; total trade
control by England; impossibility of the small nations maintain-
ing neutrality].

From another angel, the histo
War can be summed up as follows

al development since the World

1918-1921; The Iortd War changed into the world revolution, The world

revolution olly bolshelelm The final Social conse-

quences of mm B e s Vi e, e
The s isti of

e peIshe el 4 Evitan o cpil el el ey
C«lmmatmn ol‘ f.he first post-w: [talian Faseism.
Chinese Fatcxsm [Chmng Kxn Shek]
Second pns'rwnl' cvi s; German Fascism.
These phases are at the same time phases in the formation of the
monopolistic character of the ational Russian Revolution.
3¢ The series of monopolistic revolutions turns into a series of

replaces economic warfare-without-war, or with only pnrlr\l wa
universal economic warfare and extinction of the regular world trade.
If the fascist state can be described as a fully matured and com-
pletely self-realized capitalistic state, the perfect state of wage-
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slavery, and the capitalistic system raised to the form of a State,
then the fascist war can be described as a fully matured and com.
pletely capitalistic war. The revolutionary process has turned fascist
in the monopolistic revolution, and to the proletariat appears as an
anti-proletarian counter-revolution. At the same time the slogan of
world revolution has been turned into an ultra-imperialistic slogan.
Lenin's prognosis that in 1914 the world was entering into a period of
wars and revolutions has proved to be true, but its results have turned
out to be exactly contrary to expectations. If we want to apply the
term “world revolution” in a definite sense, we have to say that we
find ourselves today in the midst of a fascist world revolution. There
exist today few remains of the bolshevistic action toward world revo-
lution which could serve as a basis for new revolutionary action.

7. Further Growth of the Contrast Between Principles of the Work-
ers’ Order and the Monopolistic Rule of the World Produced
by the War.

The present war, though localized, is essentially a world war in
its opening phase as a monopolistic war-of-siege. There seem to be
only three belligerents in the midst of a neutral world, but there is
really no neutrality. The more England succeeds in disturbing the
world market, the more striking will appear the world-wide unity of
the World of Labor.

It is true that there was a continuous transition from the so-called
peace to the not-so-called war, but this whole process proceeded by
necessity from 1914 On both sides the outbreak of the war resulted
from a miscalculation. Chamberlain did not anticipate that Stalin
would really march with Hitler, i
this time Chamberlain would really make war. From the outset,
irrationality interrupted the rational continuity of the monopolis-
tically-controlled course of events. Admittedly the war had been
planned and prepared on both sides more methodically than ever
before. But that very planning may assume a catastrophic character.
The more the destruction of the world of trade makes way for unity
in the world of productive labor, and the nearer the final catastrophic
efforts at planning approximate the cataclysmic result not reached
between 1913 and 1921, the more distinctly apparent will be the fact
that a world-wide planning that holds in check all violent collapse
has not yet been devised.

It is true that this war is only another phase of the war-like pro-
cess started in.1932, but all characteristics of the epoch that began
in 1914 are called into play by total mobilization. From the Far East,
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over Africa, Spain, and into the heart of the old European continent,
the monopolistic war has fully outfitted its arsenal. All positions
are now clearly defined. Nowhere today will a Saul be caught naj
ing and be obliged to convert himself into a Paul. And there will
be no 4th of August. At the same time, in the background, from
Verdun and Versailles, and the red October; from Tokio via Muk-
den, Hong-Kong, Addis Ababa, Madrid, Barcelona to London, Paris,
Berlin, Moscow, returning to the Far East, and incidentally nullify-
ing the neutrality of the American continent—total mobilization has
come to contradict the total states and the totalitarian war, which
has been started by them. It contradicts the whole monopolistic sys-
tem of the world.” Bolshevism, that set out to organize a Workers’
World, has been transformed into a mere cog in the monopolistic
world system, yet all the elements of a wholesale anti-fascism have
been sef into motion by total mobilization. While the old vocabulary
rots in the mouths of the Muenzenbergs, Rauschnings, and Schwarzs-
childs, the youngsters have the new grammar on the tips of their
tongues. All Jacobinism today is fascism. Terrorism has come to
be the monopoly of the Gestapo, of the GPU, of the Intelligence Serv-
ice. But the youngsters—the Komsomol, the Balila, etc.—no longer
cherish the ambition of becoming good Jacobins and terrorists.
“World Revolution” has become an ultra-imperialistic slogan, but
the new phase into which the monopolistic war has entered presents
an advanced stage in the contrast between the principles of the new
workers’ order and the old monopolistic system of the world.

8. Implications for Working Class Action.

If we examine the general aspect of the present war and its in-
herent tendency, we get a clear idea of how those who remember the
World War and the World Revolution of the past regard today’s
events. Today there is no new Zimmerwald movement [2] that has
to deal with a new Fourth of August of a third “International.”
August 4th, 1914, was indeed far more than the mere breakdown of
a No. 2 International. Today the abstract “Internationalism” of the
old.-workers’ movement as well as the liberal “self.determination of
nationalities” are things of the past:: When the world revolutionary
action of 1917 to 1921 was dispersed into a series of monopolistic
revolutions, the Comintern, which was originally intended to be the
instrument of that world revolution, was transformed into a monopo-
listic instrument, controlled by the bureaucratic power of a totali-
tarian state.

2] The international conference at Zimmerwald served to rally the forces
e Db R i aGet et Gmraod Hrom the A st At 1000
breakdown of the Socialist International.
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The more distinctly the new principles of the workers' order
contrast with the existing monopolistic system of the world, the more
the slogan of the World Revolution itself is transformed into an
ultra-imperialistic slogan, i. e, the enemy’s slogan. The movement
towards a “World Revolution” was the last aim which, in spite of
an apparent and transitory opposition, the working class and the
bourgeoisie had held in common. Insofar as our action still has any
political character, it will be negative action that results in smashing
the state apparatus. Insofar as it is a revolution, it will be a revo-
lution against the fascist “World Revolution.”

The fascist counter-revolutions have revolutionized the October
revolution.  Stalin demonstrably benefitted by every one of those
counter-revolutions. The internal policies of Russia were the logical
conclusion of the international counter-revolution. The more distinctly
our anti-fascist action develops its own anti-terroristic and anti-
Jacobinistic character, the more superior it will be to the fascist
revolution.

The catastrophe of August 4th and the succeeding events have
given abundant proof that there is at present no independent action
of the working class, as far as it still moves in the wornout forma-
tions of its old activities. They have also shown the reasons for
the total eclipse of the labor movement's traditional forms. “Marx-
ism"is dead. Parties are dead. It is comforting that nobody wants
to talk any longer about the “People’s Front.”

We point today to the contradiction which inevitably arises h:-
tween total st in its
“total monopolism” represemed by the existing system. We are
aware that the totalitarian systems, formed during the period since
1914, are but monopolistic restrictions on the first attempts at total
mobilization, called forth by the necessities of war, of the produc-
tive forces. By comparing the either ruined or fascisized old party
and trade union movement with the wholesale anti-fascism of the
younger generation we rediscover, in a surprising manner, the orig-
inal contents of bolshevistic action from 1917 to 1921, In the contrast
between the world-wide extent of the tasks of labor and the monopo-
listic, restricting tendencies illustrated by the present war lies the
hidden meaning of the World War and the era inaugurated by it.

9. Three Possible Events.

At the beginning we contrasted three possible solutions for the
contradictions inherent in the war




[1] Fascist localized war-of.siege—England will be able to con-
tinue the war-of siege only if hunger will eventually lead to a break-
down of the Hitler system. As long as the USSR and Italy rema
neutral and consequently lend Germany a certain amount of support
it seems improbable that a blockade will result in a collapse, for the
three following reasons:

[a] Under the conditions of a continued war-of-siege the short-
age of iron, oil, rubber and copper will not result in a major military
disaster since no huge material battles will be fought anyway. Nor
is it probable that the one remaining vulnerable factor of German
supplies, the shortage of fats, will prove disastrous by itself—the
less so because there exist certain possibilities for limited imports
that may be realized in time.

[b] The fascist apparatus is a specific apparatus of terror and
is equipped with entirely different strong-arm measures from those
of the past, . g, those of the Hohenzollern regime. It possesses
an incomparably more tenacious will for self-preservation against
internal enemies pressing from behind, and it has never for a moment
hesitated to use to the full its concentrated implements of coercion.

[c] The emerging new forces have as yet hardly formed ranks,
and the pre-fascist remnants of the confused, paralyzed, and crippled
forms of the labor movement do not present a serious starting point
for new activity.

Lven assuming that the war-of-siege would eventually result in
the collapse of the Hitler regime, this would not offer any greater
revolutionary possibilities. Nationalism today is only a different
expression of conflicting imperialistic ends. So-called National Lib-
erations will serve only a particular imperialistic aim. They will
moreover be of an entirely fascistic nature. The Poles and Czechs
suffer most from the Gestapo terror, but their liberation from fascism
can no longer he brought about on a national scale. They serve as
buffers against fascism in a fight that goes far beyond all national
problems and cannot be settled on a national basis by any means
whatever.

Taken as a whole, the localized war-of-siege, whether it leads to
a collapse of the Hitler regime or to a compromise, appears in its
first and immediate effects as a further step towards a world-wide
fascization. Any anti-fascist counter-movement will have to start
by destroying these narrow bounds.

[2] Fascist General World War—The issue of the war will be
decided by the entrance of new powers into the war. Essentially
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there are three sets of future developments that will turn the scal
th Balkans, the Near East [e. g., the Arab question and the further
development of the Turkish policy], and the Far East.

In case the present localized Facist war should extend into an
equally fascist world war the first and immediate result would be
the establishment, under a suitable name, of what actually would be a
worldavide fascist council. The movement thus begun could hardly
stop at the “United States of Europe.” It would amount to the
establishment of a monopolistic world system. The quotas assigned
1o cach participant would be settled by the outcome of the military
and economic warfare.

[3] Total War—The incomparably greater and more compre-

hensive anti-fascist consequences of an wnrestricted release of the

sting productive forces, unchained by total mobilization, cannot be

discussed until the preliminary conditions of their occurrence are

actually presented,

10. How Great Is the Precision in the Work of Soldiers! How
Great Is the Confusion Resulting From the Exertions of
Statesmen!

Thus it appears that the specific task of the anti-fascist in this
war is to oppose the fascist world revolution, which tends to bring
about the ultra-imperialistic, international cartel. - He opposes every
attempt at an imperialistic redistribution of the world by proclaim-
ing the unity of the workers’ world. He is opposed to the very
existence of all those class, private, and clique interests that are
rallied ion behind i istic war aims.
He develops'the forms, the means, and the contents of the struggle
against the total state-machine out of the objective conditions of total
mobilization. He will in due time oppose the coming Fascist Council
by convening the Revolutionary Workers' Councils of the World
He stands opposed to monopolistic management and to all kinds of
hierarchies.

The task of the anti-fascist is essentially a worker's task, political
only at its margin. His action, even when apparently terroristic and
propagandistic, is essentially anti-terroristic and anti-propagandistic.
As to method, he proceeds in the manner peculiar to the work of
all shock-traops. A shock-traop is, for instance, invariably equipped
with appropriate material implements, its members invariably skilled
in-a particular kind of work. The principles of organization of a
particular shock-troop follow the partieular instrument used, for in-
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stance, an airplane, a transmitter. The physical conditions of the job
determine the kind, the size, the composition and the structure of
every shock-troop. They will be compelled to act without leaders.
They must function as their own general-staff, And if in a certain
phase of their fight they should single out a special “general-staff,”
this will be an anti-general-staff, itself presenting the character of
a shock-troop.

How great is the precision in the work of soldiers! How great
the confusion resulting from the exertions of statesmen!

The statesmen wage this war.

The war produces new totalitarian states of complete wage-
slavery. The state-magnates, the diplomats, the political leaders
drive us into a monopolistic world system in which, because of i
faulty construction, the workers have no share. The task of the
worker has outgrown the control of businessmen and politicians.

Alpha.
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