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THE FIGHT FOR BRITAIN, THE FIGHT FOR
DEMOCRACY, AND THE WAR AIlVIS
OF THE WORKING CLASS.
(Prolegomena to a political discussion)

There is no bet ter means of finding out how far we have traveled
since the 19th century workers' movement eollapsed in the eataclysm of
the first world war than to raise the question of the war aims of the inter-
national working class today. There is nothing left in 1941 of that mis-
leading simplieity in which for the class conscious minority of the social demo-
cratie parties of 1914 the problem of a true or false war policy resolved
itself into a ehoiee between outright betrayal and an unswerving alle-
giance to the revolutionary duty of an uneonditional resistenee to the
capitalist war. The glorious example set by Liebkneeht in Germany, by
the Bolsheviks in Russia, and by eertain other Marxist groups in Europe
Was admired everywhere. The adverse polieies followed by the right wing
and by the so-called Marxist cent re were never wholeheartedly aeeepted
by the masses of the proletarian membership, although mueh suffering and
a full military defeat were needed to exhaust the enduranee of the soeial
democratie workers in Germany. Even wh en th at point had been reached,
the great majority of the workers were not prepared to do more than admire
the new example of revolutionary consistency set by the Bolsheviks in Russia.
They did not join the small groups of class conscious workers in Gerrnany who
at that time rallied round the Spartacus-Bund and the Workers Councils in
an attempt to preeeed from revolutionary resistanee to the capitalist war to
a veritable overthrow of the capitalist state and the capitalist system of
production. In their aetual praetiee, the great majority of the German workers
did nothing to prevent that gigantie fraud by whieh the right wing leadership
of the soeial d~moeratie party and of the trade unions transformed its bel-
ligerent patriotism of the war period into the mock demoeracy of the Weimar

1



Republic and the mock pacifism of the League of Nations. For the next
fifteen years this provided a propitious atmosphere for the lusty growth of
the new anti-demoeratic and anti-pacifistic power of fascism. Thus the
social nationalism of the social democrats of 1914 came to rest in the nation-
al socialism of 1933.

The first lesson to be learned from this short recapitulation of working
class war policies is a more realist ic appreciation of the intrinsic difficulties
of a truly proletarian attitude toward the war. In view of the tremendous
discouragement that followed the comparative optimism of the last genera-
tion of revolutionaries with respect to this task, it is worthwhile to point
out th at the greater part of these difficulties al ready existed in 1914-18.
They found their expression then in the contrast between powerful working
class organizations without a proletarian policy and the revolutionary slogans
of an extremely powerless class conscious minority. Neither side of this
contrast can be said to have embodied in itself the war policy of the German
working class. We cannot even say in retrospect which of the two was
in more clear agreement with the tactics recommended by Marx and Engels
in the event of a European war. The further development, both in
Soviet Russia where the left wing had had its way and in Germany where
it had been crushed, shows clearly that the European working class as a whole
had not developed a policy that enabled it to transform the capitalist war
into a proletarian revolution or even to prevent the re-establishment of
bourgeois class rule in a re-enforced form by the victory of the fascist coun-·
ter-revolution.

II

None of the revolutionary slogans of the last war can be immediately
applied to the much more intricate problems that arise from the immensely
more entangled state of affairs today. There is no longer a need for the
revolutionary workers of 1941 to bring about by their own consistent effort
that "transformation of the capitalist war into a civil war" that was des-
cribed as the ultimate aim of the working class by the most daring revolu-
tionary slogan of 1914. The present war fr om its very outset (or even
from its preparatory phases, the phase of the protests against J apanese aggres-
sion in Manchuria, the sanctions against the Italian conquest of Ethiopia, the
"non-intervention" in Spain ) has been a veritable civil war on both a
European and a world-wide scale.

We do not know enough about the currents below the surface of pres-
ent-day Nazi Germany, Fascist Italy, Russia, Japan and other totalitarian
states that might come to the top under conditions of strain and defeat.
But we had ample opportunities both before and after the fact to study the
conditions preceding the rape of Denmark. N orway, Holland, Belgiurn,
and the collapse of France. We have no reason to believe that, with the out-
break of war or, for that matter, with the "miracle of Dunkirk", aIl the
"appeasement" and outright pro-Nazi tendencies that up to then had been
represented by the C1iveden and Chamber1ain groups in England have been
2

wiped out in favor of a grand unanimity of purpose. (We admit suffering
an invincible distrust of all forms of "sacred unions" ever since the days
of the first world war.) Last and not least, we are aware of the powerful
undercurrents of present-day American 'polities Thus we can safely say
that in every "democratie" country today the ruling class is divided within
itself. So far all Hitlerian victories have been victories in a civil war.
There are two Norways, two Hollands, two Frances today, and the first
day of resto red "peace" (with or without a previous German invasion)
will show that there are also two Great Britains.

Under such conditions no slogan th at could be devised for an indepen-
dent war policy of the working class today can escape being tinged with
rhe same ambiguity th at is so strikingly apparent in the policy of the ruling
classes. "Down with the imperialist war!" - was a plausible war aim
of the proletarian class so long as the war represented the supreme form
of the united will of the bourgeoisie of one country to survive and to con-
quer in the struggle th at was waged both against the hostile competition
of the other national units of the bourgeois class and against the threaten-
ing proletarian revolt. The slogan has lost all of its former revolutionary
force at the present time wh en it fits in so perfectly with the tendencies
of the bourgeois appeasers and isolationists. "Defeat of one's own country!"
- was regarded as the most insidious of all the weapons of the class war
when it was used as a slogan by the revolutionary defeatists in Russia and
Germany in 1914. Latterly it became a practical policy of th at substantial
part of the ruling class in various European countries that preferred the
victory of fascism to the loss of its economie and political supremacy.

Despite th is apparent ambiguity of every description of the war aims
of the working class that can be devised under present conditions, there
is no point in turning from a strictly independent war policy of the prolet-
arian class to one or another "classless" substitute. It is ·the most distressing
experience of our time to see those inveterate labor leaders, who have, for
almost thirty years, incessantly advised the workers to sacrifice their inde-
pendent class act ion for the sake of their "fatherland" or for the defense
of an assumedly "progressive" fr act ion of the bourgeoisie against an assum-
edly less progressive fraction of that same bourgeois class, resuming their
old game with slightly modified phraseology. It is even more distressing
to see those well-known people being joined today by so many formerly
class-conscious socialists. Both the old professionals and the disenchanted new-
Comefll ask the workers to subscribe to one or another kind of interventionist,
anti-fascist, or "Save Democracy First" program by pointing to- the defeats
~nd frustrations that have been suffered in' the past by all attempts at an
Independent revolutionary policy of the werking class. The utter futility
?f th is "historical proof" has been shown above. The defeat of the workers
In the war and post-war period did not result from the failure of the rev-
olutionary atternpts of the minority any more than from the policies
of the major ity leadership. Both the genuine attempts at a revolutionary
War policy and the classless substitutes for that policy have led to the same
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result. No fatherland was saved from defeat through the sacrifices of the
German workers in 1914-18. No democracy was preserved by the sacrifi-
ces made by the workers during the episode of the Weirnar Republic. No
peace was secured by the workers' acceptance of the international bourgeois
policies of the League of N ations.

III

The urgent advice given to the workers from a11 sides today - that
in order to defend themselves they have first of a11 to join in the common
task of defending "democracy" against the murderous assaults of fascism
- bears a striking resemblance to a nu mber of other much embattled slogans
of the day. It seems to have become quite fashionable to think, in this age
of substitutes, that to achieve something one has first to endeavor to do
something else.

There is, first, the slogan of the interventionist fraction of the American
bourgeoisie: "Defend America through aiding Britain !". This seems to
convey the idea that even if we take it for granted that the supreme goal
for Americans is to defend America, this goal is not adequately served
under present conditions, by such simple and direct methods as those ad-
vocated by the "America First" program, but can be served only by active
intervention in the present war on the side of Great Britain. We are not
in a position to judge the relative merite of either of these plans from a
strictly strategical point of view. But we strongly suspect that the real
division between the adherents of the two slogans is not based on any strat-
egical reasons at allo They do not express two different ways of furthering
the common interests of the American bourgeoisie as a whole (and even
less the interests of the American people). They rather express the different
material interests and ensuing political philosophies of two definite fractions
of the American bourgeoisie, or two different concepts of a desirabie future
development of the intern al and external policies of the growing American
empire. It is in th is internal conflict of the ruling class that one side -
the interventionist side as against the isolationist side - tries further to
fortify its position trough another appeal, which for the purpose of this
discussion is most conveniently summed up in the slogan: "Defend democracy
through defending Britain!" (Here by the way, appears the ultimate pur-
pose of that other slogan which asked the workers to defend their own rights
by defending democracy. The credo of present-day interventionist "social-
ism" boils down to the same miserabIe substitute as th at of present-dey
Stalinist "communism": the defense of the power polities of a particular
state. )

There is one flaw in the clever device of mak:ing the present British
empire the international champion of the fight for democracy (thus at rhe
same time of the fight for socialism). It showed itself in the recent dis-
cussion of the advisability of an official announcement of the British war airns.

True friendship should be mutual. If the fight for Britain is assumed
to be a fight for democracy, the British government should openly accept,
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in unmistakable words, the obligations connected with th is world champion-
ship. It should openly armounce its demoeratic war aims.

This seems: simple enough. (It should be noticed that nobody up to now
has asked from the Churchill government anything more than a solemn
declaration in wor ds. Nobody made the help of the friends of d.emocr~cy,
the help of the wor kers for the British victory, dependent on an lmme~l~te
practical step - say the long overdue "democratization" of the British
rule in India.)

Yet to make their argument acceptable to a government th at up to
now has never betraved any particular attachment to further pr~gress to-
wards democracy, the friends of democracy approached the question fr?m
another angle. (Who would have expected them to approach any question
in a straight line anyhow?) They agreed th at for the British the victory
of Britain must be the supreme goal. But th is goal, they went on, cannot
be reached, under present conditions, by a mere military light. It can be
reached only by th at powerful mobilization of all progressive forces of
humanity th at would resuIt from the solemn armouncement of a truly demo-
eratic British war program.

Even so the plea for an early armouncement of the British war aims
did not prevail over the opposite reasoning which points to the possible
weakening of the apparent unity of the British (and the American) public
if such highly controversial question were to be openly discussed. Again
it is easy to see that the real point of dispute lies deeper. The whole debate
on the advisability of an open armouncement of the British war aims is only
an ideological expression of an altogether different division within the
British (and American) bourgeoisie. The conservative British government
knows full well that an important fraction of the ruling class of America
is much less concerned with the lack of democracy in the present British
set-up than it is interested in the assurance that the actual war aims of Great
Britain will at no time assume a too "democratie" character that could en-
danger the security of the existing capitalistic regime. The ruling class
of the fully developed capitalist countries no langer splits on such general
political issues as that between "democratie progress" and "conservative
power polities". If it splits at all, it will be split on the much more realistic
question of conflicting material interests.

In spite of the contrary illusions of a small and comparatively powerless
group of political idealists, the ultimate fatc of the British empire in its
present desperate struggle against the Nazi aggressors does not depend on
the outcome of the present world-wide ideological light between the "demo-
cratic" and the "fascist" principles, It will not even be decided by the
comparative strength of the fighting armies or by the superior technical equip-
Inent that may result from American all-out help to Britain. The outcome of
the present war depends in the first place on the degree of intern al division
within the ruling capitalist class in England itself that, after a temporary
truce between the pre-war appeasers and the Churchillites, reasserts itself
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in the beginning struggle for or against the announcement of the British
war aims. It will be decided in the last instance by the repercussions that
the bitter fight of conflicting capitalist groups, at present fought out both
by the war and by internal struggles within each country, wi11 produce in
the hitherto immobilized third camp, the camp of the proletarian class. We
do not hesitate to say that if the assumed supreme goal of humanity in our
time, the defeat of Hitler and the wiping out of fascism, ean be reached
at all, it will be reached in no other manner than by the independent fight
of tbe working c1ass for its most elementary, most narrowly defined, most
concrete class aims. Not Great Britain, not "democracy", but the proletarian
class is the world champion in the revolutionary fight of humanity against
tbe scourge of fascism.

Beta.

FROM LmERALISM TO FASCISM
Rapid social changes aftected the various layers of society in different

ways, manifold opportunities opened up with the formation of capital. A
belief in progress dominated the ideology of the prospering capitalist class
80 that even the most ruthless of the capitalist entrepreneurs were somehow
convinced tbat the never-ending accumulation of capital would fina11y benefit
tbe whole of bumanity. The undeniable miseries that paralleled the in-
creasing wealtb were seen as regrettable imperfections, partly inherited from
the past, whicb would be smoothed out to the satisfaction of a11 in the
course of furtber development. Ever since Auguste Cornte, bourgeois think-
ers interested in social questions have been thoroughly convineed that with
the ascendancy of the capitalist system of production and its liberal politica]
structüre a society has finally been established in which aU existing and
possible problems can be peaceably solved through the "moralization of
capital".

The development of capitalism has been accornpanied by the growth
and decline of a number of anti-capitalistic ideas and movements. But as
tbe ideologies dominating a historical period are those of the ruling classes,
50 the optimism prevalent in the early labor movement was a reflection of
the "positivism" of the liberal bourgeoisie. The opponent! of capitalism,
too, took it for granted that the capitalistic expansion process would in-
dustralize great parts of the world, develop international trade, and simplify
c1ass relationships through the increase of the proletariat. The moderate
as weU as the radical wings of the labor movement, adhering to various
philosophical and organizational principles, we re deeply convineed th at with
the success of capitalism the success of the laboring class was also assured.
Class-consciousness and labor organizations were bound to grow with the
increasing importance of large-scale industry, with the accompanying capital
6

concentration, and with a11 the related structural changes in the direction
of the two-class society.

The idea th at progress would serve both the capitalists and their oppon-
ents, and the latter even better than the first, was a reflection of the practical
unity between labor and capital, of the continuous interplay of class forces
that excluded the development of a "pure" class-consciousness and a truly

consistent revolutionary practice, and was, in addition, deeply rooted in
rhe past. Because history cannot be turned backwards, there has been no
alternative for the proletarian layers of society to their support of the bour-
geois revolution. Though the workers simp.ly had to fight on the si.de. of
the rising bourgeoisie, they were made to think and were fond of believing
that in fighting for the cause of capitalism they were also preparing their
own emancipation.

To find capitalistic and even pre-capitalistic elements in all anti-cap-
italistic theories, utopias, and movernents is nothing to be wondered at. Not
only can they be found at the initial stagei of these movements, but they
have been destined to gain importance in the course of time. Modern
socialism, not wishing to arrest a development considered historically n~e~-
sary, tried to help it forward by remairring progressive when the bourgeoisie
itself had already become conservative. Recognizing the continuity of the
historical processes, which it interprered as a series of class struggles, the
proletariat was to carry on where the capitalists left oft. While the bour-
geoisie was satisfied with a dialectical ~ovement that retired wit~ the .crea-
tion of the bourgeois state, Marx contmued to look: at the society dialee-
tically, th at is, he work:ed in the direction and in expectation of a proletarian
revolution.

The reaction fostered by the successful bourgeoisie could not be fought
for long, however, with rerniniscences of a revolutionary past. The farther
the labor move ment was removed from capitalism's Sturm und Dranç period
the less it felt inc1ined to re-enact the historie drama of the bourgeois
revolution in proletarian make-up. Marx himself became noticeably more
scientific the older he grew, and "General" Engels was forced to reject as
outmoded the once beloved strategy of the barricade. The growing pos-
sibility of apparently increasing proflts and wages integrated the labor
movement more securely into the capitalist structure. Politically, too, the
laboring class became a seerningly important. factor within bourgeois demo-
cracy, at least in Western Europe. "Onward and Upward" was the slogan
of a11 classes, and neither revolutionary science nor propaganda could coun-
teract the new spirit. The labor movement as a whole adoptéd the ideo-
logies of these verv bourgeois reformere whom Marx had thought unworthy
of a serieus critic~l aopraisal. Finally, the Fabian Society and Bernstein's
"Revisionism" added drearv statistles to the already stale class collaboration
ideology of John Stuart Mill - and called it a day,

Though it is true that the "original" Marxism contained bourgeois
elements in its theory and practice, it more importantly embodied ideas
and social forces quite incompatible with capitalist society. In the economie
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sphere capitalistic "progress", that is, the accumulation of capital, Marxism
saw as the accumulation of misery. The competitive, private-property
economy was bound to meet ever-growing difficulties which it would finally
not be able to overcome. The capitalist system was mortal. lts inner con-
tradictions and outer limitations assured a rising labor movement that its
hour of triumph was the nearer the more capitalism progressed. The rev-
olutionary elements in Marxism were soon, however, either ignored or
interprered in a way that fitted them into the increasingly non-revolutionary
practice of a labor movement thoroughly satisfied with capita list ic progress
but in need of an ideology that camouflaged th is facto The revolutionary
content of Marxism became a sort of spiritual exercise for holidays. It was
brought out as compensation for the meagerness of the concessions wrested
or bargained from the bourgeoisie. It served as a reminder to the ruling
class not to relax in its duty towards its slaves.

The fact that attitudes, principles and activities, considered progressive
at the stage of bourgeois enlightenment, entered the proletarian theory and
practice is revealed also in the various concepts of what would constitute
a new society. The new social structure advocated by revolutionary organ-
izations, or the transformation of the existing order into the new one hoped
for by the reformists, were very vague ment al constructions. But even in
their ambiguity these blue-prints of the future were as old as they were
new. They often came very near to those early utopias which searched
rather for the lost paradise than for a new society, as for instanee when
Friedriech Engels, on the strength of a questionable theory of anthropology,
conceived of the new society as regaining-albeit on a higher level-a long
lost primitive communism. Marx himself asked the question whether or
not the precapitalistic Russian village-communes could be of use and could
play a part in a socialistic reconstruction of society. Ideologies bound up
with early and even pre-capitalistic conditions also found a belated revival
in the theories of anarchism. The slightly altered ideas of the petty bour-
geoisie reappeared in programs designed to end all monopolistic rule by
ending that of the state. Decentralization, social credits, labor exchanges,
syndicates and other proposals were+-so to speak-not only results of an
intuitive recognition that the trend of capitalist development pointed toward
the totalitarian state, but we re connected also with the theories and practice
of the remote past. Af ter all, Hobbes wrote his Leviathan in the middle
of the seventeenth century and the Jacobin terror had demonstrated quite
early the possible absolutist ic powers of a demoeratic-capitalistic regime.

The vague concepts of socialism were as misleading as they were usefu!.
As Professor Pigou once remarked, if "we are setting a nude figure,
with all its biernishes patent to the eye, against a figure that is veiled, we
are tilting the balance against the nude", th at is, against capitalism. How-
ever, it is understandable th at what the nude reveals will strongly influence
any guess as to wh at the veil might conceal.

Capitalism developed from laissez faire to monopoly. Laissez faire itseIf
presupposes the monopoly of the means of production in the hands of the
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capitalistic class. But there was competition between individual entre-
preneurs. This competition, however, was from the very beginning an
imperfect one because it involved different aggregates of capital, shifts of
production, variations in locality, in short, a whole series of economie, social,
historical and geographical facts which had different meanings for different
capitalists, and which turned a11 competitive "laws" into "laws" of mono-
polization. Capital formation was thus capital concentration, which, in turn,
meant centralization of political control. Logically this whole develop-
ment would end in a division of society into two groups: the owners of the
means of production - which by virtue of their position ruled over all
Ipheres of social life - and the rest of mankind. It was ack:nowledged,
however, that this development did not need to reach its "logical conclu-
sion"; that long before, due to the pressure of the contradictory processes
involved, stagnation. social upheavals and revolutionary changes might
occur. Nevertheless, the trend was towards the "General Cartel" - to-
wards state capitalism, th at is, a situation in which the state is completely
taken over by capital, Accepting th is whole process as inevitable, it was
only consistent th at the socialists should center their attention first of all
on the state apparatus; the reformists by trying to ga in control legally, the
revolutionists by wanting to destroy the old in favor of a new state. But
both were to realize fully what would have to take place anyway: the final
merger of all economie and political power in the hands of a single authority.
The reformists, should they control the state, would purchase the means of
production from their capitalist owners; the revolutionists would expropriate
them. In the A nti-Duehrinç Engels proclaimed th at "the first act in which
the state really comes forward as the representative of society as a whole _
the seizure of the means of product ion in the name of society - is at the
same time its last independent act as a state". Af ter that the state will
"wither away" to make room for an "administration of things". State
power is thus sought to eliminate the power of the state and thereby that
of capital. The concept of the wor kers state was not derived from a hypo-
thesis of social control that reached into the future, but was the recognition
of an inescapable necessity which was determined by the previous develop-
ment of capicalism,

Necessity was turned into a virtue. Shortly before the "first workers'
state" came into being, its main proponent, Lenin, began to describe socialism
as" hi bn .not mg ut the next step forward from state capitalist monopoly, as
Sothmg but state capitalist monopoly made to benefit the whole people",

tat~ .monopoly, especially in its most obvious form obtaining during war
cond~tlons, became for Lenin "the fulIest material preparation for socialism"
trov~ded the ruling personnel was changed. The whole content of the pro~
~tanan revolution was now seen as the replacement of a selfish ruling

Class by a beneficerit state apparatus. "If Russia was ruled by 130 000
andown "L . id here I 'ers, emn once sai , t ere IS no sense in telling us th at Russia will

~t be able to be .governed b.y 240,000 members of the Bolshevik: Party."
d long before this opportumty arose, he had insisted that "the social demo-

crat' ·d Is I ea should not be a trade-union secretary, but a tribune of the people."
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To square his political "realism" with his Marxian "orthodoxy", in-
dispensabie in the struggle against the capitalist and reformist oppo~e~ts
of bolshevism, Lenin transformed Marx's casual state~ent tht the soclal.ls~
society as it emerges out of capitalism would look ,?dlerent .ro.m one Wit
a long history of its own into the. useful formul~ fr~m soclahs~ :0 com-
m . " "Socialism" was the basis for commumsm, just as capitalist stateumsm . .
monopoly had been the basis for "socialism". Thus every ~ommums~ m~st
support "socialism" and favor st~te monopoly: he .can raise no objection
to the demand th at until commumsm arnves the stnctest state control over
production and distribution is required.

When Engels proclaimed that the proletariat seizes. the. power of the
state and changes the ownership of the means of production IOtO state own-
ership, it is clear th at he assumed that there h~d not been a change of OW?-
ership into state-ownership before. Orherwise he could. o?ly have said
that the capitalist state monopoly must be replaoed by a socialist state mono-
poly. Thus Lenin proceeded quite "marxistically" to capture the. state,
nationalize all productive property, and regulate the economy according to
a plan. To fulfill the Marxian program complete1y. there remalOe? only
for the state to "wither away". Wh at must be noticed, however, IS that
where Marx and Engels dealt with the socialistic reconstruction of .so::iety
in an extremely vague marmer, mainly outlining a few general p.nnclPles
such as can be found in the Critiqu« of the Gotha Proçramme, Lenin ?a? a
specific and concrete concept of the structure and character of the socialism
that the bolsheviks were to institute. Ris model - so to speak - was
to be found in the German postal service, his "socialism" was almost identical
with the "socialism" of the German war-economy. To take over capitalis~
when it reached its highest concentration and centralization meant to Lenin
to complete the socialization process that capitalisrn itself initiated and
fostered through its own peculiar laws of development. In advanced ,?ono-
polis tic nations the political overthrow of the state would today suffice to
turn into socialism wh at only yesterday operated under the false name .of
capitalism. In Russia it was more complicated, because there the proleta~l~t
had to both make and unmake the bourgeois revolution, since the bourgeOls.le
proper was no longer capable of fulfilling its historical mission. th at IS,
preparing the ground for the socialist society.

Marx and Engels were scientists not prophets. They analized the
capitalist sytem as they knew. it and dre~ some conclu.sions ~s to its. develo~-
mental tendencies, but they did not predict the future 10 all rts details. Th y
did not foresee the present totalitarian regimes. For them the state ~as
essentially an instrument to secure the rule of the capitalist class. H, Wlt~
the concentration of capital, the ruling body became smaller, the state woul
serve fewer interests and oppose larger masses. But Marx and Engeb

never followed their own lines of thought to the end, for they were con-
vinced that capitalism would not be able to reach a point of developm~n~
th at allowed for the complete merger of state and capital, and for sorne kin
of planned economy. Both knew that .rrustification and protectionism were
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attempts to bring some sort of regulation into the national and international
markets, but they felt sure, as Engels pointed out in a footnote to the third
volume of Capital, that such "experiments are practicabie only so long as
rhe economie weather is relatively favorable ... although production assuredly
needs regulation, it is certainly not the capitalist class which is fitted for
th at task; the trusts have no other mission but to see to it that the llttle
fish are swallowed by the big fish still more rapidly than before." For
Marx the process of capitalist expropriation would not end in a gigantic
super-trust merged with the state. Trusting in the growing powers of the
working class, his concept of the capitalist accumulation ended, as he once
wrote to Engels, "in the class struggle as a finale in which 'is found the
solut ion 'of the whole smear."

For a long time to come, however, the actual class struggles merely
served as incentives for a more rapid capital accumulation. Capitalism
proved itself very adaptable to changing circumstances. The periodically
recurring crises strengthened rather than weakened it. The class struggle
became quite unimportant. The dominant issue was the changing character
of capitalism itself. Trustification, cartellization, monopolization, often
over-reaching national boundaries, pointed in the direction of marker regul-
ations, planned product ion and crisis contro!. A new era had seemingly
begun. Capitalism, at least th at capitalism of which Marx had written,
neared its end. The socialist theoretician Hilferding pointed out that each
capitalist must not only make profit, but must accumulate in order to remain
a capitalist. But accumulation is the concentration of capital in fewer
hands. Thus in pursuing his capitalistic end, each capitalist progressive1y
destroyed the opportunities for pursuing capitalistic ends. With the con-
centration of aIl capital in "one hand", capitalism would have reached its
"goal". There would then no longer be a capitalist end th at could be
pursued. Capital accumulation in the previous sense of the term would
no longer be possible, because where all is concentrated concentration stops.
Kautsky a little more timidly applied the same reasoning to problerns of
international relations in his theory of "Ultra-Imperialism",

At first glance all this seems quite in step with Marxism, for Marx
hir,nself was convineed that, nationaIly as weIl as internationaIly, "every-
thmg the bourgeoisie centralizes favors tbe work:ing class". Y et th is would
nor spare tbe working class the trouble of the revolution. For Marx the
development from laissex faire to trustification was not a straight line. This
devel?pment was a contradictory process of prosperity and depression,
creat~on and destruction, centralization and decentralization, progress and
feactlon. The contradiction inherent in the relations of production could
ne~er. he overcome by way of centralization, th at is, by a mere organizing
Pflnclple. It would be reproduced on an enlarged scale as production itself
\V~s enlarged and the scope of capitalist activity widened. The end of
ItlJsse% faire was not the end of competition; it only led to the more forceful
Competition of monopolies. National centralization indicated a trend not
towards pacification but towards imperialistic wars. There were no doubt
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quantitative changes; a qualitative change, however, involves class action.
As long as there we re owners or controllers of the means of production
on the one hand and an empty-handed laboring dass on the other, a11 re-
product ion involved the reproduetion of the exploitat.ive rel.ations~ip. Only
that class which owned nothing could be interested 10 end mg th IS relation-
ship, and could thus stop a continuous reprodu~tion process t~at involved
the reproduetion of a11 conditions connected with and determmed. by the
existing class relations. Short of the abolition of the class relatIo~s ~ll
transformation would only be new expressions of the same old capitalist
society.

The socialist reformists did not deny that the competitive struggle
reproduced the inner contradictions of capitalism on a larger scale, but they
thought that th is process was coming to an end becaus~ of ~ lack of co.mpe~.
itors. Assuming that this end would be reached, Hilferding wrote I.n hls
Finanxkapital, "the whole of capitalist production would be ~o~sclOusly
regulated by one authority ... it would still be a society in a~tag.oms.tlc f.orm.
But th is antagonism would be one of distribution. The distribution It.seIf
would be consciously regulated." At this stage of deveIopment all previous
capitalistic categories would lose their meaning. The single. ~uthori~y would
arrange what should be produced and under what conditioris ; it would
control the products, and would distribute them as it saw fit. Under such
conditions, the only reasen for displacing with socialists a capitalist authority,
that is, the personne1 brought into controling position by the previous
development, would be the conviction that the socialists knew how to s~rve
society better. From then on the historical process would. be determmed
by the actions of the persons comprising the single authonty ", I~ would
make no difference whether these persons stemmed from the capitalist class,
the middle class, or the working class ; the quality of leadership would be
a11 that mattered.

Though Lenin was a great admirer of the Marxian "orth~dox( ot
Kautsky and Hilferding, he soon disagreed with th~m on ~ractlcal issues.
Independent of the question as to whether or no~ their theones wou~d work
in Western Europe, it was certain that they did not fit the. Russian con-
ditions. To wait for capital-concenttation among the Russisn peasantry
simply meant asking too much. A revolution was in the making; one ?ad ~o
participate and adapt oneself to its specific conditions. Though Lenm did

. h . d f h'" . "ofnot possess the patience of the reformist w 0 waite or t e npemng
socialism he enthusiastically accepted their notion that history could be made

, . 1 d'" h d" "Stateby a directorate as soon as capita was coneentrate 10 one an .
capitalism," he said at a Congress of the Bolshevik Party, "is that form ~f

, . Th' . li IScapitalism which we shall be in a position to restnct. IS capita rsrn
bound up with the state, and the state - that is, the workers, the most
advanced part of the werkers, the vanguard, is ourselves, and it is we on
whom the nature of th is state capitalism will depend". In view of the
hierarchieal arrangements within the party, all that was left to say was

what Louis XIV said shortly before the bourgeois revolution, "Ls'etat , c'est
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moi", and wh at is now, at the "end" of capitalism, on the lips of a hundred
million Germans, "Bitter ist Deutschland I"

The application of these principles in Russia was intended to do and
do bet ter what the capitalist had not succeeded in doing. It was an enorm-
ous job. There can be no doubt that Lenin and Trotsky applied the terrns
"traitor" and "hypocrite" to the Hilferdings and Kautsky not for com-
petitive purposes only, but because they were really convineed that these
people betrayed their own principles. After a11, the essential differences
between reformists and revolutionists were to be found in their struggle-for-
power policies, not in their methods for building socialism. True, Russia
was not "ripe", but could it not be helped along by doing eonsciously what
in the capitalistic nations went on behind the backs of the people? The
socialists had no answer. To find anti-bolshevik arguments at all they had
to borrow from the white counter-revolution.

In his book "Terrorism and Communism" Trotsky wrote th at "without
the militarization of labor and state compulsion... socialism will remain an
empty sound... There is no way to socialism except by the authoritative
regulation of the economie forces and resources... ...and the centralized
distribution of labor in harmony with the general state plan." This was
in fuIl accord with the ideas nourished by aIl socialists of the time, yet the
majority of the social-democrats refused to accept the bolshevik regime as
a socialistic one. Under this regime socialists and their foIlowers went to
Siberia just as they went under the Czar. But the socialists could not claim
that they we re opposing a capitalist regime, nor could they admit that they
were out to erush socialism. What then did they oppose ?

Actually the problem solves itself very easily; "theoretically" it is a
little more difficult. The socialists had constructed a beautiful theory of
social development; capital itself was the great "socializer", One had only
to wait. Waiting was quite bearable since it schooled the masses, developed
discipline, created group-solidarity, a worker's culture. In short, instead
of money, as Marx had said, capitalism was sweating socialism out of all
its pores. To be sure, money did not disappear altogether. Trade-union
and secretarial salaries increased with the growth of the cultural require-
ments of the emancipated proletarians. Naturally, the emancipation could
be achieved only gradually - one secretariat after another. The dimes
and nickels of the millions created fortunes as weIl as the hundreds of
thousands of any baker's dozen of capitalists. The socialists did not need
to wait for Woolworth to demonstrate th is facto Every Balkan peasant
.knows th at small animals also give manure. Lucrative jobs were waiting
In governmental and labor institutions; money was made and cleverly in-
vested. The emancipated proletarians learned to appreciate what Disraeli
described as "the sweet simplicity of the three per cent." No, there was
no need to search deep into the soul of man to understand why the socialists
could not accept bolshevism.

Theoretically the socialist opponents could not admit the capitalistic
character of the Russian social system because it applied their own theory
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of socialization. Unable as socialists to light a socialist state, they were
forced to invent new definitions which litted neither capitalistic nor social-
istic ideals. At first Russia was denounced as a new variety of an eternal
Asiatic barbarism. The fasdzation of Western Europe led to a refinement
in description. Only recently Hilferding wrote in the Sotsialistichesky
fliestnik that the Russian economy is neither capitalistic nor socialistic, but
a "totalitarian state economy", a "personal dictatorship", Stalin's state, in
which "economy no longer has its own laws, but is directed from above."
In short, the centralization of all capital in "one hand" has been literally
accomplished. For the present-day Hilferding th is goes too far. Earlier
he was quite willing to accept an economy consciously regulated by a civil-
ized, well-meaning and, if possible, social-democratic central authority.
But a personal dictatorship. especially of a Stalin, he rejects. Thus he is
now convineed th at the dreamed of"managing of things" may become an
"unlimited domination over man", and he says th at "we must change our
over-simplified and schematic ideas about the inter-relationships between econ-
omy and the state."

Not only Hilferding, but most politically-minded people are now re-
considering their former conceptions of capitalism, socialism, the state, and
their interrelationships. I t was not the Russian Revolution that stirred
them up, however, but the rise of fascism, and especially the successes of the
German Nazi-state. The Russian Revolution had rather reestablished the
belief in "progress" somewhat dimmed by three years of warfare. All went
according to schedule: accumulation, crisis, war, revolution, socÎalism. But
in Western Europe the new hope led to no more than the applauding of
the heroic deeds of the Russian workers. A few million dead soldiers had
not been able to destroy the theory of "gradualism" that dominated the pre-
war ideologies. Only the so-caUed fascist revolutions ended the reformists'
dreams by k:i1ling off· the dreamers. But instead of the situation becoming
clearer, now that the "dream was lost", it only became more bewildering.
Less than ever do people understand the meaning of their own activities
and- the happenings in their world.

Il.

The fascist state, and even more so the bolshevik state, are both old
and new, just as a11anti-capitalistic ideas have been both old and new. Thus
some observers are able to see in the rise of bolshevism and fascism rhe
beginning of a world-wide social revolution, and others can speak gloomily
of a return of the Dark: Ages, Indeed, it seems that ideas of the mercan-
tilistic stage of early capitalism re-appear in national-socialistic concepts,
that money-economy returns to earlier barter-schemes, th at the international-
ity of capitalist trade yields to autarchy, that wage-workers find themselves
once more in servitude. And yet, the Blitzkrieg changes the map of the
world even faster than the imperialism of liberalism; production for what-
ever purpose exceeds aU previous records; capital is spread to all corners of
the world; populations are shifted on a scale th at makes the mass emigrations
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of the past appear like jaunty week-end excursions. Munitions plants in
the jungles of the Dutch Indies, airplane assemblies in the woods of deepest
China, death-bearing "Liberators" crossing the Atlantic in 7lh hours en-
gineerin.g feats of bomb-proof dogouts for 46 divisions awaiting Der' Tag
of the invasion, enthusiastic shock:-troops in field, factory and enemy ter-
ritory - certainly th is cannot mean th at the clock has been turned back:.

Can this be capitalism? Has not capitalism long been decaying? Has
it not suffered under the permanent crisis, unused resources, stoppage of
capital export, millions of unemployed and worst of all the decline of

i> "profits . And then what was the meaning of the bolshevik coup d'etat the
March on Rome, the Reichstag fire? What explains the variety of' pro-
cedures of Mussolini's syndicated corpora te state, in the Russia which abol-
ished all individual property rights, in the state-controlled German economy?
What do these differences mean in regard to the interests of capitalists,
werkers, farmers, and the middle class? Wh at should be accepted, what
rejected? An so on - endlessly.

Let us recall for a moment Hilferding's remark: that in Stalin's Russia
"econ?my ~o longer has its own laws." We already know that, according
to Hilferding, economie laws concentrate capital into fewer hands-finally
into "one hand." Connected with these laws we re other "laws" referring
to the capitalist mechanism as it operates at any time during the general
developmental process. With the social capital united in "one hand" these
capitalistic categories would lose their force and meaning. Until then the
development of capital would be determined by the "law of value" the
automatic regulator of capitalist production and distribution. '

The "law of value" was discovered by Marx's forerunners the ex-
penerits of political economy. It served to show that the capitalistic market
~echanism benefitted the whole of society; an "invisible hand" guided all
dispereed individual activity towards the common goal - an economie
equilibrium in which each one receives his proper share either in the form
of profits. interests, or wages. For Marx the defiinition of value in terms~!labor meant something other than what it meant for classical economy.

In the hap hazard and continually fluctuating relations of exchange between
the va:ious produets of Iabor," he said, "the labor time socially necessary
for their production forcibly asserts itself as a regulating natural law just
~s the law of gravity does when the house collapses over our heads." It
Is.only in its conceptional form that Marx's "law of value" is connected
with that of the dassicists. It is distinguished from the latter through its
close conneetion with the social conditions underlying the capitalist econ-
omy, In 1868 -in a letter to Dr. Kugelmann, Marx wrote, "Even if there
:er~ no chapter on 'value'. in my book, the analysis of thereal relationships

hich I grve would contam the proof and demonstration of the real ualue
relations ..... Every child knows that a country which ceases to work, I will
nor say for a year, but for a few weeks, would die. Ever.y child k:nows
too, that the mass of products corresponding to the different needs require
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different and quantitatively determined masses of the tot al labor of society.
That this necessity of distributing social labor in definite proportions cannot
be done away with by the particular form of social production, but can only
change the form it assumes, is self-evident. No natural laws can be done
away with. What can change, in changing historica I circumstances, is the
form in which these laws operate."

In other words, the social division of labor entails some form of co-
ordination of all individual operations to satisfy human needs. But private-
property capitalism has no co-ordinating agency. That function is supposedly
fulfilled by the exchange process. Human necessities must first be trans-
lated into value relations before they can be realized. The value relations
appear as "economie laws" only by virtue of the fact that capitalists pursue
individual ends in a society based on social labor. But the atomized activity
of capitalist producers is only a historical fact, not an economie necessity.
Capitalism emerged as a new class society out of another class society. It
thus developed further the social labor process without being able to make
it really social, that is, without being able to co-ordinate all partial functions
in such a manner that the whole of society could participate in the progress
connected with an increassing productivity.

Marx argued within the conceptional framework of classical economy in
order to fight the bourgeois economists on their own ground, to show th at
their ideas failed to convince even in their peculiar fetishistic setting. But
in doing so, he only translated into bourgeois-economie terms existing social
relationships, th at is, the actual fight between human beings and between
classes to ga in their separate ends without regard to any economie law or
social necessity. He showed that no mysterious "invisible hand" was guiding
society, but th at it was "regulated" by the defeats and successes of groups
and individuals in the relentless permanent social war. This war appears
as the ordinary economie activity in which people engage ; it is a war,
nevertheless. The "economie laws" were exposed as relations between per-
sons and classes in the productive process, and in social life generally.

The "economie laws" of capitalism, which have now supposedly cu1-
minated in the "directed economy," were of a fetishistic nature. Their end
can only lay bare the real relationship they covered up. In other words,
the end of these "economie laws" does not prove the existence of a new type
of society, but only robs the capitalist society of its disguises. Behind all
capitalistic categories there finally stands nothing but the exploitation of the
many by the few. Because for historical reasons capitalist society started
out as an aggregate of numerous large or small units, the accumulation of
capital resulted from the quasi-independent activity of individual capitalists,
profits and wages appeared to be regulated by marker laws. For historical
reasons, too, the state began as an executive organ for aU capitalistc interests
and was th us the property of none.

To the capitalist mind for which its own society was the final product
of aU social development and class relations were natural necessities -
the capitalist relationships in production and exchange appeared as real
16

economie laws which determined and limited the behavior of men. To
improve society it was only necessary to understand these laws better. How-
ever! aU "sc.ientific" economie theory remained mere ideology; though as
an Id.eology it was forceful and well served the capitalist ends. As an ideo-
l?gy rt ent~red even anti-capitalistic theories and mystified all social ques-
tions the SImpier they became. The rise of the totalitarian state cannot
be understood, nor its character grasped, by people unable to free themselves
from this ideology which speaks of "economie laws" wh en it describes no
more than the exploitaion of men by men within a particular historical set-
ting and at a certain developmental stage of social production and technique,
However, fascism's "ending" of the assumed "economie laws" - which
are now exposed as no more than a special form in which within the atom-
ized capitalist society, certain natural necessities assert thernselves despite
class and profits needs does not prove that there are no economie laws at
all ; it only shows that such laws can have nothing in common with those
relationships the bourgeois economists describe as economie laws. The claim
tha: f~ism .has brought to an end the "economie laws" which "regulated"
capitalist society cannot be taken seriously, for one cannot end something
that does not exist.

What the fascists are doing is to react differently to the inescapable
ne~d for distrib\'tin~ the social labor in such proportions that society can
exist ~t all. ~hat IS, they have within given territories developed methods
of doing consciously what hitherto was left to chance. The results of the
struggle of all ~gai.nst aU and of class against class, fought out in the sphere
of e~change, disguised th:se real struggles as peaceful automatic exchange
relations, What the fascists have done is to bring into daylight what had
been hidden behind economie terms. They could not help unmasking the
exchange relations as the relation between classes - one controlling, the
other controlled - because they themselves rose to power by political strug-
gles, not by grace of an economie law.

The law of value in the Marxian sense asserts itself by way of crisis
and revolution. Under conditions of production and exchange in charge
of a large number of relatively smaU enterprisers and the existence of a
variety of class interests and group interests within the classes that is inh ' ,te. so . called laissez-faire period of capitalim, each class, each group, each
capitalisr had only a limited power to violate the interests of others. In
bourgeois-economie terms th is situation was seen or could be expressed
as· d· ' ,prices ten mg towards their value. The unequal development of the
powers possessed by capitalists and classes, because of unequal beginnings
and opportunities, and the inequality of social position meant that develop-
ment took place as concentration of capital and centralization of political
~~w~r. .The stro?g could °violate ° the weak:: in increasing measure. The

~tnbutlOn of social labor m defimte proportions became ever more a dis-
tnbution according to the needs of the determining capitalistic groups. If
the t dicti b . I• °con ra renons etween capita and social needs became too great a
cnSIS occurred, The crisis enforced re-organizations in the capital structure
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50 that the capitalists could continue to serve exclusively their own needs
without inviting punishment. The day of reekoning was postponed, and
has been postponed until now. In this very process, bowever, the face of
capitalistic society has changed continuously.

AU th is can be expressed in economie terms, tbat is, can be described
as the "law of accumulation", the "changing organic composition of capita!",
the "tendency of the rates of profit to decline", and in many other ways,
as it is actually done in various crisis theories. But a11 these formulations
only say in different words th at on the basis of the existing divisions of labor,
modern technique, and the prevailing class structure, more and more power
is given to the successful groups to enforce tbeir will upon society. This
led to the conclusion th at if one single group should usurp complete control
over a11 capital, it would depend on the character of this group whether
it would use its powers to distribute the social labor with a view of pleasing
everybody, or use it to satisfy its own desires at whatever cost to society.
It was not to be expected, however, that the cartellized monopolists would
on their own part use their power to harmonize the social needs with the
social disivion of labor. They either would have to be forced to do so,
by more socia11y-inclined groups, or to be replaced by a socialistic regime.
Thus not the working class, but separate organizations, parties as they had
developed within the liberal structure, were thought of as the realizers of
socialism.

Each political party, serving not the limited interests of one or another
group within the accepted framework: of capitalism, but aspiring to control
society cornpletely in order to realize one or another social theory, had th us
to develop as a dictatorially-inclined party. Whatever parties claimed to
favor democracy, th at is, the democracy th at existed, were destined to dis-
appear, because the concentration process in society deprived them of their
basis of existence. But the question which of a number of such organizations
will finally gain power depends on a great complex of circumstances. There
is no general formula for gaining power except that which says you have
to take it. The composition of the group which becomes the single authority
and its road to power may be quite different in every case. I t is nonsense
to address a particular group as one which, because of its special position
or function in society, is scheduled to rule. No generalization can here an-
pro ach realities. To explain the rise of Bolshevism in Russia a separate
study is needed, to explain the rise of German fascism another is necessary.
But to understand why the capitalist development tends to wind up in the
dictatorship of one group over the whole of society it is only necessary to
recognize the class character of society and to understand how this class
nature determines the peculiar character of the developing economie and
political structure of capitalism as one which concentrates, in the hands of
a few, all th at is created and belongs to the labor of al!.

The successful party controls both the state and capital, But a state
can under certain circumstances tranform itself into a "party" and combine
political and economie power in its dictatorship. Many roads lead to Rome.
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The old idea that monopoly capital would control for its purposes the state
apparatus has proved an illusion. This much only is clear. The old idea
was the result of the generally accepted belief in capitalistic progress as
determined by its "economie laws" of motion. There were no such economie
laws; hence "progress" could take another course. But the stubborn insist-
ence that old theories are truer than new facts, an insistence connected both
with material group interests and the psychological difficulty of admitting
defeat, still allows for wide-spread discussions as to what constitutes the
difference between, say, Russia, Germany, and the United States. Those
5ubjected to the fetishistic laws of capital have certainly lost a world with
the establishment of the totalitarian states. Those adhering to the frozen
ideology of bolshevism indeed see differences between fascism and bolshevism
as great as between day and night. And every cbild can see that neither
Russia nor Germany can be compared with the United States. Differences
between these nations cannot be denied, but only a blind fanaticism could
insist that Hitler serves a group of independent monopolists, th at Stalin
plans or fosters the resurrection of private property in the old laissez-faire
sense, that Roosevelt's policies have as their basis the desires of the domin-
ating groups of capitalists. It is also senseless to find a decisive difference
between two systems in the fact that in Russia a party came to power illegally,
and in Germany lega11y, or to distinguish between them, because in the one
capital was expropriated at once and in the other only gradually, N either
is there any sense in distinguishing between a rising and an existing fascist
regime, th at is, between tbe latter and the "democracies", unless one has the
power to turn events away from their present direction. To ca11 one econ-
omic system capitalistic, another socialistic, and the third nothing for lack
of terms, does not solve any question. Instead of arguing about names, one
should describe in concrete terms the actual relations between men and men
in the productive process, and their position in rel at ion to the extra-economie
sourees of power. When one does th at, a11 discernable differences become
quite unimportant. In essentials all these systems are alike. In each a sep-
arate group controls all power sourees and hence controls the rest of society.

The rule of a party as state, or of a state as party, and their control
over the society, results from previous happenings. Advancing capitalization
displaced individual capitalists with autonomous capitalist groups, individual
work:ers with trade and political organizations. There arose - as it were
- within the state a number of smaller "states" which interfered with
the successful functioning of the state just as much as the monopolies inter-
fered with the competitive rule of the market. Economie crisis conditions
Were accompanied by the crisis of democracy. To "solve" the first, the
second had to be taken care of. But just as the bourgeoisie was unable to
Overcome the economie crisis, so it was unable to solve the political one.
If a party could take state-power, or a state abolish all parties, it could "end"
the political crisis. It could thus, unhampered, attempt to reorganize the
economie structure. In fully developed capitalist nations a party may not
need a real revolution to accomplish this task, nor does a state have to wait
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for such a party. Only in backward nations are revolutions necessary for
this purpose.

Although the growing influence of the state in capitalist society has
been directly identified with its increasing monopolization, the apparent par-
allelism discernible here has to be understood not as a process in which
one hand washes the other - th at is, as if the monopolistic units themselves
were fostering the power of the state, and the lat ter exercised th is power
in the exclusive interest of the monopolists,- but must be seen in conneetion
with and within the setting of the general national and international com-
petitive process. The state, essentially a monopolistic enterprise like any
other, developed its own vested interests and had a better opportunity to
defend them within the permanent international crisis conditions, It could
with the help of social movements become the most important monopoly
and within the framework of imperialistic rivalries combine aH power in
society in one hand, and thus begin to "plan" the nation.

From this point of view state rule over the economy and therewith
totalitarianism is but another step in the concentration process which accom-
panied the whole development of capital, It is a new phase in the history
of the capitalistic social and international division of labor based on the
divorce of the producers from the means of production. Like any previous
re-organization of the capitalist structure in the wake of a crisis, th is new
reorganization, expressed in a limited "planning", succeeded at first in over-
coming an existing stagnation. These initial successes, however, only obscure
the real character of its "planning", just as previously a new prosperity based
on re-organization processes that took place during the crisis had given rise
to hopes that now at last the philosopher's stone had been found. In reality,
as the spreading of the war shows only too clearly, the anarchy of the mar-
ket has been replaced by the anarchy of "planning". By gearing the whole
economy to the needs of war all crisis symptoms disappear as they disappeared
under war conditions in the liberalistic age. But the very existence of th is
war indicates that the separate interests of the diverse state-apparatuses -
each of which comprises a group of privileged people - clash with the real
needs of the social world just as violently, if not more so, as did the private-
property interests of times past. AH capitalistic categoties today are re-
produced not in their fetishistic form but in their actual character; they
are reproduced on a still greater scale, violating more than ever the needs
of mankind.

Luenika.
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a sample copy. Help to win new subscribers; send contribu-
tions to the Sustaining Fund.
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BEVOLUTION FOB WHAT?
A critica I comment on Jan Valtin's "Out of the Night"

"Soiled with mire from top to toe, and oozing blood from every pore",
a seafaring man emerges on th is side of the Atlantic to tell a weird story
of intrigue and conspiracy, of spying and counter-spying, of treason, torture,
and murder. It is a true story, a reliable record of tangible facts, albeit
mostly of facts that remind one of the "stranger than fiction" columns.
Yet there is the difference th at they are not isolated facts which seem un-
believable only because they do not fit into the common assumptions derived
from everyday experience. Valtin's book: reveals a whole world of well-
connected facts that retain their intrinsic quality of unreality even after
their non-fictitious character has been established. It is a veritable under-
world that lies below the sudace of present-day society; yet unlike the
various disconnected underworlds of crime, it is a coherent world with its
own type of human actions and sufferings, situations and personalities, al-
legiances and apostasies, upheavals and cataclysms,

It may weU be that the claim of publishers and reviewers that "Out
of the Night" is "unlike any other book", and a "mile-stone in the history
of literature" is justified, though in quite another sense than theirs. It
has probably never happened before that a man of 36 years with "a face of
exceptional boyishness" (publisher's advertisement) has told such a grue-
some story, dealing not with his individual adventures but with an important
part of world history, not with events long past but with things that hap-
pend just the other day and that may still be going on in a very similar
way right now.

The title of this book is utterly misleading. Who came out of the
night? When and wh ere and for whom did the new day begin? What
right have the publishers to claim that th is man Valtin is "a symbol of hope
in this dark hour, a symbol of a generation which came back from a long
trek in the wilderness, to build civilization all over -again"? The only
thing that his career as an OGPU spy and a Gestapo spy who finally com-
muted between both of them as a spy's spy until even this became utterly
impossible might symbolize is the finai petering-out in a sort of ambiguons
alliance of the competitive fight between German nazism and Russian bol-
shevism. How many of the readers, who today af ter fellow-traveling with
bolshevism feel elated in the belief that, like Valtin, they have come back
hom a long trek in the wilderness to build civilization ("defend democracy")
all Over again, are aware of the fact th at with them, as with their hero,
nothing has changed but the external situation ? Like Valtin, they never
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dreamed of the possibility that one day in August, 1939, the two mutually
opposed world-powers of fascism and bolshevism would come to terms, after
which neither party would need the particular services they had rende red
in exchange for that certain amount of "security" or "protection" which in
the world as it is, results from the conneetion with any organization of power
- holy or unholy, (This applies to the particular services rendered by
professors and other intellectuals just as much as it applies to the services
of spies, forgers, killers, and to other menial services.)

On the part of Valtin himself there is not much of an atternpt to conceal
this woeful state of affairs. In this respect he still towers, despite all we
have said and shall say about him, high above some of his ferv.ent admirers
within the recently established Defense-of-Democracy Front (formerly
"Popular Front") of the rep enting American intellectuals. Although he
makes his bow to American democracy - the law of the land of his last
refuge - he does not dissemble his essentially different faith. He reveals
rather clearly the state of mind that he had reached when af ter some years
of torture in the Nazi concentration camp he finally made a well-prepared
gestu re of repudiating communism and accepting the program of "Mein
Kampf". He does not pretend that in explaining the reasons for this step
to his torturers he was speaking entirely against his true internal conviction :
"Many of the things I said were not lies; they were conclusions I had ar-
rived at in the self-searching and digging which many thousand lonely hours
had invited." (p. 657) Even now, as an American resident in 1939, he
comments on the revolutionary internationalism of his youth in much the
same vein as wh en he had still to prove his recent conversion to "healthy
nationalism" to Inspector Kraus in the concentration camp. (pp. 3, 659).
Signing the pledge for N azism carried conviction because he explained to
his torturers th at he "joined the C. P. as a boy out of the same motives
which brought other youths into the ranks of the Hitler movement." (657).
His, preferenee from the outset, if he had had a choice, might well have
been in the direction of the more whole-heartedly violent of the two anti-
demoeratic post-war movements. He faithfully reports the sensation he
experienced when as a youth of barely 14 years he, for the first time, "saw
a man lose his life". The man was an officer in field-gray who came out
of a station surrounded by mutineers during the revolt of the sailors in
Bremen on November 7, 1918:- "He was slow in giving up his arms and
epaulettes. He made no more than a motion to draw his pistol wh en rhey
were on top of him. Rifle butts flew through the air above him. Fascin-
ated I watched from a little way olf.· Then the sailors turned away to
saunter back to their trucks. I had seen dead people before. But death
by violen ce and the fury that accompanied it we re something new. The
officer did not move. I marvelled how easily a man could be killed.
I rode away on my bicycle. I fevered with a st range sense of power." (p.l 0)

') Emphasfs by reviewer.
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Similar scenes were to occur again and again throughout the next fifteen
years - and though no longer an innocent by-stander, he was still inva:-iab-
ly watching the scene hom a little way off, "fascinated" and fevered ":lth a
"strange sense of power." (There was one glorious exception that will be
discussed below.) He was "fascinated" again when in 1931 he
heard the first speech of Captain Goering:- "I tried to be cool, tried to
take notes on wh at I intended to say after Captain Goering had finished,
but soon gave it up. 'I'he man fascinated me."·· (p. 243)

Thus there is not much of a "gospel for democracy" in this story of
an unrepenting adherent of an anti-demoeratic faith. Valtin's escape to
rhe country of "democracy" is a mere extern al occurence. There was no
room left for him between the fascist hammer and the communist anvil.
He th us symbolizes not the sentirnentalized but the real story of those people
who after the German-Russian treaty of 1939 and more particularly after
the collapse of Holland, Belgium, France, found themselves in a trap and
are still desperately looking for an escape. It is a hypocritical and self-
defeating attempt to sell this gruesome but true story of Valtin to the
American public as an uplifting report on the redemption of a sinner from
the damnation of anti-demoeratic communism and nazism.

It is equally ridiculous to ask us, as does the January Book-of-the
Month-Club News, to believe that this book is "first of all an autobiography
and it should be re ad as such." The reason th at Valtin's book appeared
in this country with the approval of the F.B.I., was the February choice
of the Book-of-the-Month Club, has climbed to the top of the non-fierion
best-seller list, was advertised on the radio, reprinted in excerpts through
two issues of Liie and condensed for the March issue of the Reader's Dlçest ,
is not its literary quality but its usefulness as war propaganda against both
Nazi Germany and its virtual ally, Communist Russia. We, too, think
th at the book has merits from a literary point of view. There is a genuine epic
quality in the story told in Chapters 18 and 19 ("Soviet Skipper" ) and in
aU parts of the book th at deal with ships and harbors and seafaring folk.
There is, furthermore, throughout the book an impressive show of th at
quality of the author's which impressed even his Nazi torturer when he
said to him, "You have W eltkenntnis:" There are other parts of the book,
including the pathetic story of "Firelei", which might be said to betray
too much of a lyrical effort; but here the reviewer would like to withhold
judgment as it is often difficult to draw a line between genuine emotion
and melodramatic display of sentiment. What concerns us, however, is the
question of the book's political importance.

Wh at does it contribute to our knowledge of that great revolutionary
rnovement of the working classes of Europe th at threw the whole traditional
system of powers and privileges out of balance,- so much so that even
in its ultimate defeat it engendered a new and apparently more formidable

") Emphasis by reviewer.
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threat to the exisnng system - the unconquerable economie CriSIS, the
fascist revolution, and a new world war? Wh at does the book teach us
about the mistakes th at led to the failure and self-destruction of the rev-
olutionary movements of the last two decades, and what can be learned from
it for avoiding similar mistakes in the future ?

Before attempting an answer we might consider how much of a con-
tribution to far-reaching political problems we can expect from a book like
this. It would be unreasonable to expect much political judgment from
a man who was fourteen years old when he was drawn into the maelstrom
of the German revolution and later spent the best part of his life in the
strict seclusion of the professional conspirator and spy, not counting a three
years' term in an American prison and four years' detention in a Nazi
concentration camp. Apart from the centacts with real human beings th at
he gained on ships and in ports on his numerous travels over the seven seas,
there was in his long life as a revolutionary just one short period - lasting
from May to October, 1923 - during which he had a chance to put in
some actual fighting with the rank and file. This period culminated in,
and was concluded by, his active participation in the famous uprising of
the military organization of the C.P. in Hamburg in October, 1923. There-
af ter he left the scene for another period of traveling abroad, performing
odd services for the Party, and did not return to Europe and Germany for
any length of time until the beginning of 1930. Only th en was he charged
with more important work under the immediate control of the inner circles
of the Comintern; only then did he get a chance to cbserve events and
developments from a point of view broader than th at of the secret agent
committed to a specific, and for him often meaningless task. His misfortune
was th at the international communist movement had in the meantime lost
all of its former independent significanee. It had been transformed into
a mere instrument of the Russian State. Even in this capacity it no longer ful-
filled any political function, but was restricted to organizational and conspir-
atorial activities. The national units of the Comintern (the c.p.'s of the var-
ious countries) had been virtually transformed into detached sections of
the Russian Intelligence Service. In name only were they directed by
their political leaders; in actual fact they were controUed by the divers agents
of the OGPU. Thus, during the first part of Valtin's career there was a polit-
ical movement of which he got only the most casual glimpses; and during
the lat ter part, all th at was left of the former political character of the C.P.'s
was a mere semblance and pret ence of a genuine political movement.

This summary of Valtin's personal history explains both the useful-
ness and the shortcomings of his contribution to the political history of the
revolution. He does not understand much, even today, of the very different
character that the communist werkers' movement in Germany and in other
European countries showed in its earlier phases; he accepts its later con-
spiratorial character as the inevitable character of a revolutionary move-
ment. Such a tragic misunderstanding results, in his case, from a peculiar
conjunction of different causes. Ris extreme youth during the formative
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phase of the Communist Party, 1919-1923, the particular conditions along
the "water-front" and more especially in Hamburg, that in many ways anti-
cipated a much later phase of the general development of the Party, his
own impetuous, enthusiastic, reckless nature th at from the outset designed
him for the role of a "professional revolutionist" in the Leninist sense of
the term, his particular usefulness as a "real sailor" (p, 107) in a field
that was of outstanding importance both for international revolutionary
politics and for the specific aims of Russian power polities:- all this con-
tributed to deprive him of his fuU share in the "normal" experience of the
class struggle long before the split between the masses of workers and a
secret inner circle became a typical feature of the communist movement
all over the world. When he joined the party in May, 1923, he was at
once singled out for "special" duties as a mernber of one of the "activist"
brigades in the harbor of Hamburg, as a military leader, and as a "courier"
for the exchange of messages between the known leaders of the German
party and their Russian military advisers, It was by sheer instinct and
good luck that he did not get involved in the first amateurish activities of
the terror groups th at were then introduced into German revolutionary
poli tics by the secret agents sent from Russia for this pur pose.

It is easy to show how little Valt in really understood of the dariag
ambiguities of the Russian "communist" interferences in the revolutionary
struggle of the German workers. To this day he believes in most of me
roman tic stories th at were then whispered from mouth to mouth about the
various important "generals" who had been secretly sent by the Soviet
government to handle the military end of the planned insurrection. It K
true th at a number of Russian officers had been sent, th at they had advised
the German Party leaders, and that they were, in fact, responsible for such
fantast ic schemes as th at of the assassination of General von Seeckt, head
of the German Reichswehr, by the T.-groups of the ill-famed Felix Neu-
mann, who later betrayed the whole crew of the T.-units and their secret
leaders, the Russian officers, to the German police. But it is equally true
that the Russian officers had come to Germany in a double capacity. While
the Soviet government was assisting the German c.P. in preparing the
insurrection, it was at the same time engaged in secret negotiations with the
same General von Seeckt whom its Tchekist emissaries planned to assassinate.
These negotiations with the militarist and reactionary clique - the fore-
runners of N azism in the Weimar Republic - were conducted with a view
to preparing a Russo-German alliance against France and England, who
had at that time invaded the Rhine and Ruhr territories of Germany. The
negotiations led to a number of military agreements and paved the way for
the treaty that was actually concluded between Germany and Russia in
the spring of 1926.

AU the Russian officers who had been tried and senteneed to death
penalties and long prison terms in the so-called Tcheka-trial at Leipzig in
1924, we re shortly afterwards returned to Russia. The underlying dip-
lomatic procedure was screened by the arrest and trial of a few otherwise
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unknown German students by the GPV in Moscow on the charge of es-
pionage. They were convicted and afterwards exchanged for "General"
Skoblevsky (alias Helmut, alias Wolf) and the other Russian officers cap-
tured in Germany. In reporting his version of these events, Valt in still
naively believes in the story which was then spread by the German and
Russian governments and was at the time widely accepted by the workers.
Felix Djerjinsky, the "supreme chief of the GPV", he tells us, had silently
inaugurated the drive against the German students and thus compelled the
German authorities to return the Russian officers who had plotted against
the life of von Seeckt and had nearly succeeded in organizing a revolutionary
overthrow of the German state.

We have discussed th is particular question at length not for the purpose
of exposing the naivity of Valtin's report, but for a more important end
- namely, to show the distortion that the whole history of the class-struggle
undergoes if it is regarded from the restricted viewpoint of the technical
"expert", the professional conspirator and spy. This distortien is inherent
in the whole of Valtin's report on those earliet phases when the communist
movement was still to a greater or lesser extent a genuine political move-
ment, a true expression of the underlying class-struggle.

Unfortunately, the same objection cannot be raised against Valtin's
report on the later phases of the communist movement. By that time the
distortion of a genuine political movement to a me re conspiratorial organ-
ization had become a hlstorical tact: Af ter 1923 and again after 1928,
1933, and ultimately af ter 1939, the so-caUed Communist Party became
what Valtin assumed it had been at aU times - a mere technical instrument
in the hands of a secret leadership. paid and controUed exclusively by the
Russian State, entirely independent of any con trol by its membership or
by the working class at large.

Thus the greater part of Valtin's book presents a most valuable des-
cription of the real distortions that must befall a revolutionary movement
that becomes estranged from its original purpose and from its roots in the
class-struggle. There is no doubt that Valtin has given arealistic descrip-
tion of th is historical process and of its ultimate outcome. He has presented
the facts without reserve, with no perceptible sparing of other persons and
very little sparing of himself. He has recorded the characteristic features
of persons, events, and localities with a rare gift both of memory and of
accurate detailed description. He has thus revealed the complete inside story
of an immense plot, whose details - by a carefully devised and rigidly
observed procedure - were known only to a minimum number of immed-
iately involved persons, most of whom have died in the meantime without
recording their memories. Thus in his factual report he traces to the bitter
end the working of one of the processes th at contributed to the utter defeat
of the most revolutionary movement of our time and to the temporary
eclipse of aH independent workers' movements in a twilight of despair, loss
of class-consciousness, and cynical acceptance of the counter-revolutionary
substitute for a genuine workers' revolution.
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Yet it cannot be said that Valtin has presented the story of the degen-
eration of the communist movement in a manner in which it would be most
fruitful for the politically interested among his readers. We must supple-
ment his tale with two additions. We must point out the subtle process
by which the first germs of the later decay were introduced into the revolu-
tionary movement ; and we must try to understand the whole of the historical
development that from those inconspicuous beginnings led to the present
complete corruption of a once-revolutionary movement.

Little did the masses of the Independent Social Demoeratic Party of
Germany know wh at they were in for when at their convention in Halle
in the fall of 1920 they accepted, along with twenty other "Conditions of
Admission to the Communist International", the necessity for a secret
"illegal activity" in addition to the regular activities of a revolutiouary
party. They had had some experience in "illegal action" during 1914-18.
They had built up a secret organization of Workers' Councils, and ultim-
ately, of Workers' and Soldiers' Councils to end the war and to organize
the socialist revolution. They had become used to periods when all leg al
activities of the revolutionary parties (outside of the still forrnally respected
parliamentary sphere) were suppressed, their leaders persecuted, their in-
stitutions destroyed and thus, for a certain time, the whole party "forced
into illegality". Thus they imagined that nothing was at issue in the 1920
discussion but th is indispensable element of any genuine revolutionary act ion
- an element th at is present even under the most norm al conditions of the
class struggle (e, g., in the organization of an ordinary strike). They sus-
pected the right-wingers who opposed all the twenty-one conditions of a
malicious plot against this inevitable form of maintaining the revolutionary
movement through the critical periods immediately preceding its decisive
victory or following its temporary defeats. They were for this reason un-
able to listen to the warnings of the left-radical communists who, adhering
to the tradition of Liebknecht and Luxemburg, emphasized the spon ta-
neity of revolutionary mass act ion from the bottom up as against the sup-
remacy of an uncontrolled leadership from the top down. They did not,
and from theirhistorical experience could not, anticipate the fact that from
then on a steadily increasing part - and ultimately all of their organization
and polities, tactics and strategies, their choice of foes and allies, their
theoretical convictions, language and mores, in fact the whole of their be-
havior - would depend on secret orders received from the often suspicious
agents of unknown superiors without the slightest possibility of influence
or control on the part of the members. (This is what became known in
communist circles by the beautiful name of "democratie centralism").

. Already in the next year, the "March-putsch" of 1921 gave a first
lmpression of the disease that from then on was to destroy the healthy
growth of the revolutionary movement of the German workers. I t was
the first of a long series of events in which the elite of the most valiant
and the most devoted workers was sacrificed for an insane enterprise that
Was net based on a spontaneous movement from below nor on a critical
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condition of the existmg economie and political system. I t was planned,
and led to defeat, entirely by a secret somi-military organization. The same
gaine was repeated under similar conditions, and invariably with the most
destructive consequences, through all subsequent phases until it actually
fulfilled the ultimate purpose that had been inherent in the procedure from
the outset. It was used not to arouse the werkers, but to restrain them
from the decisive fight against the advancing forces of N azism because (as
Manuiilsky said at the Eleventh Session of the Executive Committee of the
Comintern in 1932): "It is not true th at Fascism of the Hitler type re-
presents the chief enemy". Wh en this was said, however, the conspiratorial
idea of the revolution had already nearly run its full course, although an
aftermath was still to come. The period of the so-called Popular Front,
inaugurated after 1933, brought many new phases until the Communist
Party reached the utter debasement which is illustrated by the "communist"
staff member of the City College of N ew York who was so conspiratorial
that in helping to edit and put out the Communist campus paper he wore
gloves in order to prevent his leaving fingerprints, because he had "an in-
ordinate fear of detection."***

A final objection th at might be raised against Valtiri's picture of the
degeneration of the Communist Party is that he does not discuss the marmer
in which Lenin's concept of the conspiratorial revolution is closely related
to other parts of Lenin's theory-namely, to his concept of the party and
the state, to his assumption on the role of the various classes, and even of
whole nations, in the "uneven development" of the proletarian revolution
and, last not least, to his theory of the "dictatorship of the proletariat". Here
again an apparent shortcoming of the book is due less to the restricted tech-
nical outlook of the au thor than to the fact that none of those wider political
concepts of the Leninist theory exerted the slightest effect on the action and
omissions recorded in his book. During those later phases of the Comintern
to which his report is mainly devoted, all the high-sounding terms of the
original theory had long since degenerated into empty phrases without any
bearing on the practical behavior of the "revolutionary" conspirators. AB
that the people described by Valt in needed of those Leninist theories was the
cheerful acceptance of an unrestricted use of all forms of violence both
against the existing powers and against those proletarian cri tics of an assurn-
edly infallible leadership who had been described by Lenin and were described
up to the end in ever new and more poisonous terms as the "agents of the
bourgeoisie within the ranks of the proletarian class", the "agents of the
counter-revolution", of "Socîal-Fascism", of "Trotskyism", etc., etc.

There was no longer any conneetion between the various forms and deg-
rees of violence applied and the different tasks to be solved at the different
stages of the revolutionary development. In fact, Valtin's uncritical
report could be used to demonstrate an inverse relation by which the use
of violence becarne the more unrestricted the more the movement lost its

See the testimony of Mr. Canning in the New York Times of March 3rd. 1941.
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original revolutionary character and became a mere intelligence service at
rhe command and in the pay of the external and internal power polities of
rhe Stalin government in Russia. For example, an indiscriminate use of
sabotage had been repudiated by the early communists in accordance with
aU other Marxist parties. In the later phases, as is most impressively re-
vealed by Valtin, all conceivable forms of sabotage were commonly used
and had long ceased to involve any theoretical problems. Again the famous
"purge" of non-conformist party members was applied originally in the form
of disciplinary measures culminating in expulsion from the party; it was
later developed into methodical character-assassination and, ultimately, into
outright assassination of individuals and whole groups, party members and
non-members, both inside and outside Russia. (The murder of Trotsky
by the GPU in Mexico was only the most conspicuous example of an almost
"normal" procedure that scarcely interested a wider public as long as it
was restricted to theextinction of present or former revolutionists).

In conclusion, one word against those inspired people who want to
minimize the significanee of Valtiri's book by pointing out th at the author
was never "an important communist". It is indeed remarkable th at th is
most ferocious attack against the present-day usurpers of the name of rev-
olutionary communism should have come, not from one of the people high
up in the party, but from one of those ordinary wor kers who were forever
misused and sacrificed for the higher purposes of the gods. Here is a fitting
symbol of the form in which the last stroke against the counter-revolutionary
power entrenched in Stalin's Russia is bound to come:- the rebellion of
the masses.

L. H.
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I

MAN AND SOCIETY IN AN AGE
OF RECONSTRUCTION

For Mannheim the present social crisis is not a temporary affair but a
transition period to a new social order. The principle of laisses faire and
its paralleling social structure resulted in chaos; a new principle, "planning
for freedorn", and a new social structure must evolve and lead to a higher
social level which incorporates in itself former types of action, thought, and
freedom compatible with the new society, and at the same time guards
against exaggerated dogma ti sm in planning. Instead of despairing over the
birthpangs of the emerging "mass-society", instead of longing for the irrevoc-
able past, we should accept the neui reality and help to realize a new freedom,
new security, and new progress.

Since in Mannheim's opinion radical solutions of the existing social
problems are out of the question, and since we have to be content with
gradually altering small details within the framework of established rela-
tionships" (381) 2) we must, independent of our preferences, "use all out
intellectual energy towards finding a combination of social controls whién
would determine how far individual liberties should be left unrestricted ir
order to preserve both the freedom of the individual and the efficiency of
the community" (8). He, too, would prefer, he says, to live in a period
"in which the social order and the technique of control did not allow one
group of people to force its concept ion of the 'good life' upon another. But
we have no power to choose the social order and its technique of con trol.
They are already in existence, and the most we can do is to combine and
mold them to the best advantage" (7). As there is no langer "a choice
between planning and laissez faire, but only between good planning and
bad" (6), and as the "planners can reeruit themselves only from already
existing groups, everything will depend on which of these groups with their
existing outlooks will produce the energy, the decisiveness, and the capacity
to master the vast social machinery of modern life" (75).

All this is quite in keeping with the spirit of the time, for it must
be obvious by now th at that kind of "planning" and social ordering initiated
?n a national scale by the Bolsheviks, adopted by the Fascists and Nazis
I~ a somewhat modified form and with partly different means because of
d~fferent conditions, is now under pressure of crisis and war being brought

In a steadily increasing measure into the structure of those nations still
paying lip-service to democracy and free-trade. In one respect, and with

Sociologists, who for professional reasons are more disturbed than other
scientists by the unsocial behavior of men, find their greatest challenge in
present-day reality. On the one hand there is an enormous advance in
science and production, and on the other an almost complete inability to
apply them to the advantage of society as a whole. This paradox leads
sociologists once more to turn from their cherished pre-occupation with iso1-
ated sociological data to new attempts at formulating comprehensive theories
designed to influence and direct social change.

It must be noted, however, that the vaunted ernpiricist formula was
used so extensively not only for reasons of objectivity but also because it
served as a sort of escape-device for scientists unwilling to make political
decisions. Sociologists could not help noticing that all their findings led to
conclusions which in one way or another were directed against the ruling
interests in society. But though it was not difficult to maintain "neutrality"
in the name of science, th at was not enough. Whatever their attitude, the
scientists are now dragged out into the open to "take their stand". Thus
the recent tendencies in sociology are both a series of "confessions" and a
militant defense of the scientists' position in society.

Although prosperity and depression, war and peace relieve one another,
aU that can really alternate in the course of social development is the em phasis
upon one or the other side of this singular but double-faced process; for in
the prevailing society productive forces are simultaneously destructive ones.
This fact explains why, in an atmosphere suggesting war and reflecting general
disorder, hopeful investigations are made and optimistic proposals offered
to preserve peace and to re-establish order. Unless precluded by the require-
ments of warfare the search for sociality in the "unsocial" society is continued
even in the midst of war. In this respect Karl Mcnnheim's new book
Man and Society in an Age of Reconstructions) must be regarded as an im-
portant contribution to contemporary social thought.

IJ Kegan Paul, London. Harcourt. Brace & Company, New York. (469 pp., '16s.6d.-
$3.50J 1940.

The book, which carries the subtitle "Studies in Modern Social Structure," is dividecJ
into six parts dealing with rational and irrational elements in contemporary soçiety,
the social causes of tbe crisis in culture, tbe questions of crisis, dicfatorsbip and war,
wUh thought at the level of planning and , witb questions of planning and freedom
lt contains, besides an introduction, a 72-page bibliograpby and indices of names and
subject matter.
lt sbouId he cIear tbat tbe reviewer wiIl bardly he able 10 do justice 10 Ibe whol/J

COntent of tbis ambitious work, embodying as 1t does its autbor's reflections over
crperiod of six years.. He wilI not deal witb Us social epistemology and its sociological
crncrlysis of ideas otberwise tban indirectly. He feels justified in so doing because of
the iact that the issues neglected were widely dealt witb at tbe time of tbe appecrrance
of Dr. Mannbeim's previous book "ldeology and Utopia". Attacbing more imporlance
t~ the political tban to tbe sociological aspects of tbe work, tbe reviewer concerns:
hlmselt only wUh· Us main theses and Us "message" as teqatds existing social
problems.

2) AII figures in parantbeses refer to pages in Dr. Mannheim's book.
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much more right than Harcourt who in 1901 said that "we are a11 socialists
now" , one could say th at "we are a11 fascists today". A comparison between
the various fascistic proposals and practices in regard to social problerns
and those brought forth by the reformists of the socialistic and liberalistic
schools would suffice to justify such a remark. In view of this situation,
Mannheim's book mayalso be appreciated for its attempt to reconcile social
theory and practice, and for its recognition of the fact that whatever stand
we may take in regard to fascism, our future activity has to be based on that
social necessity which led to the rise of the totalitarian state.

11.
Mannheim's central theme is formed by the problem "of how psycho-

logical, inte11ectual, and moral developments are related to the social pro-
cess (15). He wants to show the conneetion between the changes in human
beings and the great contemporary changes in the social system. The Marx-
ian method of "conternplating our inner life in the light of economie pro-
cesses does not exhaust all the possibiIities of interpreting the mind in relation
to contemporary society" 19). Relationships which are neither economie
nor political, but social, "form the real center of the drama in which social
changes are directly transformed into psychological changes" (21). Psycho-
logy, aestheties, and jurisprudence are no more able than economics to deal
sufficiently with the problems of mind and society. The isolated sciences
have their usefulness, but they will have to translate their separate conclus-
ions into sociological terms. Though untiI today we had no historicalor
sociological psychology, we now have to begin "to perceive the social aspect
of every psychological phenomenon, and to interpret it in terms of a continual
interaction between the individual and society" (17).

Mannheim points out that the number of sociological relationships
and processes which affect the psychology of man is much greater than is
usually supposed. To make this clear, he selects out of the variety of present-
day social relationships "the conflicting principles of competition and regula-
tion". He says " th at not only in economics, but in every sphere of life
the principle of regulation is replacing the principle of competition" (21 ) .
Because of the particular trend of thought which prevailed in those social
sciences reflecting the rise of industry, it happened that the principle of corn-
petition was first discovered in the economie field. It had, nevertheless,
universal validity. (There is competition in love, in art, in polities, etc.)
Today, too, though the change from competition to regulation has economie
causes, it also has a significance of its own; its influence is felt in every kind
of social activi ty ( 22 ) .

Mannheim's first attempt to forge a link between psychology and rhe
social sciences serves to lay bare the "various sociological factors which
could explain why civilization is collapsing before our eyes" (5). He points
out that reason and order exist only under certain conditions. Belief in the
progress of reason has lately been shattered; "groups which have hitherto
ruled society and which, at least since the Age of Reason, have given our
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culture its special tone" (40), have suddenly lost power. Thus it has become
necessary to include in the "picture of historical development the recent
experiences of the power of the irrational... It is the task of sociology to show
at which points in a given society these irrationalities are expressed and
which social functions and forms they assume" (63).

As points of departure Mannheim advances the theses th at "the un-
folding of reason, the orde ring of impulses, and the form taken by morality
are not accidentaL.. but depend on the problems set by the existing social
order. Societies of earlier epochs could afford a certain disproportion in the
distribution of rationality and moral power. The contemporary society, how-
ever, must collapse if rational social control and the individual's mastery
over his impulses do not keep step with technical development" (43). This
latter disproportion proves - in the long run - to be i~compatible with
the industrial society because th is society leads to a growing social intordepen-
denee and a [undarnental democratization, Since there exists a "general dis-
proportion in the development of human capacities", because "modern tech-
nical mastery over nature is miles ahead of the development of the know-
ledge and the moral powers of man", and also a "social disproportion" in
the distribution of rational and moral capacities, because of the class and
functional divisions in society, it happens that as soon as the masses "enter
in one way or another into polities, their intellectual shortcomings and more
especially their political shortcomings are of general concern and even threat-
en the elites" (45). To be sure there is today no more irrationality than
in the past, but "hitherto it has found an outlet in narrower social circles
and in private life" (45). As long as democracy was only a "pseudo-demo-
cracy", Mannheim goes on to explain, it allowed for the growth of rationalitv
but since "democracy .became effective, i. e., since all classes played an acti~~
part in it, it has been increasingly transformed into a 'democracy of
emotions'." (45).

At this point it is necessary to explain in what sense Mannheim employs
the terms "rational" and "irrational", He speaks of substantial and [unctlonal
~ationality and irrationality. A substancial rational act of thought "reveals
Intelligent insight into the inter-relations of events in a given situation. Every
thing else which eith er is false or not an act of thought at a11 (drives, impul-
ses, wishes, feelings) is substantially irrational. Functional rationality or ir-
r~tionality he uses in the way it is usually ernployed in regard to rationaliza-
tlOn processes in an industry or administration, that is, where a "series of
actions is organized in such a way th at it leads to a previously defined goal"
(53). "The more industrialized a society is", Mannheim explains, "and
the mo d d' divi f 1 b . .b re a vance lts lVISIOn0 a or and orgamzanon, the greater will
e .the number of spheres of human activity which will be functionally

r~ttonal and hence also calculable in advance" (55). This increased func-
tJo~al rationality does not, however, promote to the same extent substantial
ratlOnality. Rather, functional rationalization has a paralysing effect on the
capacity for rational judgment, as crises and revolutions so amply testify.
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In earl ier societies "the individual acted only occasionally and in limited
spheres in a functionally rational manner j in contemporary society he is com-
pelled to act in th is way in more and more spheres of life". Most intimately
connected with the functional rationalization of conduct is the phenomenon
of self-rationalization, that is, the individual's systematic control of his im-
pulses. However, since in a functionally rationalized society the thinking
out of a complex series of actions is confined to a few organizers - men in
key positions - the average man's capacity for rational judgment declines
steadily. This leads to a growing distance between the elite and the masses,
thus to the 'appeal to the leader'. Self-rationalization becomes increasingly
more difficult. "When the rationalized mechanism of social life collapses
in times of crisis, the individual cannot repair it by his own insight. Instead
his own impotence reduces him to a state of terrified helplessness"(59).

The origins of the rational and irrational elements in modern society
are th us traceable to the fact that ours is not only an industrial but also a
mass society. As an industrial society "it creates a whole series of actioris
which are rationally calculable... and which depend on a whole series of
repressions and renunciations of impulse satisfactions. As a mass society, it
produces all the irrationalities and emotional outbreaks which are character-
istic of amorphous human agglomerations" (61).

The "irrational", however, "is not always harmful ,...it is among the
most valuable powers in man's possession when it acts as a driving force
towards rational and objective ends"(62). It is harmful when it is not
integrated into the social structure and enters the political life in a society
in which the masses tend to dominate. This is so "dangerous because the
selective apparatus of mass democracy opens the door to irrationalities in
those places where rational direction is indispensable" (63). In short and
to be specific, irrationalities are still an asset in France and England, but
of course very bad in Germany.

III

It might be we~l to interrupt our exposition of Mannheim's studies
and to select for discussion the following ideas:

1) Society is in a transition from laissez faire to planning. The char-
acter of ruling elites is decisive for future events.

2) To understand the actions and ideas of men the "rnulti- dimen-
sional" nature of social events must be considered.

3) A civilization is collapsing j the belief in progress is gone j irration-
ality is on the increase. The last must be understood as the result of the
contradictory development of "social interdependence" and "fundamental
democratization", the more rapid growth of the funetional as compared to
the substantial rationality in industrial mass society.

To deal with the question of transition : It is essential for an under-
standing of Mannheim's thought to observe that his book has been influenced
by "experiences in Germany and later by the English way of thinking, and
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is an attempt at reconciling the two" (4 ). The democracies, Mannheim
says, "have not yet found a formula to determine which aspects of the social
process can be controlled by regulation, and the dictatorships cannot see that
interfering with everything is not planning" (14). He favors neither of
them, but a social policy which successfully merges wh at is good in both;
everything depends finally on "whether we can find ways of transferring
democratic parliamentary control to a planned society" (380). The political
character of Mannheim's work is here revealed. Although somewhat hidden
by a benevolent aclrnowledgment of Marx's contribution to social science, it
is nevertheless an attack upon the idea of revolutionary change. Though
convinced of the necessity of many of the fascistic reforms, Mannheim is
thoroughly frightened by their social consequences. He favors a middle-way,
th at is, he favors the political attitude prevailing in the so-called demoeratic
nations which are in opposition to the new German imperialism.

Mannheim is convineed th at "if the groups engaged in polities still
refuse to look beyond their own immediate interests, society will be doomed"
(15). It is difficult to see more than rhetoric in th is statement, for one or
another group may be doomed (whatever th at may mean), but why society?
It is still more difficult to understand th is because Mannheim does not believe
"that the great theme of our time is the struggle between the proletariat
and the bourgeoisie" (215). He ad mits that at an earlier time the class-
struggle idea appeared to be quite realistic, but now it has to be recognized
as a "distorted perspective". It is no longer true, he says, "that class antagon-
isms are the principal characters" in. the social drama, because "new classes
grew up which cannot be placed in the same category as the bourgeoisie,
the proletariat, or the military caste j party organizations have been created
which ignore the economie division between workers and industrialists. These
issues dwarf the significanee of the continued class tensions" (251).

If class issues are of "secondary importance" today they cannot be made
responsible for the continuation of the present social crisis. If Mannheim
nevertheless speaks of group frictions as responsible for the present chaos,
th is must be understood in the light of his conviction that "party organizations
ignore the division between workers and industrialists". Wh at "doorns"
society is the struggle between party organizations and industry, between
fascism and private-property capitalism. Mannheim's quest for ending group
frictions to "save society" is an appeal to both fascist and "anti-fascists" to
end their struggle and find a compromise solution which satisfies both, -
a plea which simultaneously assumes th at the proletariat as an independent
force is already out of the way.

It is from this view th at Mannheim's claims that most of .the bad sympt-
oms of our time are due to the transit ion from laissez faire to planning,
from a limited democracy to mass society, and to the changes in social tech-
nique accompanying th is process, must be understood. These principles ap-
Pear to him as more important than the Marxian principles of class conflict
and the struggle for power whose "concrete patterns are much too change-
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able to be accepted as the eternal frame-work of fut ure events" (251). He
considers his principles more fundamental because they are more abstract,
because "they sufficiently explain a large number of changes which will en-
dure af ter the special class patterns have been modified" (252).

Though principles which will end ure and transeend the narrower prob-
lems of the present are all right so far as they go, they are not "superior"
and do not relegate the less abstract problems of the present into "secondary
categories". To say th at most of the symptoms of our time are due to its
transitional character is to repeat - only in other words - that they are due
to the actual struggle between party organizations and industrialists. Thus
Mannheim has not replaced less abstract with more abstract principles. He
has only narrowed down still further the class struggle principle by accept-
ing - in concreto - one of its phases, that is, the present struggle between
party organizations and industrialists, as of greater importance than the
class struggle itself.

It might be difficult to recognize in the present struggles bet ween fascism
and private-property capitalism the old struggle between those who control
the sourees of economie and social power and those controlled by them
because of the fact that the emphasis has now been shifted from the so-called
economie into the political sphere. I t is easier to discard the whole problem
and to concentrate on issues which apparently transeend both the class strug-
gles in their former and in their present disguises. In th at case one cannot
help assuming that society is already in the process of transition towards
planning. Thus for Mannheim aU present social tensions and difficulties
result from the side-by-side existence of laissez faire and planning. But
here a new difficulty arises, for Mannheim himself says, that so far we are
"only in th at stage of development where each of the dominant social groups
is intent on capturing for itself the chance of planning and centrolling society
in order to turn its power against riyal groups" (70). He thinks th at up
to the present "history has not produced genuine attempts at planning, since
the experiments of which we knoware blended with the spiritê either of
oriental despotism or military dictatorial traditlons" (7).

For Mannheim real planning does not exist; but real planning should
exist. The new principle is not practiced, but it should be practiced. Since
th is real planning does not exist, the present miserablë state of affairs cannot
be attributed to the side-by-side existence of new and old principles, that
is, laissez faire and planning, democracy and dictatorship. The less so, since
the old principle was in force only in the same sense as the new principle

3) We might as well leave the "spJrits" out of 11 as Mannheim is aware of the fael
that not only in the eountries thus beset, but in a11highly industrial states a "transitJon
is taking plaee beeause a11 ara suffering from the same dislocation of theii' normal
ezJstenee". The faet "tbat some show obvious symptoms of the crisis and others are
ezperJencing similar changes at slower speed under cover of social peace" he says
"is due merely to an uneven distrJbution of pressure on different states, and to the
ezistenee of greater mental and materJal resourees in eertain eountries" (12).
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is in force now, not really, not socially, but only to favor some dominant
social group, just as the new planning principle now favors other dominant
groups. That both the democracies and the dictatorships, in Mannheim's
opinion, faU short - although at different poles - of doing what he deerns
sociaUy necessary is explained by the fact th at both systems, despite aU their
differences, are still capitalistic regimes at different stages of development and
within different settings. Both by perfoming apparently opposite movements
nevertheless reach identical results, a process th at finaUy may reestablish a
new capitalistic "unity", a relative uniformity of behavior, the fussion of
the "good" to be found in both the old and the new for which Mannheim
hopes. From this point of view, Mannheim's book merely reflects what is
now in the process of development, i. e., the social re-organization of the
prevailing society in accordance with recent economie and class changes.

Mannheim's assertion - based on the ever-existing parallelism of
old and new social patterns, techniques and principles, and their bewildering
influences - that the present social crisis is a transitional period leading
over to a new society is not convincing. From such a point of view all
societies are always in transition, and though in one sense this is true, such
a statement is not sufficient to explain social phenomena, nor can it serve
any practical purpose.

Throughout capitalistic development, planning and laissez faire, demo-
cracy and dictatorship have always been two sides of the same coin. The
planning of individual enterprises, which is now extended to national plan-
ning, and dictatorship over the working class, which now embraces all layers
of society, are indications of the "maturity" of a society whose development
has been determined by the characteristics of its embryonic stage, th at is,
by specific production - and class-relations that allowed for "progress" only
in terms of capital concentration and power centralization.

No doubt one could very weU speak of the present as a "transition
period" in distinction to a period wh ere fascism was not as yet fascism but
merely a tendency expressed in the growth of monopolies, where dictatorial
control over the workers' life did not extend beyond the factory, the barrack,
the relief station and additional compulsives of the wage system. One could,
th at is, - to use an analogy - arbitrarily refer to the ripening period of
fruit as its transitory stage, and to its previous growth as its "real," "nor-
mal", or "healthy" stage. Transition to wh at ? Though there is no reason
why one should not distinguish between different developmental stages of
one particular societal form, yet all th at transition could mean here is the
transition toward decay. Distinctions have to be made between different
developmental stages in a certain society and between one society and other
societies. Though the birth of capitalism preceded the capitalist revolution,
nevertheless the transition from feudalism to capitalism must still be regarded
as a revolutionary act, as the result of class struggles. And though the
transition to a new society need not and will not copy the transition from
feudalism to capitalism, still it cannot be a me re "reconstruction" of the
PTevailing society, It would th en still be the prevailing society, however
changed.
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Even if one follows Mannheim's advÎce and concentrates his attent ion
"not on the contrast between evolution and revolution but on the content
of the changes themselves"(12), it still has to be established whether those
changes constitute a real social revolution, th at is, abolish one ki'nd of class
rule in favor of another, or abolish class rule altogether - the cri ter ion
for which rests in the socio-economie field. Of course the latter query is of
importance only to the class interested in revolutionary change. But dis-
interest in the problem does not eliminate it. Here, however, lies the crux
of the matter, for Mannheim is convineed that "revolutions" can no longer
be anything other than good or bad "reconstructions" of the existing society.
He is satisfied with a very limited program, which as a matter of fact is so
limited that it has already been overtaken by recent events. In the economie
sphere, for example, he pleads for no more than a minor transformation of
property concepts.! for he is convineed that "entirely new principles of con-
struction can often be found in trivial microscopie processes, provided they
are integrated in a certain manner. Thus major principles are not in-
frequently concealed behind the mask of petty details" (12). However,
fascism has meanwhile shown us what "major principle" was behind
the "petty detail" of the "transformation of property concepts". The petty
details which in the society thus changed, are supposed to secure "freedom
for individual adjustment", on which Mannheim bases his hopes for a better
future, suggest, as we shall see later, principles quite as unsatisfactory -
at least for the large mass of individuals.

IV
Mannheim, who sees a real transformation of one type of society into

another in the metamorphoses of democracy into dictatorship. of laissez faire
into monopolistic laissez faire, of imperfect competition into imperfect regul-
ation, maintains that the outcome of the process depends on the character
of the elite which gives it direction. We must recaU that in Mannheim's

opinion democracy in capitalism is possible only as a "pseudo-democracy",
which grants power to a small propertied and educated group. With the
development of capitalism, i. e., with the concentration of economie, political
and military forces, "irrationality" grows and democracies change into die-
tatorships because it is not possible "to bring everyone to more or less sirnilar
levels of understanding" (46) .

4) "lt is becoming more and more obvious", Mannheim say s, "tbat the enjoyment af
income and interests and the right to dispose oi capital are two different things.. J!t.
is possible that in the tuture things wiJl so develop that by appropriate taxation and
compulsory charity this unrestricted use could be curtailed, and the disposition of
capital could be guided from the centre by credit con trol. Fascism is making unwill-
ingly an interesting experiment in its unacknowledged expropriation of the capiitalists.
It has managed to socialize the power oi disposition without ejecting the former
industrial elite Irom their posis: Transformation oi the original form oi capitalism
does not consists in abolishing the claims of property, but in withdrawing certain
functions ol the ownership ol capital Irom the competence ol the capitalists"(350).
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What Mannheim here describes has in a different sense been stated
before in Marx's laconic remark that the "democratie swindle" is over as
soon as it endangers the ruling class, and by William Graham Sumner who
said that democracy serves as an impetus for class conflict, which finally
forces industry to become plutocratie in order to survive. What is new in
Mannheim is the peculiar way in which he attempts to show that it was
not the sharpening of class frictions in the course of capital format ion th at
led to the end of democracy, but the extension of democracy, that is, the
quantitative growth of demoeratic political processes that led to the qual-
itative change into dictatorship. An exaggerated demoéracy leads to fascim,
Thus the "democratie nations" fight the fascist nations today because there
was too much democracy in the latter and too little in tlie former.

Let us recaU once more Mannheim's explanation of the growth of ir-
tationality. There are always fewer positions, he says, from which the major
structural conneetion between different activities can be perceived. The broad
masses become increasingly unable to understand wh at occurs. Their actions
disturb the smooth working of society if the men in key positions are not
able properly to integrate those activities into social lik "Primitive types"
of men in key positions endanger the whole society. The "primitive type"
has a chance to reach those positions because of the existing democracy.
"The first negative consequence of the modern widening of opportunities
for social advancement through education", Mannheim says, " is the pro-
letarization of the intelligentsia. There are more persons on the inteUectual
labor market than society as it is requires for carrying out its inteUectual
work. The glut of intellectuals decreases the value of the inteUectuals
and of inteUectual culture itself" (100).

This kind of argument seems familiar. There is, for instance, Hitler's
observation th at there are too many Jews in the intellectual professions,
more than is good for German culture. Jewish intellectuals become in
Mannheim's language just intellectuals, German culture, simply culture. This
attitude is common to all separately organized groups with vested interests
within the capitalistic structure. Essentially it expresses no more than the
never-ending fear of the "arrived" of losing their positions to the "up-starts"
in society "as it is", that is, in the relatively stagnating capitalistic society.
But Mannheim says more. He asserts that if the "primitive type" worms
or fights his way into the intellectual positions, he - the primitive type -
reduces the whole intellectual level to his own. There is still another im-
portant assumption: If culture is no longer determined by the reaUy cul-
tured, who are to be copied with more or less success by the rest of the
population, culture will be distorted. The specific economie and class out-
look of the proletariat, for instance, which stresses the importance of tech-
nological development because by so doing it raises its own importance, may
lead to an over-emphasis of the technological aspects of culture. "In Russia
where the proletariat possesses exclusive political power," Mannheim says,
"the proletariat carries this principle so far, th at even if for no other reason,'
it continues to accumulate and to invest in order to expand itself as a social
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class as against the peasantry" (105). If th is is so, then all capitalistic. dcv-
clopment must have been carried out by a "ruling proletariat", Capitalism
advanced so rapdly bec iuse it accumulated for the sake of accumulation
and for the sake of transforming, if possible, the whole population - ex-
cluding the capitalists - into exploitable wage workers. Thus the Russian
workers would seem to have taken power only to carry on the goud, if one-
sided work, from th at point where the capitalists lost their breath. This
overemphasis on accumulation under the direction of the capitalist, however,
did not interfere with the creation of that civilization which Mannheim now
sees endangered. Mannheim's rather grotesque example illustrates his point
quite well however. Even in the "best case", so he thinks, class-rule deter-
mined by a class point of view leads to distortions. Consequently, the regula-
tion and direction of society, in order to be intelligent and appropriate to
social needs, must from his point óf view be carried out by an elite which
stands above classes and groups and knows what is good for the whole.

We do not think that the "democratization" of society is in any way
responsible for the glut of the intellectual labor market. The existing "over-
supply' is true of all kinds of labor, not of any particular kind. This indic-
ates that the present crisis is not caused by maladjustments or disproportions
between different branches of production which may be e1iminated by way
of a planning that reestablishes a lost workable "equilibrium", but is a fun-
damental crisis of the whole capitalistic system - a crisis that affects a11
branches of production and thus the whole of the labor market. The ques-
tion of the intellectuals could no more be solved by rearrangements in the
labor market than could a mere readjustment in the productive process over-
come the economie crisis. As a matter of fact what adjustments and rear-
rangements are possible have already been accomplished, as the wide-spread
destruction of capital and the proletarization of the intellectuals bear witness.

From a different point of view than th at which still accepts society
"as it is" when speaking of the future, the glut of the labor market is rnean-
ingless. If class and profit considerations were eliminated and the productive
forces of society really re1eased, an "over-supply" of labor could not arise.
There would remain the problem of how it might be possible to live better
with less labor with the existing labor force and its possible improvement,
and th us how to "intellectualize" the masses still further. This question
has nothing in common with the present problems of the disequilibrium an~
disproportionality and the planning needs associated therewith. There IS

also no bridge leading from the latter kind of "planning theories", designed
for a society in which class issues have been forced into the background be-
cause one likes to keep them there, to planning in a society in which class
considerations have actually ceased to determine the productive and distrib-
utive processes.

Mannheim's position, which assumes the possibility of planning with.out
fundamental changes in the social structure of the process of production.
offers little choice as to the way in which his theories might be worked out.
Essentially everything boils down to a demand for a better-selected and more
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secure elite which wisely and justly puts everybody where he belongs, even
in labor camps a la Hitler, if necessary.f We will have to return to th is
point when dealing with Mannheim's suggestions for the planning of society.

V
In regard to the second point se1ected for discussion, namely that social

events are of a multi-dimensional nature, we would like to say at once that
no one could disagree with th is observation. We will also admit - using
Mannheim's example - that the principle of competition has "universal"
validity. There is no problem here - only the problem of where to begin.
The select ion of points of departure is decisive for any social analysis, since
all social phenomena are not of equal importance, nor equally accessible for
investigation. Mannheim, who conceives Marxism as a theory which "re-
gards the economie and political factors as absolute" and th us "makes it
impossible to proceed to the sociological factors proper" (21), misrepresents
the theory he criticizes. Though it is true th at Marx's science of society is
first of aIl economie research this does not limit its comprehensiveness. I t
is not the fault of Marxism th at other branches of the social sciences are
less amenable to scientific investigation, that they become the less scientific
the further they are removed from economie relationships. To remain scien-
tific, Marxism starts where scientific research is possible. It is not Marxism
but society which is responsible for the overwhelming importance of economies
and polities.

Mannheim prefers to concentrate on the "usually disregarded psycho-
logical effects of the more elementary processes", such as occur "in other
than economie surroundings ...in which men struggle or co-operate". He is
concerned with questions such as "howand when and why people meet,
how power and influence, risk and responsibility are distributed, whether
men act spontaneously or under orders, what social controls are possible",
because "all these things, taken individually and collective1y, decide what
is said, how it is said, what is consciously suppressed, or repressed into the
unconscious, and within what limits the dictates of public morality are regard-
cd as binding for all or as valid only within certain groups". He wants to
deal with relationships like "authority and subordination, distancing and
isolation, prestige and leadership, and their effect on psychological expression
and culture in different social settings" (20), and so forth.

To judge from the results of Mannheim's studies one cannot help won-
dering if a less ambitious goal might not have been better. The ideas he
advances do not reveal the "social changes underlying the psychological and
cuItural changes" any better than the more restricted investigations of Marx.
-------
5) In the magazine MASS UND WERT IOctober 1937; p. 113) Mannheim wrota: "The
lascistic labor camps, though not a pleasant solution tor the crisis under which the
PermanentJy unemployed suiier, are nevertheless, trom tha view point of social tech-
nique, a befter meihod il compared with those of liberalism which !ried to solve tbe
8Ocial-psychological problem ot unemployment by way ol the dole."
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Rather the opposite is true, for Marx goes much further than Mannh.eim,
and on the question of competition, for instance, shows th at its "univer-
sality" remains bound to the specific form of capitalistic economie co~peti-
tion : th at the general can only be grasped with reference to the particular,
Competitions in love, in art, in polities, though having in one sense a "sig-
nificance of their own " , really attain their own significan~e only by. w~y of
the economie process. The influence they exert upon society on their . own
account" gain social significanee only by winning importance econornically.
Otherwise that is in so far as they really show independent forms, they
remain ou~side th: field of social science, which like anything else has its
limitations. In short considerations of an infini te number of social relation-
ships will not lead to useful generalizations. The latter are bound to a defin!te
number of social relationships. To increase that number by way of social
research and thus to improve the reliability of accepted generalizations, or
to change those generalizations, is a worthwhile undertaking, but its success
has to be measured by the knowledge already gained and the applicability
of that knowiedge.

It is impossible here to compare aIl, or even the more important, find-
ings of Mannheim with those of Marx. Any c~reful l':1arx~an rea~er of
Mannheim's book is bound to notice th at Mannheim - In spite of himself
- relies almost exclusivelv on economie phenomena to interpret social and
psychological facts. The 'extra-economic relationships that "for,m the real
center of the drama" in which social are translated into psychological changes
play in his own exposition as smaIl a role as they played in Marx, who grant-
ed their existence in order to leave them alone. Thus the Marxian reader
of Mannheim's work will often find himself on familiar ground. However
the Marxian raisins to be found in th is large cake of many ingredients''?
must not lead to the assumption that the differences between Marx and
Mannheim are merely verbal, or that we have to deal here with a new at-
tempt to bring Marx up-to-date. Whenever Mannheim draws from Marx,
he empties him. Yet, whatever content this book possesses it owes to th at
"Marxism" th at it declares to be insufficient for the purposes of modern
sociology.

It may be in order at this moment to drawattention to Mannheim's
dialeetic which never fails to regard at least two sides of each and every
problem he presents. As irrationality and rationality have their negative and
positive aspects, so has mass-democracy and pseudo-democracy, so has corn-
petition and regulation, so has the restricted Marxian view and the more
abstract sociological approach of Mannheim hirnself. Though generaIly rhe
class war is regarded as a secondary issue, Mannheim at times admits that
his "discussion of it does not aim at proving that there is no real chance of
the class war becoming strenger than any other consideration" (341). This,
however, is "only one alternative". "The question of primacy, though an

6) Adler, Dewey, Durkheim, Freud, Durbin, Hagel, Hobsoti, Gumplovicz, Le Bon,
Michels, Mill, Nietzsche, Oppenheimer, Pareto, Pavlov, Sorel, Spenqler, Scheler, SuI1l-
zner, Tawney, Veblen, Weber, and others.
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important one", he says, "in no way alters the fact that in some periods
emphasis may be shifted from one mechanism to another, and th is in itself
may depend on the changing nature of social techniques" (308). Thm~
everything is possible and Mannheim actually succeeds in giving an idea
of the "real", that is to say, the "multidimensional nature of social events".

But with th is idea of the "real" nothing real can be undertaken. A
bewildering picture emerges and it still remains to extract wh at is recog-
nizable in it in order to re ach conclusions. Mannheim in offering this
picture stands nowhere and everywhere; as the saying goes, he cannot be
"pinned down". There is not one position from which he cannot withdraw.
He is never at a loss for explanations which would justify both his old and
any new position. His comparatively constant principles such as the transition
from competition to regulation as weIl as the others therewith connected,
allow for a great variety of interpretations. The constant principles are
vague enough. Events could never prove or disprove their validity

His own proposals for the reconstruction of society and the remaking
of man have no conneetion with reality. The "multi-dimensional" nature
of his reality excludes both a fruitful empiricism and convincing theories.
The latter remain idealistic demands not at all based on the ernpirical re-
search accompanying them. His search fails to yield results because it is
spread out over too large a field; because it consistently refuses to deal with
society as it is and prefers instead to deal with society as it should beo Mann-
heim thus bears witness once more to the fact that a "sociological science"
attempting to deal with society is an impossibility in a class society. In deal-
ing with social issues in a class society one has to deal with class issues. But
th is Mannheim refuses to do. He does not see that so long as classes exist,
class interests necessarily co-exist. He wants to have the first without having
the second, or rather he believes that classes cannot be changed, but that
class interests may be dealt with independently.

As thought and actions in the capitalist society do not stem directly
from actual social relationships but must, in order to assert themselves, first
be ,transformed into value relations in the exchange process, thought and
aC;lOn within the capitalist society can only be interpreted in connection
Wlth the prevailing fetishism in the capitalist economy. As aU social actions
?e~r upon economics because of the interrelation of aU social phenomena,
It IS first of aIl necessary in order then to discover how non-economie social
changes are transformed into psychological - to find out how far these
Changes and their psychological results are ruled by the fetishism valid for
all spheres and aIl aspects of social life. This means that no investigation
all yield results unless it starts from the social relationships that underlie\1 economic and extra-economie relations, th at is, the class structure and
t ~ class problems of society. The fascistic concentration of capital "sim-
phfi~d" exchange relations but did not do away with them. Within certain
t~rntories the maze of the market is displaced by an open antagonism between
T'e COntrollers and the controUed in the production and distribution process.

he ideologies that to a large extent spring - so to speak _ "autornatically"
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from the exchange relations, are now planfully constructed and take on
outspokenly political characteristics. If it was previously necessary to deal
with thought and act ion in the "round-about" manner enforced by marker
relations, which made the economie interpretation of social phenomena quite
difficult, it is now much easier to discover behind every social phenomenon
the actual determining social relations, that is, the exploitation of the non-
possessing class by the class, group, or individuals that control the means of
production by way of a monopoly over all the social control institutions.

There is no way of saying anything of importance in regard to the
manifold social and psychological problems, unless they are seen from the
point of view of existing class relations. By relegating class issues to the
background and by concentrating on the infinite number of extra-class, that
is, extra-economie phenomena, Mannheim can only mystify once more the
real social issues of today. In brief, he only helps to formulate new ideo-
logies for securing the rule of fascist ic regimes.

VI
Before dealing with the third point selected for discussion it should be

said th at Mannheim's distinction between substantial and functional ration-
ality is a devious one, because in reality all rationality is functional. The
distinction between the two forms of rationality is based on the assumption
th at the changes in human beings are something other than social changes,
an assumption closely connected with the old idea of the invariability of
human nature. Mannheim, however, does not go th at far; he only assumes
that human nature changes less rapidly than society. He explains this with
the principle of the "contemporaneity of the non-contemporaneous". "What
is the significanee of the bomb-dropping aviator?" Mannheim asks. He
answers himself: "It is that human beings are able to make use of the most
modern products of inventive genius to satisfy primitive impulses and
motives" (42).

We do not share Mannheim's concept of the contradictory character
of human nature. For us the whole problem of rationality raised by him
seems artificial. But we will continue to argue on his own theoretical
ground. Mannheim needs the contradictions in human nature of which he
speaks in order to justify his own ideas of planning. Though he knows
that war, for example, "is not the outcome of some invariable instinct like
aggressiveness, but partly of the faulty elaboration of the psychological ten-
dencies through institutions, and partly of the desperate flight of people into
coUective aggression wh en un-coordinated institutions clash and bring about
a feeling of general insecurity" ( 141 ), he also sees that at "the present stage
of centralized propaganda new patterns of thought and behavior can be
popularized in a much shorter time and on a much larger scale than was
formerly possible" (24). Under the new conditions, he says, "leaders enjoy
the possibility of raising hatred on one dav and appeasing it on the next"
(37). Under such conditions it seems indeed important what kind of elite
rul es society.
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.!~is .true that we live in an age that produces ideologies, emotions, and
actl.vItIes m the same way that it produces cheese or any other commodity.
It IS an age wh ere what was formerly considered "subjective" is now "ob-
jective". ~e ~ave reached a stage in which all and everything has been
perfectly capitalized and robbed of its last remnant of individuality. Except
for "sports" th ere are no longer inventors, but factories for inven-
tion ; no longer politicians - except clowns - but "machine-politicians".
Each and everyon~ today, regardless of his specific qualities or shortcomings,
can be all or nothmg, because - if need be - consent can be produced at
will. In short, there is no longer an individual and private sphere, because
there have been developed, with modern technique, instruments of control
powerful enough to rob the powerless in society not only of part of the
products of their labor, but also completely of themselves.

Under such conditions, however, it becomes quite fantast ic to foUow
Mannheim in his attempt to trace the twofold nature of man "right back
to prehistory" (64), to search among the investigations of the ethnologists
for clues which may explain down to the last details the reason for irration-
ality in men. Why aU this effort? The cause of the "irrationalities" in
the present dav society is quite clear. If Mannheim states th at the same
"persons who, in their working life in the sphere of industrial organization
are extensively rationalized, can at any moment turn into machine wreekera
and ruthless warriors" (64), it is obvious th at only if they are ordered to
do so can they do one or the other. Because of their contradictory
nature" they could only become wreckers and warriors if they were given
a chance to escape the physical and psychological control to which they have
~o submit today. But Mannheim thinks that "the concentration of military
instruments lessens the chances of any type of insurrection and revolution,
as well as of the execution of the demoeratic mass will" (48). Then where
do the "primitive motives" enter in? The aviator does not drop bombs
because of some "primitive impulses". In so far as "primitive impulses"
may play a part they are quite meaningless as regards the aviator's various
activities. He drops the bomb for the clear-cut reason th at risking death
and killing belong to the capitalistic way of existence. Thus the sociologists
do not need to "discover" the "social mechanism" which determines when
and in what form in "human society" rational and irrational forces occur.
AH they have to discover is what lies open before their eyes, AU th at has
to be seen is the class nature of the present - not "human" society, which
for~es the powerless to serve in manifold ways the singular need of the
rulmg class to keep itself on top.

:A:ccording to Mannheim the "negative" side of mass-democracy under
conditions of modern industry must be seen in the growth of irrationality
~nd the break-down of morality. The intellecual and moral lag Mannheim

eplores accompanied the whole of the capitalist development but onlv re-
Centl d·d·· , -

~ I it assume disastrous proportions. Capitalist development "pro-
gresslve" as it . t f .. . . " '
• 1 was 10 erms 0 mcreasmg productivity, necessanly lifted the
l~teHectual level of the masses. According to Mannheim however func-
tio 1 . J' • . "na ratioria rty increased to the detnment of substantial rationality. Ris
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proof is the economie crisis and the accompanying political outburst which he
considers irrational.

The question arises: W ould there have been no crisis if substantial
rationality had not suffe red as Mannheim thinks it did, if it had been suf-
ficiently increased together with functional rationality If for the sake of
argument one accepts Mannheim's distinction with regard to rationality,
even th en it could be said that an inapplicability of substantial rationality
is no proof for its nonexistence, or rather, that an insufficiently practiced
rationality of this sort is no sign of its decrease. To us is seems obvious
that whatever substantial rationality existed in men other than those in key
positions, th is could not change the fact that because of the peculiar char-
acteristic of the capitalistic production process all that could be employed
was functional rationality.

It is not so much the necessary functional division in social production
as it is a question of class relations which puts some men in key positions
and tranforms others into living robots. The men in key positions may then
point out that it is precisely the absence of substantial rationality on the part
of the masses which forces them to serve society from key positions that give
them insight into the interrelations of things. This whole argument of
M'annheim's reminds us of the "white man's burden", which he transfers
from the colonies to the world at large. Furthermore, the men in key pos-
itions are not there because they possess greater insight, nor does their position
give them such insight. They, also, are restricted to that unfortunate func-
tional rationality because their whole activity despite all possible insight and
consideration for the interdependence of aU social phenomena - must serve
the interests of just one particular group which struggles against aU others.
Mannheim himself says that "what is econornically irrational for a whole
nation may still he profitable to particular groups" (136) . We might im-
prove upon th is senten ce in our own way and say: Wh at is profitable for a
particular group is necessarily irrational for the whole of the nation - if
th is nation is seen from a viewpoint from which class issues are no longer
decisive. Otherwise the whole problem of rationality and irrationality as
posed by Mannheim becomes senseless. Rational for whom and in relation
to what? To avoid such questions Mannheim must necessarily assume the
existence of a society in which classissues are no loger of importance.

If it we re true that, relative to functional rationality, substantial ration-
ality declines in the course of technological development, then in times of
long-drawn depressions which decrease the tempo and scope of technological
advances there should be less, not more, irrationality in the world. And if
the masses actually enter politics by way of the demoeratic mechanism, the
decrease in irrationality should also make itself feit in the political sphere-
Just what is the proper proportion between technological and intellectual-mor-
al development? Wh en and for what specific reasons does the alleged dispro-
portion become dangerous to society? When is a mass-democracy incornpat-
ible with an industrial society and when not? How much democracy must
exist, how far advanced must industry be? What kind of intensity of mass-
4-6

inRux turns the trick? At what point can the irrationalities no longer enter
narrow circles? For aU this and more, Mannheim has always just one
answer: at the point when the crisis begins. The crisis explains aU his as-
sertions. But what explains the crisis? Ris assertions of course.

What is forcing its way today "in the arena of public life" is not
however, that "irrationality" which hitherto found an outlet in " narrower
circles and in private life", but the quite "rational" actions of oppressed
people to preserve their lives with aU their irrationalities. That their ac-
tivities appear "irrational" to the ruling groups in society is due to the
rulers' fear of losing control over the ruled. These "irrationalities" appear
quite "rational" to new controllers, for it brings them to power. This trans-
fer of power-positions from one group to another within the prevailing social
structure neither increases or decreases, nor expresses such increase or de-
crease, of rationality or irrationality. Irrational it that group which
loses power -;- not only "irrational" but "doomed". The only "rationality"
th ere is for any ruling class or group is th at which preserves its rule. The
only "rationality" there is for the powerless is the "irrationality" which
destroys the ruling "rationality".

As long as it is possible within a particular social pattern to satisfy the
essential needs of the masses, the masses will acquiesce and their behavior
will appear "rational". If the situation changes decisively, as it does in cap-
italism's long depressions, the ideologies bound to other situations lose their
force. The enforced search for new ideas and activities that ensues leads
to movements in opposition to the ruling rationality. If the ruling class
entrusted with and interested in the maintenance of the existing social rela-
tions is unable for one or another reason to adapt its control measures to
the new situation in time, it will be replaced by other groups striving for
c~ntrol and better able to adapt their methods to the new situation - by
virtue of the fact th at they are less hampered by vested interests and given
to a greater Rexibility. The "rationality" of the old ruling group is fought
by the "irrationality" rationally employed by the new, which in turn, as
soon as it is in power, makes the ideologies serving its purposes the ruling ones
and the acquiescence in their rule the norm for rational behavior.

As long as the new rulers are able to remove some of the causes which
previously disturbed the "social peace" or to transfer the social unrest to
~nother setting by engaging in warfare or simply by creating during the
Interval between the expectations connected with the political change and
the disappointment which may follow, a new control machinery able to force
~he rnasses into acquiescence, social "unity" is re-established, This in turn
forces the masses to create on their part new methods of struggle and weapons
or mass-pressure. This may take time. A period of social peace is granted

to the new rulers. There arises a period in which the behavior of the
rnasses appears once again quite "rational". It has not yet found out how
to be "irrational" under the new situation.

The Age of Reason was based on the absence of "reason" in the economie
sphere whose "unreasonable automatic" funetioning has sinee been disturbed
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by the capitalistic accumulation process, that is, by increased concentration,
centralization and monopolization. It finds its end as soon as reason threat-
ens to be applied in that sphere. However, there was in evidence less mass-
pressure and thus less "irrationality" in Mannheim's sense, during capitalism's
ascendency than during its period of depression. But it was not mass-demo-
cracy, nor any kind of disproportion between technique and intellect, which
led to a growing "irrationality" in capitalism. This historical form of
society developed from 'a "rational" into an "irrational" dictatorship because
of economie occurrences which led to mass movements and their exploitation
by groups competing for power within the capitalistic production relations.
Democracy was rational for the liberal bourgeoisie; fascism is rational for
the fascists. From the point of view of a class-less society, both the "rational"
liberalistic society and the "irrational" fascist society of which Mannheim
speaks are equally rational as far as capitalism is concerned, Both are ir-
rational as far as the hypothetical class-less society is concerned.

VII

To work with concepts such as social interdependence vs. funda-
mental democratization, substantial vs. functional rationality, etc. Mannheim
needs a society in which other than economie and class forces are determinant.
He must discover "transition belts" that lead over from one into another
social structure, culture and psychology. Thus he must not only consider
the "negative" but also the "positive" aspects in the present process of social
disintegration. The new vigor of the masses, caused by the process of "fun-
damental democratization" and expressed in the "growing irrationality" rnay
also be looked upon, he says, "as the first stage in a general process of en-
lightenment in which, for the first time, broad human groups are drawn
into the field of political experiment and so gradually learn to understand
the structure of political life" ( 199) . Due to changes in the sphere of
morality? in the industrial society, a "superindividual group solidarity" dev-
elops which must be considered a positive element in the existing mass-
society. "Our world", writes Mannheim, "is one of the large groups in
which individuals who until now have been increasingly separated from one

7) Because there exists for Mannheim "a complete parallel between the factors
making for the growth and collapse of rationality in the intellectual sphere
and those making for the growth and collopee of morality"(66) we need not
deal especially with the questions of morality raised in his book. With certain mod-
ifications - of litile concern for oUP purpose - Mannheim uses again in the sphere
of moral discipline the distinction between the functional and substantial points of
view. "The functional aspect of a given type of moral discipline consists of those
standards which, when realized in conduct, guarantee the smoth working of society.
Substantial morality consists of certain concrete values, such as dictates of faith
and different kinds of feelings, standards which may be completely irrational in quality.
The more modern society is tunctionally rationalized the more it tends to lIeutraIize
substantial morality, or sïde-trcck it into the private sphere."

The dual-morality Imoralistic in private life - violent in the public sphere), thus
tar the privilege ot the ruling classes, may be adopted by the masses. "Once the
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another are compelled to ren ounce their private interests and to subordinate
themselves to the interests of the larger social units"(69). Capital is com-
bined into large industrial organizations, workers learn solidarity in trade
unions ; and th us competition creates group unity. By th is process, Mannheim
thinks, man "realizes gradually that by resigning partial advantages, he
hel ps to save the social and economie system and thereby also his own inter-
ests" (70) . He learns to understand better the interdependence of events
and develops a consciousness of the need for planning. Although till now
"the individual thinks not in terms of the welfare of the community or
mankind as a whole, but in terms of that of his own particular group, yet
this whole process tends to train the individual to take a progressively longer
view; it tends at the same time to inculcate in him the faculty of considered
judgment and to fit him for sharing responsibility in planning the whole
course of events in the society in which he moves" (70).

What Mannheim here describes as positive elements in the existing com-
petitive mass society cannot, however, serve regulative principles. The labor
organizations, for instance, which he introduces to illustrate his position
were formed and controlled in accordance with capitalistic organization
and control principles, They were themselves as little "democratie" as the
"democracy" with which they we re connected. They interfered successfully
in the process of "fundamental democratization" and prevented a "mass-
influx" into the political life. A new capitalistic institution, the labor bureau-
cracy, arose, which secured its existence by serving class society. The trans-
formation of these organizations into fascistic control instruments is not a
special case of the suppression of labor and democracy but part of the general
transformation of the half-dictatorial into the full-dictatorial capitalist so-
ciety. These organizations were not suppressed, or rather modified, because
they contained positive elements in contradiction to fascist needs. In order
to serve the fascist needs better, they were more closely integrated into the
social life-process of fascist ic society. What "positive" elements they had,
here found their application. At th at moment when - despite all capitalistic
control techniques - the economie crisis and large-scale unemployment en-
dangered the whole of capitalistic society, they were reformed together with
all other capitalistic institutions and control techniques in order to cope
with the new situation. At th is moment, not because of a long process of
"fundamental democratization", but through the suddenly arising and not
so suddenly disappearing economie and political crisis th ere arose the pos-

acceptance of violence becomes the general principle of social morality, the truits
of long moral training in the sphere of labor and competition will be destroyed
almost automatically"172J. The truits so destroyed were results of the stage of
"Superindividual group solidarity" dealt with in the text above. In other words,
morality collapses when the masses meet their rulers on their own ground and thus
destroy the class-value of the dual-morality. They may become as immoral as their
masters, and mdy even disregard the good work of their organizations which helped
to maintain the dual-morality by strengthening the illusion that group solidarity iS!
Possible in the capitalJstic world.
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sibility of a democratization of society. U nder conditions as they were and
are a real demoeratic participation in the political life on the part of the
broad masses is possible only in the form of rebellion against all rationality,
mores, institutions, and labor organizations and all their "positive" elements
as they exist in the prevailing society. To speak of mass-democracy is to
speak of a proletarian revolution.

One cannot conclude from the existence of "group solidarity" that it
prepares the masses for the planned society of the future. The opposite is
true. What group solidarity there is only shows that the pseudo-democratic
as weIl as the fascistic capitalist society progresses in accordance with its own
rules in opposition to all forms of solidarity. A trend towards "fundamental
democratization", if existing, would find expression in the development of
class-consciousness, Capitalism's triumph over the proletariat comes to light
precisely in the successes of labor orgànizations, gained by way of "group
solidarity"; for these successes excluded the democratization of society and
removed possible obstacles in the path leading to dictatorship. Behind the
illusory demoeratic processes was hidden the actual trend of development
which is now openly exposed in the fascistic dictatorships.

Just as the "group solidarity" of the formerly individualistically orien-
ted capitalists served to destroy the "automatic" capitalist "solidarity" which
was made possible by "market laws" as yet beyond effective control, so the
growth of capitalist "group solidarity" finally led to the break-down of
international "solidarity" by breaking down the open world-market. This,
in turn, led to a situation wherein capitalistic solidarity can find expression
only in world-wide wars involving the destruction of ever-greater capitalistic
"groups combined in solidarity" to serve the "group solidarity" of still stronger
groups. The "group solidarity" of the werkers, too, has led straight into
the fascistic solidarity of the murderous front-fighter collectives and has
destroyed for some time to come the basis on which proletarian solidarity
could assert itself - the class basis. By hindering the development of class
solidarity, "group solidarity" has not diminished but increased the general
atomization of society. There is as little "solidarity" within each "group"
as there is between the different social groups. There is as little sacrifice of
individual desires in the interests of the whole in each group as there is
folk-unity or world-community. The existence of an apparent "group solid-
arity" clouds the fact that it has come into being in jirder to intensify the
struggle of all against allo The "solidarity" th at is within each group is a
"solidarity" of force and fear. The final meaning of th is solidarity finds
dramatic expression from time to time in who lesale murders and political
purges in the interest of the "group", Thus the destruction of I"group solid-
arity" is the first prerequisite for a )possible class solidarity. The destruction
of class solidarity, in turn, is the first prerequisite for a possible human solid-
arity. There is, then, nothing in Mannheim's "group solidarity" which
reaches beyond the present and into the future, or acts as a sort of intellectual
and moral training ground in preparation for things to come.
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VIII
Mannheim ideas on how to plan society are based on those advanced

in his interpretation of the collapse of the liberalistic social structure. If
social interdependence and fundamental democratization create irrationality
and the latter, on account of outworn social techniques cannot be integrated
into the changing social structure, neur con trol techniques have to be found
which fit into the arising new structure and either transform the existing
irrationality into a useful enthusiasm or free it of its dangerous character
through sublimations. For Mannheim the question of reconstruction is a
twofold one: not only society but man himself must be changed. Thought
at the level of planning is different from that of the liberalistic age. Mann-
heim distinguishes between three historical stages of human thought and
conduct: chance discovery, invention, and planning. There exists no sharp
dividing line between the different stages, nor, at present, between the stages
of invention and planning. They may very well co-exist as long as one
dominates. If planning becomes predominant, however, the tension between
old theories and new practice press towards solution.

The solution consists in furthering the "positive" aspects to be found
in the process of fundamental democratization. The results of th is latter
process, Mannheim thinks, can be put to at least two different uses. Thus
our future depends on what the "users" do; they may further the negative
side of the democratization process by making the ensuing irrationality still
more irrational, or they may turn this irrationality by way of intelligent
and highly moral actions into directions which increase rationality and _
in the long run - even improve the intellectual and moral level of the
masses.

For Mannheim the remaking of man and society is planning for free-
dom. Dictatorship, he says, is not the same as planning. "'A correct scheme
for the planning of culture, which would plan everything in the sense of
the totalitarian states, would also have to plan the place of ~riticism"(109).
".Who plans the planners ?", he asks. "The longer I reflect upon this ques-
tron, the more it haunts me" (74). This question is asked today by most
of the "anti-fascists", though not aH of them are haunted by it. So far,
however, it has always been answered in a fascistic manner. Let us look
at Mannheim's attempt to solve the difficulty. He says that, "a new ap-
proach to history will be achieved when we are able to ~ranslate the main
structural changes in terms of a displacement of the former systems of
COntrol"(269). As far as the control of the controllers is concerned, Ihow-
ever, the former system seems to him to be quite adequate for the new controlt h . ,
ec mques refer only to the broad masses, not to the elites. The con trol over

t~e latter is to be secured by incorporating into the planned structure par-
ha~entary democracy, if necessary without the nuisance of the "plebiscite
~~lch has lost its original function and no longer appeals to individuals
hvmg in concrete groups... but is addressed to members of an indefinite
and emotierial mass" (357).
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The mass will not have any kind of direct control. A special set of
controllers may be necessary. "I t is very proable that a planned society will
provide certain forms of closed social groups similar to our clubs, advisory
commissions or even sects, in which absolutely free discussion may take place
without being exposed to premature and unsatisfactory criticism by the broader
public... it must be constitutionally provided that any advice or suggestions
coming from these exclusive closed groups would really reach and have an
appropriate influence on the government... Admission to those 'secret so-
cieties' or 'orders' would have to be on a democratie basis and they would
remain in close and' living contact with the masses and their situations and
needs" (111). This, however, looks like little more than a sort of glorified
GESTAPO or OGPU - organizations which also, quite democratically,
select the "best from all layers of society, discuss the most subversive ideas
behind closed doors, instruct the government as to what it must do in order
to remain the government, and have their spies in such close contact with the
masses that each member of the masses is secretly suspected of belonging to
the secret order.

To be sure, Mannheim has something quite different in mind. But so
long as class relations and economie exploitation prevails, all such plans in
practice will turn out as if they had been concocted by Heinrich Himmler.
However, Mannheim is not too reluctant to learn from the fascists. Demo-
cracy", he says, "ought to instruct its citizens "in its own values instead of
feebly waiting until its system is wrecked by private armies from within.
Toleranee does not mean toleraring the intolerant" (353). But democracy
was not wrecked by private armies. Something else took place: the capital-
istic exploitation-system changed both economically and politically from demo-
cracy to dictatorship. Because no one was intolerant enough to do away
with the capitalist structure, class rule and the wage system which feeds
it were prolonged in a new form. Property and power changed hands. It
has, so far, always changed hands by the two methods of economie competition
and military force, with military force lately becoming dominant. Further-
more, the "values" of democracy cannot safeguard democracy. "To safe-
guard democracy" can mean nothing more than to safeguard those peop~e
who under conditions demoeratic for them, hold property. To keep their
power they have to be intolerant in dealing with other intolerants who thirst
to take their place. Thus, when Mannheim says, "there is nothing in the
nature of planning or of democratie machinery which makes them inconsistent
with each other" (339), wh at he really says is that those who today in the
democracies control property and government need not lose it if only they
are willing to defend it with the same vigor and with the same methods
that the fascists employ. In this sense it is true th at "society can be planned.
in the form of a hierarchy as wen as in the form of democracy" (364)
i. e., of a democracy for the controllers as described above. The dif-
ference between both forms would be a purely aesthetic one, the choice be-
tween a bourgeoisie in mufti and a bourgeoisie in uniform.

Intolerance in a good cause is excusable. There is hope, Mannheim
thinks, that "the Western democracies at their present stage of development
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are gradually transforming the liberal conception of government into a social
one" ..that these states are ..."changing into social service states" (336).
Moreover, "the power of the state is bound to increase until the state be-
comes nearly identical with society". What Mannheim could say is that
rhe state becomes nearly identical with the property and power institutions
of society; for, unfortunately, the state cannot become identical with society.
In that case it would no longer exist - there would then be only society.
Er equating state and society Mannheim continues to deal with mistaken
identities. He sees, for instance, in the growth of social insurance not proof
of an actually increasing social insecurity, but a "tremendous advance toward
the positive conception of the state" (336). He is even willing to embrace
institutions of the kind of Goebbel's Krajt Durch Freude, since "we seem
to have the choice sirnply between commercialized or state-controlled
leisure" (337).

For Mannheim "the only way in which a planned society differs from
that of the nineteenth century is that more and more spheres of social
life, and ultimately each and aH of them, are subjected to state control".
Just the same, democracy need not be lost, for "if a few controls can be
held in check by parliamentary sovereignity, so can many" (340) . Though
central control is more than ever necessary, in a democratie state "sovereign-
ity can be boundlessly strengthened by plenary powers without renouncing
democratie control" (341). Mannheim, the optimist, however, is always
shadowed by Mannheim the pessimist. Though at first the class issues were
no longer for him the decisive ones, he comes to 'the conclusion, after further
reflection on the possibilities of a planning for freedom, that "planning based
on the inequality of classes or estates probably cannot last long because those
inequalities will create so great a tension in society that it will be impossible
to establish even that minimum of tacit consent which is the conditio sine
qua non of the functioning of a system" (364). Finally, and in contradiction
to his nrevious contention that the good in both the .•old and the new must
be merged, he says that "from the wreckage of liberalism nothing can be
saved but its values, among others, the belief in a free personality" (364 )
which, as we know from history, has been the belief in the right to buy and
sell labor power freely. Again, he feels that even th is may not be salvaged
because "the type of freedom which is possible in one society cannot be reason-
ably demanded in another, which may have other forms of freedom at its
command" (370).

IX
The freedom of liberalism, that is, the freedom of the invention stage

cannot be applied to the planning stage. This freedom was highly illusory
anyhow. "It has been rightly pointed out", Mannheim says, "that the 'liber-
ties' of liberal capitalist society are often only available to the rich, and
that the 'have-nors' are forced to submit to the pressure of circumstances"
(377). Though at one place he has stated that "one of the reasons for
the disorganization in the free system of industrial econorny was th at an
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absolute freedom of consumer's choice made it difficult to co-ordinate pro-
duction and consumption" (315), now, on secend thought, he admits that
the "greater part of the population has never had th is freedom of choice
and has been forced by poverty to buy standardized goods" (348). Thus the
greater part of the population is weIl prepared for the new freedom of
planning. It really cannot make the unhappy mistake of applying to one
stage of development the concept of freedom of another.

Though this happy situation makes the functions of the controllers of
society relatively easy, it must not be overlooked that "the planning approach
outruns the immediate actions of the individual even more than in liberal
society where separate individual ends we re pursued. The ten sions between
individual actions and thinking become greater than ever before" (212). But
the sun breaks through again, because now "we have reached a stage where
we can imagine how to plan the best possible human types by deliberately re-
organizing the various groups of social factors" (222). It will be psycho-
logy's job to "discover key positions in the sphere of structural sociology,
when certain kinds of behavior can be predicted or produced with a high
degree of accuracy... It will seek for laws which turn aside the aggresive
impulses and guide them towards sublimation". (202) . Planning is finally
the rational mastery of the irrational.

There are direct and indirect methods of influencing human behavior.
Indirect influences work from afar. Thus the "individual might have an
illusion of freedom, and indeed he does in., fact make his own adjustment.
But from the sociological point of view the possible solutions are more or
less determined in advance by social control of the situation" (275). Ex-
pectations, wishes, rewards fall under this control and must be planned. Ap-
preciatively Mannheim quotes F. Knight's observation th at "even our interest
in food is largely a matter of social standards rather than biological needs"
(282), and th at we have to distinguish between conditions when food and
housing carry social prestige, and when the desire for prestige can be satisfied
by badges and titles'' In other respects, too, Mannheim hopes that "a society
in which pront is not the only criterion of economie product ion will prefer
to work by methods which, though less effective from a point of view of
output, give the workers more psychological satisfaction" (266). But even
th en conflicts are bound to develop, making necessary "professions whose
principal task is to study the technique of adjusting conflicts" (302), and
to develop the technique of arbitration into a science.

Planning for freedom gives the elite the freedom to plan and the planned
the freedom to accept it. The masses must learn once more that whatever
is, is right. Just as during the Age of Reason their submission to the actual
and ideological rule of the capitalist class spelled social peace and co-opera-
tion, so now in the planned society cooperation and peace are established

8) This is Veblen carried to the extreme; the psvchology ol the petty-bourgeoisie is
generalized. It seems odd, however, that generally those who have suificient lood
and good bousing have also the badges and titles.
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by submission to the rulings of the planners. In order cheerfully to accept
situations created for them, the masses have only to understand that
the powers of the elite are really necessary for their welfare.
Just as befo~e they were convineed that without the capitalists society
could not exist, so now they must recognize in the elite an unavoid-
able requirement for the social life-process. To overcome the feeling and
the fact of oppression it is only necessary to begin to like it. At a later stage
t~e ~asses themselv~s may again be consulted, the plebiscite may possibly
oe re-introduced '. Wlth the proper elite at the helm, with economie life fairly
weIl planned, with new progress made, new social problems and those that
remain may th en be solved with the help of a truly sociological psychology.

It is true that freedom in an abstract sense can never be realized. Marx
fo~ instance, pointed out? that freedom in socialism "cannot consist of any-
thing e~se.but of the fact that socialized man, the associated producers, regul-
ate their interchange with nature rationally, bring it under their common
control, instead of being ruled by it as by some blind power; that they
accomplish their task with the least expenditure of energy and under con-
ditions most adequate to their human nature and most worthy of it". For
Mannheim the "realm of necessity" to which according to Marx all freedom
in the working society is subjected, includes, besides nature, a "second nature"
restricting the scope of freedom still further. "Technique", he says, "while
freeing us from the tyranny of nature, gives rise to two new forms of de-
penden ce. All progress in technique is bound up with additional social or-
ganization" (373). Thus "freedom in man's direct struggle with nature
is something entirely different from freedom in his struggle with "second
nature", that is, a "nature" characterized at this stage of development by the
lack of power "both theoretically and practically to master the cumulative
effect of mass psychology or of the trade cycle, or of maladjusted institutions"
(375). It is true that th is "second nature", caused not by the development
of technique as Mannheim puts it, bur by a socio-economie and technical
development of the class society, must be mastered first to allow for a
greater mastery over nature. The class struggle, by releasing productive
forces unable to be developed under capitalistic conditions, is for Marx the
pre-requisite for a greater freedom. But for Mannheim "second nature"
takes on such a rigidity and persistency that the "realm of necessity", which
determines the possible freedoms, becomes so enlarged th at by comparison
with it even a mere reorganization of the existing system of exploitation
and the development of additional control techniques for the- sake of social
peace in spite of class relations looks like a new set of liberties accompanying
the never-ending struggle of mankind for further progress.

x
"Liberties" within Mannheim's "realm of necessity" demand a variety

of compulsions. Planning has to take this into consideration and becomes
~ once both planning for and against the planned. The planners find thern-

9) Capital; Vol. lIl., p. 954.
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selves at all times opposed to those groups th at at tempt to take their place,
The ruling elite, to remain such and to maintain the ability to "plan for
society", is forced to continue the concentration process initiated by capitalist
accumulation. But, as Mannheim has noticed before, "society is in its very
nature based on an increasing intern al differentiation, so that its lesser
units cannot aU be controlled by the central body" (49). The ruling elite
however, can counteract the increasing inaccessibility to control only by way
of still further centralization. Thus the more planning there is, the more
difficult it becomes to assure the con trol of the planned. Finally, planning
which started as an attempt to solve social problems, reduces itself to a
planning of ways and means of keeping the ruling elite in power at whatever
cost to society.

The contral over the ruled is in need of continuous improvements as
planning proceeds. The fear of the planners graws as the complexities of
social life under modern conditions contradiet in increasing measure the
planners' narrowing schemes. The whole hierarchy of systems of control
as ernployed in fascist states is inherently insecure. The permanent terror
exercised wherever th is system rules betrays its insecurity. It is, in addition,
uneconomical and much too rigid to satisfy the real needs of modern pro-
cesses of production and distribution. It destroys initiative and adaptability
and necessitates further organizational improvements which become obsolete
as soon as introduced. The accumulation of capital changes into the ac-
cumulation of organizations. The latter, instead of raising the productivity
and satisfying social needs, become a souree for new social insecurities and
a hindrance to the unfolding of production.

The weapon of terror and psychological control can, it is true, be suc-
cessfully employed only if the "baser needs" of the masses can also be some-
how taken .care of. But what are these "baser needs"? Endurance is the
most remarkable quality of human beings. I t nevertheless defies calculation.
It is not possible to say when, where, and how endurance ends. Thus a
great variety of con trol techniques must be simultaneously engaged to cope
with every possibility that may arise. Any kind of independenee which
does not serve the ruling class must be prevented. The psychological control
must be all-embracing. It ean be more embracing than some other control
techniques, which may be in need of leniencies in order not to lose their
usefulness. Thus the vogue of psychology must be understood in conneetion
with the trans format ion of the liberal into the totalitarian society.

Totalitarian institutions like the Catholic Church always extensively
employed psychological methods of control. We mayalso recall here th at
the philosopher of the super-man believed quite consistently th at "psychology
shall once more be recognized as the queen of the sciences, for whose service
and equipment the other sciences exist".10) It is no wonder that the "anti-
fascists" of today point with great exitement to the fascist application of
psychology (all schools included) and ask for similar weapons in order to

10) Beyond Goed and Evil. The Philosophy ol Nietzsche. Modern Libtary' Edition, p. 27.
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defeat fascism.ll) For aU theoreticians who want to solve social problems
independent of. the class nature of present-day society, psychology becomes
of the greatest impor tanee.t O However, all political activity becomes there-
by a sort of gigantic hog-calling contest and the successful leaders must be
celebrated as great animal-trainers.

Because present-day social struggles seem to Mannheim to be no more
than the competitive fight between party-organizations and industrialists for
the con trol of labor, the importance he gives to psychology, both in its present
crude form and as a promissing control and planning instrument of the
future, becomes quite plausible. On our part there is no need to deny the
present importance and the future possibilities of psychology for purposes
of propaganda and contro!. We do not need, however, to bother about the
psychological problems involved in Mannheim's question as to how thc
controllers can be controlled and the planners planned. If we replace these
questions that are based on the unwarranted assumptions that the division of
society into rulers and ruled is unalterable by an investigation of the
practical measures by which the planned could become the planners
and the controlled abolish control, the ernphasis shifts back from
the psychological to the economie and class aspects of the problem,
that is, to inquiries and actions concerned with al tering social re-
lationships in the sphere of production. Marxism's overwhelming interest
in the more objective aspects of the social processes has not only methodo-
logical reasons, but is also explained by its revolutionary character. Af ter
a thorough economie analysis of the capitalistic structure and its mechanisms
it becomes inconceivable that any real solut ion short of the abolition of
society's class structure can be found for the problems th at beset the working
class. Consistent Marxists have th us always steered clear of "scientific"
sociology as it has been developed by an optimistic bourgeoisie who thought
that their own forgotten revolution had solved once and for all the problems
of society.

Bourgeois sociology, now that the capitalist concentration process which
destroyed the particular brand of optimism connected with the market-reg-
Ulated economy is completed, is slowly transformed into a kind of pseudo-
scientific psychology for the defense of the ruling class. This change of func-
tion is camouffaged by ideas such as th at of the "multi-dimensional" char-
acter of the social life process. This apparent widening of the field of socio-
logical theory is, however, mainly of a verbal nature. As G. von Gontard
has said, the psychologists "have created in their minds a cosmos in itself
which cannot be attacked because its integrity is guarded by terrninological
precautions".lS) The cosmos is decoration. In so far as sociology and psy-
chology are put to use they serve the very narrow function of supplernenting
the various instruments needed to perpetuate the existing conditions of ex-
ploitation.

11) For examp1e: S. Chakotin, THE RAPE OF THE MASSES. New York 1940.
12) The margina1 utility theory in economics is here another examp1e.
13) In De/ense oi Love. New York, 1940, p. 292.
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The applicability of social psychology, furthermore, is closely bound
up with the material apparatus, or, rather, with the people who control the
apparatus which distributes the ideological requirements for the coordination
of individual wills. To control and influence individual minds, the press,
school, church, cinema and radio must be controlled. Effective psychological
control presupposes that the control instruments are securely in the
hands of the controllers. And so they are, which means th at psychological
control rernains the exclusive weapon of the ruling class unless it is over-
thrown with weapons stronger than theirs, with weapons and methods not
given to the control of the controllers. The possibility, previously open to
different capitalistic groups and political movements, to employ to a greater
or lesser extent the usu al propaganda means disappeared in the totalitarian
state. If the revolutionist continues to think that the whole question of social
change is one of opposing one ideology with another and th at the only medium
for social transformation is the displacement of one set of rulers by another,
he certainly must despair. The present stage of development dernonstrates
with utmost clarity that the ways and means of gaining political influence
and control within bourgeois democracy have definitely ceased to exist. AU
that is left to such people, still thought of as "revolutionists", is to demand,
in so far as they are still able to voice their opinions, th at the present ruler-
ship of the still "democratie" nations itself carry through the needed social
revolution.l+!

"The only way in which dictatorial solutions to social crisis can be per-
manently successful", Mannheim writes, "is by centralizing the control of
individual wills. The real problem, however, is to know how far these
attempts are counteracted by the conditions of life in modern industrial
society" (46). Unfortunately, though consistent with his own point of view,
Mannheim concerned himself more with the "centralized control of individ-
ual wills" than with the "conditions of life" which may counteract its effect.
Conditions of life in modern society have now created, however, a situation
where economie and political issues demonstrate their primacy and their
outstanding importance daily with the utmost, with almost unbearable,
clarity. What was on the part of Marx a revelation of things-to-come is
now naked reality. There is no longer in evidence that bewildering variety
of groups and interests which beclouded the essentiaUy two-class character
of capitalist society. There exists now just.one organization, one class, one
group - the totalitarian state as the controller and therewith the owner
of aU that spells power in society. There is, on the other side, all the
rest of the population subjeered to this totalitarian rule. I t is true that
th is whole mass is still artificia11y divided through ideological distinctions and
is still actua11v split by the continued competition for better positions not vet
brought to a close by total conscription of a11 labor. It is a powerless, wiU-
less mass, absolutelv at the mercy of the ruling elite. There is also the new
world-war, still in' its beginnings. able only to further complicate the unsolv-

14) See, for examp1e, H. 1- Laski's new book "Where Do We GO From Here?", which
p1eads for a SOCIAL REVOLUTION BY CONSENT! The consent, natura11y, is to be
given by the ruling classes, to whose reason and magnanimity Laski appea1s.
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able problem of squaring the class-nature of society with the real needs of
the majority of mankind.

The fact of the existence of the proletariat as the largest class in in-
dustrial society.P? the fact of the complete monopolization and centraliza-
tion of a11 power centers excludes - at this time - any class struggles of
a directly revolutionary character. There seems to be only the imperialist
war, covered up by a11 sorts of phrases. But within the setting of th is war
there is developing, already incorporated, and being unconsciously fought
the civil war against the classes in power. This civil war within the imper-
ialistic war will become the more dominating the further the disruption of
aU social life proceeds with the further unfolding and extension of the present
world conflagration. It will finally become the sole content of the present
struggle, for it has incorporated in itself the only solution which is able to
end the struggle and abolish its causes. If it becomes the only social reality
it willieave far behind all illusory goals of yesterday and today.

The continuation of class-rule and exploitation means death and hunger.
There are at present no reaI problems in the world except ending this mur-
derous situation. Both death and hunger demand their human toll because
classes, leaders, elites, privileged groups defend their narrow interests against
the urgent need to socialize society, that is, to remove its class structure.
Death and hunger may spread for a considerable time; within limits their
miseries can be compensated for by terror and propaganda. Within limits
the anger and bewilderment they cause may be canalized and utilized for one
or another national interest behind which lingers no more than the class
interests of the ruling bodies of different states. Essentially, however, death
and hunger are more determining and more forceful than a11 ideological
issues and a11 control instruments, however cleverlv devised.

There is not the slightest reason to assume that this war wi11 or can
be kept within the borders desired bv the centralized bodies waging it. Rather,
the spreading of the war seems to be a certainty. Thus there comes in view
once more and on a much greater scale than during the last world war, a sit-
uation which offers the powerless the opportunity - provided as they are
with weapons, thanks to the contradictory and self-defeating class neces-
sities of the ruling elites - to use their new powerful positions for pursuing
the nar rowest of interests - that of preserving their very lives and of satis-
h'ing their hunger, They will proceed, as they have to, undisturbed bv the
multi-dimensional nature of the social processes and they will serve their
Purposes without regard to "society as a whole", th at is, without regard for
the interests of the fascist and semi-fascist elites. Wh at Mannheim attempts
to do only symbolica11y, they must accomplish actua11y.

Paul Matt;ck
15) This fact is often denied with the argument that - numerica11y - the proletariam
class loses importance in relation to the more rapidly growing, sc>-ca11ednew middle-
class of white-co11ar workers. This argument is nonsensical, for tbe bulk of the wbite
collar workers are proletarians. They do not need to be "proletarianized" as is often
Suggested. Their present ideological idiosyncracies are no formidab!e force which
could ef/ectively interfere with the fundamental trend of society to impoverish anc1
10 suppress a11 layers of the laboring population and thus 10 force them into a uniform
class.frame. 59



BaaK REVIE\NS
TOW ARD FULL USE OF RESOURCES

Part Il of the report on The Struc-
ture of American Economy, published
under the sub-title Toward Full Use
of Reaources by the National Resour-
ces Planning Board in June, 1940,1)
does not add much to the picture that
emerged from Part I ("Basic Char-
acteristics"), published a year be-
fore.2) There is, however, this differ-
ence: the new volume breaks entirely
with that artificial restrietion which
the authors of the first volume had
set for themselves when they propos-
ed to deal with the "structure" of the
economie system only, apart from its
actual operation. This time a freer
approach has been chosen.

The very form of presentation has
been changed. While the first part
was a heavy treatise with statistical
appendices, the second part is a sym-
posium. It includes, in addition to a
new contribution by Gardner C.
Means, four independent documents
contributed by persons who had not
even participated in the preparation
of the first.

FuIl employment of resources and
man-power, the American economy's
dominant problem before National
Defense became the dominant econ-
omic problem and fuIl employment
became instrumental to this end, is
boldly attacked from the point of
view of both economie structure and
operating policies.

G. C. Means' contribution to this
wider problem, just like his analysis
of structure in Part I, has this out-
standing value: that he insists on the
decisive change brought about in cap-
italist economy during the last fifty
to a hundred years through the emer-
S!ence of The Corporate Community
from what had been, or had been
supposed to be, a free competitive
system of independent enterprises (if
not of inde+endent "individuals") or
an economie system exclusively' re-

1) For sale by the Superintendent of Doe-
uments. Washington, D. C., 48 pp.; 15c.
All subseouent references, unless other-
wlse tnarket, are to Ihis report.
2) For a review of Ihis see Living Marzism,

V. 3; pp. 38 ft.
3) pp. 13-14.
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gulated by the mechanism of the
market.

He reveals the surprising fact that
the economic literature of the ni ne-
teenth and early twentieth centuries,
replete with ~xpositions of the !a-
tional underlymg the then prevalling
system of market production, does
not answer the simple question of
"Just how i. the market mechaninsm
expected to insure reasonably full
employment 1" The economists either
assumed fuIl employment (just as
they assumed fuIl utilization of a11
available resources) or dealt with the
problem only implicitly in their an-
alysis of such other adjustment mech-
anisms as the balance of trade and
the balance between savings and in-
vestments. There is no stronger in-
dictment of the thoughtless assump-
tions of the nineteenth century econ-
omists and their present-day foIlowers
th a n the "employment adjust-
ment mechanism underlying those
earlier theories as it is here exposed
to our postmortem inspection.3 There
is a complicated chain by which a
given measure of "excessive" unem-
nlovment is supposed to be immed-
iatelv equivalent to a correspondinz
deficiency of current buying. It thus
"almost at once" brings about a cor-
responding reduction of nrices, wa-
ges, and profits which in turn, at
once and to the same extent. increas-
es the real buvine power of the out-
standing- money sunnlv (the "redun-
dant money") and thus provides buy-
in? in excess of current production.
""d +hus addi+ional emuloyment untiI
the "excesive" unemnlovment is co""-
nletelv elimîns+ed. (One sees, incitl-
entallv. that Marx's criti-ism of th"
so-called "compensation-theorv" did
not atttlf·l<-the weakest but r ••.t.ber 1\

comparatfvelv more reasona bIe ar-
g'ument of the boureeois employment-
theory of his time!)

Yet it would be amistake to as-
snme th'1t the inl!'p.nuous criticism of
the fallacies of the early bourgeoiS
economists, objectively contained i,n
Mr. Means' reconstruction of thelr
theories, is in anv wav aimed at tbe
whole of the underlvlng economie
system. He directs his attack ex-

c1usively against that small die-hard
grOUP of American business men who
assumedly believe that those crude
"adjustment-mechanisms" are still
valid today or could be made work-
able again by a return to the more
primitive conditions of the past. He
thus battles an imaginary opponent.
He mistakes for a genuine and polit-
ical theory what is in fact only a set
of stock phrases and ideologies used
for practical purposes by a particular-
ly reckless school of "democratic"
defenders of the exiating capitalist
Bystem.

In this private feud against a non-
existing danger he does not mince
words. He shows the tremendous los-
Bes and risks implied in the attempt
to effect those "minimum changes"
In the existing economie structure
that would aIlow the employment ad-
j~stment mechanism to operate effec-
tively agam. The "minimum chan-
&:es",,:oul~ involve not only a gigan-
tic objective revolution (including
the break-up of large enterprises and
&:e~eral atomization of economi~ ac-
tlVlty), but would inevitably lead to
a tremendous "economic turmoil and
risk of social disruption and thc' loss
of demoeratic institutions.ve) Thus it
appears that he still believes in the
~ssential validity of those same "ad-
J?stment mechanisms" which a short
tIme before he apparently endeavor-
ed to refute. He knows that they
no longer fulfill their task in a cor-
p;:rate eco,nomy. ~n.der conditions of
B ort-run msensîtivity of prices wa-
R'~s.profits and interest rates, b~t he
~1l1 be quite content if he succeeds
I~ devising a means by which essen-
:l~ly the same end could be reached
eh ay under. the monopolistically
e a~ge~ conditions of the existing
apItahst svstem. Yet he wants to

reach't . h8 1 WIt out those tremendous los-
~s :nd risks of which he is afraid
ei~: of aH without the risk of aso:
h . revolution. In his own terms
ie IS out to find a new set of "ad:
.,~st:;nent mechanisms" which would
t. 0 depeno for their effective opera-
~on on.short-run sensitivity in
a~~d~-prlces, wage rates, unit-profits
t mterest rates, and would he abl~
a? perform the functions formerly as-
..Il:ignedto the mechanisms discussed•• Ove."5)

&s ~is idea of economte "planning"
. lIldeed that of aU hitherto emer-

lring promoters of either a "demo-

cratic" or an outright fascist type
of planning - aims at nothing but
an essentially unchanged replacement
of the "mechanisms" that assumedly
were operating in an earlier "com-
peti~ive" phase, but are no longer
(satlsfactorily) operating in the new
monopolistic phase of capitalistic
economy. The "invisibie hand" that
supposedly rescued early capitalist
~co~o~y. from the extravagances of
lts individual members is to be re-
placed by a more visible hand which,
in spite of pious declarations to the
contrary, will turn out to be the hand
of a totalitarian dictator. It will not
reaIly "adjust" the glaring contradie-
tions of capitalist economy any more
than was done by the "adjustment
mechanisms" of the market in earlier
phases of capitalist economy. It wiIl
preserve, for the time being, the fun-
damentals of capitalist privilege and
oppression and thus fulfill the only
function that was carried out by the
so-ealled adjustment mechanisms of
competitive capitalism.

A much more vital and vigorous
attempt to come to grips with the
main economie and social problems
of our time than that made by G. C.
Means, or, for that matter, by any
of the other contributors, is contain-
ed in the last paper of the sympos-
ium. The clear and consistent ana-
lysis of EC:ODomic Policy and the
Structure of' the American Economv.
contributed bv Mordecai F,'7.ekiel,6)
presents. even to the socialist oppo-
nent, a highly sUg'g'estive statement of
the program of a ~n\line democratic
activism. First of a1l the author Ieav-
es no doubt about the limitations in-
herent in a scheme that proposed to
solve the problems of unemplovrnent
and fuIl use of resources wH:hin a
democratic, i. e., an essentiallv cap-
italistic economy. He carefullv dis-
tinguishes this program from "more
extreme forms of organizingo econ-
omic actîvltv, such as the fu1I social-
ism of the USSR, or such as the var-
ious degrees of centralized /!,overn-
ment conr-ol in fascist Italy and Ger-
many." Even utility regulation as
iIlustrated by the nublic regulation
of the raiIroads, telephone and tele-
graph, and electricity in this country
has "so emphasized the urotection of
owners of the property" that some-

4) p. 16.
5J p_ 16.
6J pp. 35 11.
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times "public regulation actually is
operated in the interest of the utility
rather that in the interest of gen-
eral welfare." This, according to
the author, represtmts "a problem in
the working of democracy" and
should therefore be avoided in a tru-
ly demoeratic program, which should
rather be based on "a maximum of
program-making from the bottom up'
instead of from the top down." (One
sees that the author is far removed
from that crude glorification of
State capitalism which until recently
was, and occasionaIly still is, indul-
ged in by many professed socialists
and communists.)

The main interest of Mr. Ezekiel's
contribution does not consists in the
various "possible lines of action"
which he discusses in his paper and
which, of course, go nowhere bevond
the well-known proposals of the most
radical wing of the New Dealers.
What is of the greatest interest, even
for the most "advanced" Marxist
reader, is the genuine materialist
conneetion that exist throughout be-
tween his theoretical criticism of the
basic restrictive influences inherent
in the existing corporate price-pol-
icies on the one hand and his prae-
tical proposals for reform on the oth-
er. By a consistent argument with
illustrations taken from the steel,
building. lumber, cement, glass and
plumbing fixtures industries, he re-
veals the present form of one of the
most important contradictions of cap-
italist economy. A lowering of pri-
ces for the purpose of an increased
volume of production. he shows, can
be advantageous for the whole of a
particular industry (or for all indust-
ries participating in producing a par-
tlcular end-product, or for a still lar-
ger number of industries) and at the
same time be distinctly disadvan-
tageous for each of the involved in-
dustry (or industries). Vice versa,
"it can seem to each of many indiv-
idual elements in the economy that
it is to ics advantage to reduce out-
put and gain a lareer net income,
vet at the same time it is obviously
imnossible for :real national income
to increase throuzh reducing tbe out-
nut of 311 component industries."7)
'T'hp rp.aSfll'lin both c~ses is tbat "",1-
asticity of demand" for a particular
end-product or a number of sucb end-
products does not necessarilv, or even
normally, cause a proportionate in-
crease in the volume of sales for tbe
62

single participating units. For ex-
ample, the increased demand for au-
tomobiles due to a 10% reduction
in the price of steel would give rise
to an increased consumption of steel
of but 1.50/0.

From this "contradiction" arise a
great number of restrictive influen-
ces on the expansion and develop,
ment of production. Even if only a
smaIl portion of the economy or a
single industry is in a position to re-
strict its output by a high-price pol-
icy, this may be sufficient to hold em-
ployment and national income far be-
low the potentially attainable levels.

To sum up: "The fundamental ec-
onomie weakness in the operations of
the monopolistic or monopolistically
competitive corporate structure, as it
now stands, lies in the inability of
management in any one industry
whether private or public (! K.K.)'
to view its problem in the light of
national economy as a whole. As a
consequence, actions which would be
to the advantage both of the single
industry and of the general welfare
cannot be considered at aIl, because
th ere is n~ effective means through
which the mdustry could bring them
into effect... If some means could
be devised to bring about concerted
expansion of all industries involved,
so that aIl would simultaneously re-
duce their prices in proportion to the
saving in unit costs which increased
volume would yield, the fin <\1sale
price would be reduced sufficiently to
produce an increased volume of out-
rllt an'" all the industries parficinat-
ing could zain from the result."8)

From this theoretical analvsis it
follows at once that the fundamental
restrictive forces of production un-
der conditions of monopoly capital-
ism (private and public) can be over-
come, and can only be overcome, bv
an either voluntary or publicly en-
forced cooperation of aIl involved in-
dustries in a smaller or larger pro-
gram of concerted expansion. 'I'he
various forms of the execution of this
proposal and their connection with
other measures must be studied in
the Report itself.

There is one flaw in all these in-
telligently devised and far-reaching
"plans". The Report itself contains
the warning for the reader that its

7) p. 36
8) p, 42

material "was prepared prior to de-
velopments of the emergency defense
program, and of course does not at-
tempt to deal with the special econ-
omic problems arising out of that
emergency." Indeed, th ere is no way
of knowing how even the most
thoughtful and most honest plans of
the last remaining representatives of
a genuine "democratic activism" can

ever be fulfilled under the conditions
?f p:esent-day high-pressure capital-
ism m general and in particular un-
der the conditions of the imminent
world-wide fight for supremacy be-
tween the forces of so-called demo-
cracy and the forces of European and
Asiatic fascism.

Karl Korsch

CLÁSS ÁND ÁMERICÁN SOCIOLOGY. From Ward to Ross By
Charles Hunt Page. The Dial Press, New York. (319 pp.; $3.50). .

The publisher's blurb on Mr. Page's the minds of its social theoreticians
book quotes Professor R. M. Mac-Iver the land of the petty-bourgeoisie:
as saying that its "treatment of so- The changing conditions in America
cial classes by American sociologists ~t the turn of the century and the
throws much light on the social at- mfluence of European theories led to
titudes of sociologists". This is about a "radicalization" of intellectuals in-
all the book does. But this is eer- ~erest~d in social questions. But even
tainlf not the author's fault. Mr. m. their- new advances they remained
Page s book is very interesting and middle-class, as may be seen from the
can. be highly recommended. That works of Veblen, Dewey, Beard and
sociology may be regarded as little others, and from the sociologists who
m~re th~n the psychology of sociol- shared their progressive views.
ogists f'its m with the social class A
structura which excludes a science of . mer'ican sociology was the more
SOCIety. The book is valuable also ~mp~~ctlcal .the more it was "Amer-
b.e~a.useit serves to show the impos- Ican., t~at IS, the more it strove for
slblhty ?f developing a sociology. apphc~tion. The social reforms so-
Th~ugh it deals with the "fathers" of ~lologIsts. advocated were introduced
soclOlogy (L. F. Ward, W. G. Sum- mAmerIca later than in other dev-
ner A W S eloped nations, and tben not as re-
C iJ' . mall, F. H. Giddings, forms to better society but as in-
ir' th' .Cooley, E. A. Ross) it proves, struments to mai.ntain a declining or-

. elr work is compared witb tbe dmost f tb d er. Ward, for mstance, was not in-
th h' e mo ern sociologists, that te!est~d in advocating the better dis-
tbet ~bildren have learned nothing t:r;tbu.tlOn.of wealth. He saw in the
sha elr. fathers did not know. In dlstrlbutlOn of knowledge the first es-h·rt, this reveals the stagnation sential. ~o social betterment. If he
:';it~Ii~~ks al! social science under were living- todav, he would see that

Th t the ~eater distribution of. knowledge
n I a the question of class bas been only mcreased tbe social inequalitips
si:g ected in sociological theory as rezards the distribution of wealth
chows not only the petty-bourgeois as ~~l! as the distribution of oppor:
bu~ralter of professional sociologists, tumties. Because of class conditions
Sei a so the actual lack of class- con- the growth of knowledge can only
ersous.ress on the part of the work- serve the growth of profits. If he
so: bat the cIass issue could enter hoped for an ideal government which
th~11 tbeory at all is connected with ~ould truIy represent society and not
tirn act that the middle-class was at just th~ gronns favored bv the Iais-
era~s opposed to the rising pluto- s~z- faIre syst«:m, he would now find
fenel and thus anpeared as the de- his ldeal. reahzed in fascîsm. He
tim er lt proletarian "rights". At no could ?~Ject to it only by belatedlv
the~ti 0;rever, have sociological rp.COg"Tllzm~the cJass issues that he
IIStu Ies urthered the independent thouzht of so little importance.
In a struggles of the working class
tio~oinfar a!! sociology fulfilled a func~ Sumner, however, thouzh also mid-
serv socI.ety, that function was to ttle-class to the care, had a much
80cI'aelthe ldeolögy which identified deener insÏ.e'ht into the real social is-

Control witb l sues than any other of his colleagues.
Ilite th c ass control. Des- In his analvsîs of society he often
a~d e great extremes of wealth reached eonc1usions which reminil one

poverty, America remained, in of Marx. But monopoly, privilege,
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wars, class, are for him forces out-
side of human control. They must
be accepted because only by struggle
can progress be made. He himself
took the side of capitalism in this
struggle determined by the nature of
things. Sumner and Ward, Mr. Page
observes, have concerned themselves
with class issues to a greater extent
than any of their contemporaries.
They certainly concerned themselves
with these issues more than the ether
sociologists .described by Page, who
either openly opposed the werking
class, or suggested solutions for social
questions which in the end would
have been worse than the open

struggle a Sumner was willing to
wage. They accepted either one or
the other or both positions at the
same time; they were not able to con-
tribute one original element to the
discussions that preceded them. Page
himself has a; much too positive ap-
proach to American sociology. It
may be politeness on his part which
makes him say that its traditions
should be carried on for the benefit
of contemporary research. To us,
however, it seems that his book re-
veals that the traditions of sociology,
too, hang like millstones around the
neck of those interested in social
problems.

THE WORLD OF NAT/ONS. A Study of the National Implications
in the Work of Kar! Marx. By Solomon F. BIoom. Columbia University
Press, N ew York. (225 pp.; $2.50).

This book places Marx's position Of!
national issues against the whole
background of his thought and ac-
tivity. In turn, Marx's ~eneral so-
cial and economie philosophy is ex-
amined from the point of view of its
bearing upon the fortunes of par-
ticular nations, especially England,
France, Germany and the United
States. It is thus an important con-
tribution towards an understanding
of the political ideas of the 19th cen-
tury. It will help to disperse the
many misrepresentations of Marxian
theories with regard to national prob-
lems. Agreeing with Mr. BIoom al-
most completely and hoping that our
readers wi11 turn to the book itself,
we can restrict ourselves here to a
few remarks which may indicate the
richness of the work.

For Marx, nationality was an ob-
jective condition, a complex product
and function of environmental, econ-
omic, historical and other influences.
Inte11ectual and cultural variations
between nations he traced to socio-
economic and historical differences
between countries. The world re-
mained for Marx richly variegated;
he did not pour it all into one mold.
Along with the too-small society, he
rejected the vague and amorphous
global society. His world consisted of
a limited number of advanced na-
tions.

Marx was no nationalist, but for
him a true internationalist must strive
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for the advance of particular coun-
tries as the basis of world progress.
BIoom makes it clear that Marx, con-
trary to some of his fo11owers, did not
believe in the principle of self-deter-
mination of nations. National inde-
pendence had meaning for Marx only
for nations, or combinations of na-
tions, which were in a position to de-
velop modern economics. He related
a11questions of national emancipation
to the interests of international pro-
gram. Though he knew the imper-
ialists for what they were, he recog-
nized that imperialism revolutionized
backward countries and stagnatina
societies·.

Though often denying smaU na-
tions the right of separate statehood,
Marx was always in favor of the com-
plete emancipation of all national
minorities from civil, social, and econ-
omic restrictions. He distinguished
clearly between nation and state. All
national questions were bound up
with class issues. AH forms of op-
pression were interconnected and had
their basis in class exploitation. So
long as society was divided into clas-
ses, national interests coincided with
the interest of the class that further-
ed most of the economie development:
the character of the nation was clos}
ly related to the character of the ru -
ing- class. Only with the end of c1a~S
oppositions within the nations will lt
be possible to end the rivalries be-
tween the nations.
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