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    Author
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    Summary


    This collection of essays elaborates and applies the ideas developed by the author in Accumulation on a World Scale (MR Press, 1974) and Unequal Development (MR Press, 1976).


    Marxism, according to Samir Amin, « is neither an economic theory, a sociological theory, nor a philosophy, but the social science of revolutionary socialist praxis. »


    It follows that the renaissance of Marxism that has characterized recent years has had its origins in those parts of the world which have been and continue to be the scene of decisive revolutionary struggles— the exploited and oppressed periphery of the world capitalist system, primarily Asia, Africa, and Latin America. And it is this renaissance of Marxism with which the author deals and to which he makes a vital contribution in these lively and eminently readable essays.


    The book is divided into three parts, entitled, respectively, « Historical Materialism : Capitalism and Socialism, » « Imperialism and Underdevelopment, » and « Problems of Transition and the Construction of Socialism. » The range of topics is thus extraordinarily wide, and in every case the treatment has the freshness and originality that readers have come to expect from Amin. His overall conclusions can be summed up in the following words, occurring near the end of the last essay : « The societies of the capitalist centers are sufficiently rich, the interlocking of interests sufficiently complex, the feeling for the privileges which imperialism stimulates sufficiently shared, for these societies to be able to wait for some decades yet in a kind of slow decomposition. On the other hand, the societies of the dominated periphery no longer can wait. With every passing year, the material conditions of their vast masses becomes more intolerable, while the palliatives of capitalist integration become increasingly worthless. »


    Translator


    Translations of the Introduction and Chapters 6, 7, and 9 are by Alfred Ehrenfeld. The translation of Chapter 3 is by Joan Pinkham.


    Illustrator


    Jacket design : Martin S. Moskof.




    Introduction


    The chapters of this volume were all written in connection with discussions provoked by Unequal Development.1 This new book accordingly follows the line of thought of the earlier work, which is opposed to economism and a West-centered outlook. These studies in fact should be viewed in relation to the general perspective of the rebirth of Marxism, which itself flows from the radicalization of the anti-imperialist struggles.


    1 
The rebirth of contemporary Marxism


    The last fifteen years will certainly be counted as important in the history of the development of socialist thought. The extraordinary rebirth of Marxism has indeed been in contrast to the crisis of the dominant ideology. This rebirth follows a long empty period marked by Stalinist dogmatism and tempered by the attraction that the technocratic ideology of triumphant « apoliticism » exercised, at first covertly, then openly from 1953 on. The eclectic compromises of the fifties flourished briefly; since at least 1965 a vigorous Marxist thought has begun to leave them behind.


    The reason for this renewal should be sought in the development of the mass struggle for socialism, parallel with the deepening crisis of capitalism.2 For the development of Marxism is never the result of the autonomous progress of academic thought isolated from social reality. The orientation of China since 1950 (very different from that of the USSR), culminating in the Cultural Revolution, permitted for the first time a criticism from the left of the Soviet experience. This appears to have been fundamental. Isn’t it characteristic that up until then every critique of Soviet reality, even that of Trotskyism, was unable to divest itself of anticommunism! The Twentieth Congress should have been the great revenge of Trotskyism, the base for its further progress. It had no such effect : the continuing sterility of Trotskyism derives from its inability to go beyond the deceased « prophet, » to transcend the economistic positions of his epoch. Trotsky’s economism is testified to by his « regret » over the defeat of the German revolution, his affirmation of the necessity for « socialist accumulation » (i. e., « catching up in order to surpass »), thereby reproducing the divisions of labor specific to capitalism and breaking the worker-peasant alliance of 1917 in order to finance this model of industrialization at the expense of the peasantry. On this terrain Stalin was the victor.


    The Chinese experience allows us to transcend the narrow debate concerning the « methods » of this type of « socialist construction. » In formulating from the beginning a radical critique of the objective—in other words, in refusing to reduce socialism to a « capitalism without capitalists » and, instead, calling into question capitalist models of industrialization, technology, organization and hierarchy, division of labor, urbanization, consumption, education, etc., and in revealing the non-neutral character of these models, China had to view in a radically different manner the entire problematic of the transition to socialism.


    This critique of the economistic positivist interpretation of Marxism, an interpretation triumphant in the period of the Second and Third Internationals, opened the way for a return to Marx. This could find only a favorable echo in the developed West, where the Soviet model had little to offer. The dissatisfaction felt by the consumer-oriented masses in the West, the crisis of the civilization of mature capitalism, was able at last to express itself in authentically socialist demands. The fact that the world capitalist system had begun to enter a structural crisis even before Europe and Japan « caught up » with the United States—that is to say, the fact that the economic base on which rested the prosperity of the last twenty-five years was collapsing—and the accentuation of social struggles accompanying this crisis since 1968 (notably in France and Italy) have advanced the prospects for this renewal.


    At the same time, the Chinese experience made necessary a rethinking of the respective roles of the center and the periphery in the development of capitalism. The national liberation movements of the forties and the fifties, which left little margin of choice between the development of national capitalism and imitation of the Russian model, were bound to be replaced by the attraction of a new vision, reinforced by the successes of Vietnam. I would like here to indicate the lines of this renewal that appear to be the most promising.


    The critique of economism has allowed the rediscovery of the unity of Marxism, which is neither an economic theory, a sociological theory, nor a philosophy, but the social science of revolutionary socialist praxis. This critique starts from many, often modest, points. The internal critique of marginalist economics, with which are associated the names of non-Marxists such as Sraffa,3 was one point of departure. This critique undermined the attempts at an alleged synthesis of Marxism and marginalism which the attraction of the technocratic vision of the fifties inspired in the West as well as in Russia.4 This attempt expressed, in fact, the class character of the Soviet mode of production and, concomitantly, the positivist reduction of Marxism. It culminated in the theory of the « convergence of the systems » in which Tinbergen saw the triumph of the « natural » laws of economics, independent of social systems. The bankruptcy of this eclecticism led to readdressing the problem of the « transformation » of values into prices. This question was posed by Engels himself when, in the preface to the third volume of Capital, he invoked a positivist interpretation of the problem, giving the law of value a real historical existence prior to that of prices of production. Further contributions were made on the question between 1910 and 1930—contributions which raised more questions than they answered—and then, beginning about 1930, the topic was buried. This problem is closed today, insofar as the profound nature of the critique of economism has been rediscovered.5 To go beyond these false questions the nature of the relations between the ideological factor and the economic base must be understood; in particular, it must be understood that these relations in the capitalist mode of production are neither unilateral nor identical to the relations in those modes of production which historically preceded capitalism.6



    The rediscovery of the works of the young Marx, particularly German Ideology, was decisive here. This rediscovery was, moreover, thrust upon us from the time the Chinese envisioned these relations in a manner entirely different from that to which the mechanistic Soviet approach had led. Althusser, in denying the Marxist character of alienation, made a final attempt to save Moscow, and yet he contributed by his very efforts to the definitive liquidation of the positivist heritage which he pushed to its extreme limits.7 This decisive progress now allows us to say that a series of essential questions concerning historical materialism are settled, notably questions concerning modes of production, social formations, the articulation and domination of modes, the nature of the dialectical relation between the superstructure and the infrastructure, the nature of precapitalist religious alienation and of capitalist market alienation.


    It was in this way that the break with economism was made. One could correctly pose a whole series of problems, among them the following : (1) The analysis of capitalism in the contemporary center, its particular mode of reproduction at a stage in which the contradiction between the social character of the level of development of the forces of production and the restrictive character of the relations of production makes it necessary to go beyond the reproduction schemes of volume 2 of Capital to envision the active intervention of the state in the process (an analysis begun by Baran and Sweezy, to whom we owe the useful concept of the « surplus » of contemporary monopoly capitalism).8 (2) The analysis of class alliances in the history of capitalism and their transformations in relation to political and ideological history, particularly that of social democracy.9 (3) The critical evaluation of the strategies of the workers’ movement resulting from (1) and (2), and particularly a critique of « frontism » and the forms of working-class organization defined by Lenin in What Is To Be Done? (a critique developed in Italy by the Manifesto group). (4)


    The critique of contemporary capitalism in its different aspects, principally the division of labor and its devastating effects, urbanism, etc. (5) The critique of the eclectic attempts of Freudo- Marxism (Reich) and of the Frankfurt School (the Marcusian philosophy of One-Dimensional Man,10 the aesthetics of Adorno, etc.), hardly begun, and corresponding to these new fields of Marxist insight, the evaluation of the irruption of youth (and of the problems of the function of education in reproduction), and of feminism. (6) Last but not least, the analysis of the unequal development of capitalism and the discussion concerning the periodization of the history of the world system.


    Since the Russian experience had been surpassed on the left by China, it was the entire problematic of the world system that had to be reexamined. The obstacle on which Trotskyism had foundered could now be overcome. Here again the movement began from modest points of departure, related to real social changes, notably « national liberation » and efforts at « development. » The failure of development strategies which accepted the axiom of integration into a world system (the populism and desarrollismo of Latin America) led to the formulation of the « theory of dependence, » a formulation which was still confused, seminationalist,11 and semi-Marxist. The meager results from transposing the lessons of the USSR to the « Third World » (which is the content of the « noncapitalist » way, of which Egypt is the clearest example) insistently called for putting in question the linear vision of historical development which is common to the bourgeois scientistic ideology and to dogmatic pseudo-Marxism. At the same time there began the crisis of the world system obliging us to reexamine received ideas concerning the periodization of the system’s history. In all these areas decisive progress has been made in recent years. An analysis (still in limited terms) of models of reproduction on a world scale, which has nevertheless permitted the clear elucidation of the concepts of center and periphery and the integration of contributions until then scattered and poorly formulated (such as that concerning unequal exchange), leads one to restudy the history of the birth, development, and transcendence of capitalism on a world scale. The Eurocentric point of view has finally been transcended, and attempts have been made to produce general formulations in terms of the unequal development of civilizations. At the same time ancient debates, launched fifty years too soon, have reappeared on the scene. The rediscovery of Chayanov and of the debate concerning the modes of production called « Asiatic, » should be included in the list of areas of decisive progress.


    This is not, of course, an exhaustive account of the progress achieved, and the lines of development of this renewal in the future depend principally on the vigor of the action of the masses which the deepening of the crisis will certainly entail. Our personal contribution to this renewal can be found in essence in Unequal Development. This is not the place to account for the route which led from a largely economistic critique—which remained within the framework of both conventional economic theory (in particular, treatment of underdevelopment) and the experiences of the politics of « development »12—to a unified formulation which, despite its limitations, seems to have really returned to Marx.


    Certain chapters of this work are by way of an introduction which call for further debate; others, in contrast, conclude debates which appear closed, at least provisionally.


    I would like to begin by noting the principal debates which appear closed. The first debate is that concerning the nature of the relations between ideology and the infrastructure in precapitalist modes of production and the reaffirmation of the problem of alienation in the capitalist mode. It is on this basis that one must formulate simultaneously what is the communist project on the one hand and the Orwellian perspective of 1984 on the other.13 It is also in relation to this reformulation that we can consider closed the false economistic debate concerning the « transformation » of values into prices. 14 This latter is the debate concerning the law of accumulation and the status of the value of labor power. Here again it seemed necessary to distinguish the level on which the analysis is being conducted : the dialectic of objective forces (models of accumulation in volume 2 of Capital) and subjective forces (class struggle) cannot be examined in the same manner at the abstract level of the capitalist mode of production, at the concrete level of the capitalist formations of the center(where the struggle and alliances of classes must be dealt with), and at the level of the world capitalist system as a whole. This formulation resolves the question of international unequal exchange by bringing forth the preeminence of world values. At the same time the question of the critique of conventional « economics » (and its manner of viewing the problems of money, the cycle, conjuncture) and of the technocratic technology is also settled. A third family of debates equally closed is that concerning the discussions of underdevelopment. We have now gone far beyond the gross stupidities of Rostow, both in their American version and in that of Moscow. We definitely understand the functions that the periphery has filled in the course of the process of the worldwide expansion of capitalism, as well as the nature and the forms of dependence and of unequal international specialization.


    Those are the settled questions. By contrast the problems raised in the first chapter of Unequal Development consist of a systematic statement, of a hypothesis situated in the framework of historical materialism. It is thus that our system of concepts must be understood : modes of production, social formations, articulations of modes and domination of one among them, factors and domination of one of them, etc. This system seems to have permitted the reformulation of the problems both of the birth of capitalism and of its decadence and its transcendence.


    The first of our current concerns is the reformulation of the periodization of the history of capitalism. We see two sets of periods. One is of expansion (1815-1840, 1850-1870, 1890-1914, 1948-1967) characterized simultaneously by a pattern of accumulation (leading industries, form of competition, status of the firm), a corresponding type of class struggle and alliances which defines the nature of political life, a pattern of the system’s expansionism and of hierarchization which determines the role of the periphery and the nature of international relations. The others are periods of crisis and reconstruction (1840-1850, 1870-1890, 1914-1948, 1967 onward) which constitute the passage from one pattern to another.


    It is in relation to this problematic of periodization that we want to view the question of the decadence of the capitalist system and of the present crisis. The nature of this decadence and forms of its expression should be looked for as much in its most recent expansionist phase (1948-1967, which we call the « time of illusions ») as in the two periods of crisis (1914-1948, and 1967 onward).


    The analysis of the current crisis is our dominant preoccupation, The debate on the alternatives—1984 (in the singular or plural) versus new openings in the direction of socialism—and the examination from this point of view of the strategies relevant to southern Europe, the Arab world, and Africa are current and urgent matters. It is clearly to understand this area that Unequal Development is being completed by a study of the relations between the capitalist mode of production and agriculture. We propose then a rereading of Capital (noting that the chapters concerning the rent of land invite the passage from the framework of the capitalist mode of production to that of capitalist social formations) and a new critical reading of Kautsky, Lenin, and Chayanov on the « agrarian question. »


    The second area implied by the development of historical materialism concerns the deepening of the examination of the relationship between ideology and infrastructure. The critique of Freudo-Marxism and of the Frankfurt School is on the agenda here.


    2 
The fundamental question of our time : imperialism


    The nature of imperialism constitutes the central question of our time. This should in fact be the central question for all proponents of socialism, in the imperialist metropolitan centers as well as in the dominated peripheries, and should certainly not be the overriding concern of the Third World alone.


    The connection which Lenin established—in Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism—between imperialist exploitation of the dominated peoples and social-democratic ideological hegemony over the working class of the imperialist centers has already been forgotten. Social-democratic ideology (social- imperialist would be a more appropriate term) implies the existence of « socialism » at home and imperialism abroad. Since things can obviously not be artificially separated in this manner, the socialism in question becomes a state capitalism (covering itself, when necessary, with the cloak of « self-management ») which is a direct extension of capitalism—it perpetuates the capitalist division of labor (idealized as a necessity imposed by the productive forces) and, concomitantly, relations of domination (witness the permanence of the state) and of the extraction of surplus labor from the immediate producers. The hegemony of bourgeois ideology, which expresses itself here in a « Marxist » guise, thus makes it possible to associate imperialism with this « socialism. » It is then alleged that the dominated peoples cannot initiate far-reaching advances because their productive forces are not sufficiently developed—revolution can come only from the working class of the centers.


    This view of the world, which is West-centered and linear, is not only that of the dominant working-class parties of the centers (socialist and « communist »). The extreme left, crippled as long as it remains isolated, sectarian, and predominantly intellectual, vacillates incessantly between extreme positions, either (even if this is unconscious) social-imperialist, or (in reaction) « Third Worldist. »


    The « left » version of the social-imperialist position of necessity takes on the appearance of the « ultraleftist » position which in fact, here as everywhere, links up with the right. It resorts to the most erudite formulations to deny the fact of imperialist exploitation. The debate concerning unequal exchange has shown how words are used to mask realities. There are those who explain, without sensing how ridiculous and odious their arguments are, that the proletarian in the periphery is « less exploited » than the worker in the center, although his wage for operating the same machine and producing the same product (i. e., with the same productivity) is ten or twenty times lower! They pretend not to be aware of the mechanisms of formal domination that make it possible to extract absolute surplus value from peasants transformed into quasiproletarians in their homes.15 They can then no longer understand that these peoples, by revolting against imperialism, have done more to advance the cause of socialism than anyone else until now. They smugly denounce these revolutions as jacqueries with a bourgeois content! At the same time, they regard any reference to the corruption of sizable strata of workers in the center as sacrilege—and yet, Lenin used to speak in this connection of rot and decay.


    Others are more naive and continue to view the world as a juxtaposition of more or less advanced capitalist societies. This enables them to repeat untiringly : the class struggle before all else! This banal truth becomes foolishness when they fail to specify the content of each class struggle, when they refuse to understand how imperialism determines the framework and the conditions of class struggle in the center as well as in the periphery. For the concrete analysis of the contradictions in the periphery—their relative weights and interconnections, the evolution of the alliances between imperialism and allied classes in the Third World—they substitute catch-all slogans which sometimes have a « Chinese » ring (such as « the struggle against imperialism passes by way of struggle against the local feudalists »—even where these feudalists do not exist!).


    The global development of capitalism in an imperialist framework has decisive consequences for the destiny of socialism. Most important is the fact that the center of gravity of the exploitation of labor by capital (and, in the first place, by monopoly capital which dominates the system as a whole) has been displaced from the center of the system to its periphery. The mass of surplus value (in all its forms—absolute and relative, apparent and masked by price structures) extracted from labor in the periphery has been increasing steadily since the end of last century. This simple fact explains why the periphery plays an increasingly active role in the global socialist revolution, by giving a new impetus to one of the possible outcomes of the uneven development of societies : the development of socialism starting from the lagging zones of capitalism. This is accompanied by the progressive end of the West-centered outlook, most clearly evidenced by the growing detachment of Marxism from its European historical and cultural roots.


    Since socialism is now being impelled from the periphery, it has found itself under the necessity of coming to terms with fundamental questions concerning the relations between base and superstructure, between the productive forces and the relations of production, etc., thus taking the opposite course of the dominant tendency in the center, which is to reduce Marxism to economism. This development, which signifies the decadence of the capitalist system in the center, opens the way for an evolution both of the system itself and of its ideological expressions, an evolution which is an extension of the system’s inherent logic. The capitalism of the monopolies may well be replaced by that of the state. And this is paralleled by the shift of the old social democracy toward the new social imperialism, and of the old social-democratic class alliances to new revisionist alliances.16


    It is not surprising that the repercussions of this situation are causing the extreme left in the West to react by executing 180- degree turns. Social-imperialist collusion gives way to Third Worldist outbursts. For Third Worldism is a strictly European phenomenon. Its proponents seize on literary expressions, such as « the East wind will prevail over the West wind » or « the storm centers, » to illustrate the impossibility of struggle for socialism in the West, rather than grasping the fact that the necessary struggle for socialism passes, in the West, also by way of anti-imperialist struggle in Western society itself. They sway between extremes without understanding the crux of the matter—the significance of imperialist hegemony. Third Worldism is no longer fashionable, although regressions ought not to be excluded so long as the prevailing objective situation remains unchanged. This fashion had its heyday and its missionaries. Because of its European culture, Latin America was more suited to its penetration— Spanish and Portuguese are easy to learn, and, moreover, the closer integration of this continent into the capitalist system was less unsettling. Sub-Saharan Africa also offered possibilities owing to the cultural alienation of its ruling classes; the East remained impervious to this kind of exercise. But in no case was Third Worldism a movement of the Third World or in the Third World. Disappointed with the operation, the ultraleft eventually returned to the fold. The revival of Trotskyism (a permanent phenomenon) indicates that the lessons of the experience have been ignored. For Trotskyism remains the twin of social imperialism—both are blind to the nature of imperialism and underestimate its decisive importance.


    We utterly reject the false alternatives of Third Worldism or ultraleftism, whether Trotskyist or sympathetic to Trotskyism (as in its anarchist or pseudo-Maoist versions). For us, the only question is this : How, in the common struggle against capitalism, which is of necessity a struggle against imperialism, can concrete class struggles be articulated both in the center and in the periphery?


    In order to pose this kind of question correctly, one must understand that although imperialism remains the chief enemy, social imperialism constitutes the chief danger. The division of the imperialist system into dominating centers and dominated peripheries has radically altered the problematic of the socialist revolution. In the centers, it has strengthened the tendency toward social imperialism, i. e., toward an advanced neocapitalism corresponding to a greater centralization of capital. At the periphery, where the revolutionary forces are maturing, specific problems of transition are emerging which strengthen the tendencies toward state capitalism. Under these conditions, every retreat by imperialism has an equivocal character since it holds out the possibility of either of the new alternatives—socialism or state capitalism.17


    The forces promoting the new class mode of production are present in the very heart of the anti-imperialist movement. Today it is no longer possible to view the Soviet experience as an instance of socialism. The coherence of the system, both on the plane of its economic base (preservation of the division of labor and of commodity alienation, centralized management of capital) and of its structure (preservation of the state, authoritarian police methods, nationalist and social-imperialist ideological monolith- ism) should be carefully examined, especially since the attraction exerted by this model remains very strong, in spite of everything, among the most advanced sectors of the Western working class, as is clear from the strength of the revisionist communist parties of southern Europe. At the periphery, forces tending in the same direction have been active both in the bourgeois nationalist movement (of which Nasserism was the most coherent expression) and in the popular movement (as is evident from experience and, generally, from the absence of Maoist consciousness in Latin America). The forces moving in the direction of socialism have matured significantly only in communist Asia.


    Today, as we observe the forces active in the current crisis of the system18 attempting to influence its evolution in keeping with their own interests, the alternatives appear clearer than ever. It is in fact possible to envisage three different outcomes to the present crisis.19


    The first scenario is characterized by the continued existence of the imperialist system as the dominant global system. This would open up a new phase of imperialist capitalist expansion, based on a reshuffling of the cards and a new stage in the unequal international division of labor : Social imperialism would remain confined to the USSR and its satellites and become the strategic ally of imperialism proper, since « peaceful coexistence » would have become a strategic factor. Socialism would also be restricted and isolated in East Asia and in no more than a few countries that could succeed in using the crisis to detach themselves from the system. The periphery of the imperialist system would become subdivided into « imperialist service stations » and « reserve neocolonies. » This scenario allows of variants, characterized either by the reestablishment of a dominant imperialism (doubtless American) and the « compradorization » of an Atlantic Europe and of Japan, or, on the contrary, by a certain equilibrium between several imperialist centers, each with its particular sphere of influence.


    The second scenario envisages social imperialism as becoming a dominant system. This implies that in the event of a worsening crisis, power would shift in the direction of the establishment of national state capitalisms in numerous countries that constitute the weak links of the present system. In southern Europe in particular, the formula of « historic compromise » would become generalized and enable a revisionist class alliance to replace the traditional social-democratic alliance. An analogous evolution would emerge in numerous countries in the periphery, notably in the spheres of influence of the USSR and Europe. The « national » state capitalisms would remain dependent, since they would not challenge a certain (unequal) international division of labor within the social-imperialist system(s). A « Eurafrica » of a certain type and neo-Nasserism would then become possible. Here, too, variants can be envisaged, characterized by an equilibrium of strength between imperialism and social imperialism. The most probable variant would see the preservation of the traditional imperialist capitalist system in the United States, which would unilaterally dominate its sphere of influence : Latin America, and the English and northern European dependencies.


    It is only the third scenario that envisages the possibility of the socialist system becoming a dominant system, probably in competition with the imperialist and social-imperialist systems. The respective spheres of these imperialisms would remain relatively isolated and would, therefore, soon decline. The countries already engaged on the road toward socialism would begin to be sufficiently numerous and strong to constitute themselves into a system. Some of these countries would be developed (southern Europe?), others would not (many African and Asian countries). They would certainly be autonomous, yet also have sufficient solidarity to be no longer dependent with respect to the imperialist and social-imperialist centers. The autocentric national models of transition would be strengthened by transitional reciprocal relations allowing groups of countries as well as the socialist system as a whole to move in the direction of increasing self-reliance. It goes without saying that this perspective, the only favorable one, implies as a prior condition a clear awareness of the nature of imperialism.


    The current crisis reminds us forcefully of the chief characteristics of the capitalist system in its imperialist phase—the transfer of the contradictions of the capitalist mode of production from its dominant imperialist centers to its dominated periphery : the revolutionary and socialist potential of the struggle for national liberation; the social-democratic ideological domination of the working classes in the centers. Accordingly, the socialist transformation of the world may well continue to be impelled by the periphery. This is not a question of prophecy, but merely of an analysis of forces that have been operative for almost a century. The detachment of the periphery from the capitalist system, to be sure, would alter the conditions of class struggle in the center. It is not excluded that if the current crisis should deepen and lead to new revolutions in the periphery, the weight of the contradictions of capitalism would have an impact on the metropolitan laboring classes such as to radically alter the pattern of the socialist transformation of the world. But we have not reached that point yet.


    This analysis is the same as that set forth by the Chinese in their « twenty-five-point letter. » It rests on two assumptions.20 The first assumption is that the motive force of history in our time is the anti-imperialist struggle. This is the meaning of such a statement as the states desire independence, the nations liberation, and the peoples revolution. This formulation clearly indicates that the anti-imperialist struggle must become socialist revolution. It thus elucidates the slogan « Workers and oppressed peoples, unite! » which, since the emergence of imperialism, must replace the older slogan which was confined to the workers. It is by way of anti-imperialist struggle that, in this century, socialism has been moving forward. The entire history of the nineteenth century, on the contrary, was marked by the revolutionary struggles of the Western proletariat—from the English Chartists to the Paris Commune. But the Paris Commune was in fact the last instance of revolutionary struggle in the preimperialist epoch. Viewed in retrospect, the movements of Central Europe, for which Lenin held such high hopes, were already doomed to fail.21 Neither the events of 1968, nor the more recent events in Portugal and Spain, indicate that a revolutionary perspective is possible in the West. On the other hand, every anti-imperialist struggle in the Third World has entailed and entails a potential socialist dimension.


    The second assumption of this analysis is that revisionism has become the chief obstacle to the development of socialism. On the international plane, the Soviet neoimperialist superpower is contending for world hegemony with the traditional American superpower (in a struggle/share the spoils dialectic), while on the plane of ideology and of class-struggle strategy, the illusions inspired by revisionism must necessarily lead to defeats.
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    Part I 
Historical Materialism : Capitalism and Socialism


    Chapter 1 
Criticism of Microeconomics


    The criticism presented below addresses the methods which claim to base « development planning » on the techniques of microeconomic « project » analysis. The theoretical level was systematically developed in the context of certain activities of the African Institute for Economic Development and Planning (IDEP), and is directed at the practical consequences of project » analysis as revealed through empirical African examples. This criticism attacks the major « financing » institutions both for their feasibility studies of development « projects » and their teaching of « project analysis. »


    The problem is the following : Is it possible to base a « development plan » on a set of microeconomic choices? Does this method confine the possible development strategies within definite limits? More specifically, does planning based on « projects » implicitly involve a particular strategy to the exclusion of any other? Does the substitution of so-called social profitability criteria for individual criteria broaden the scope of the implicit strategy in question, and if so, how? Answering these questions involves merely defining the content of the « profitability » concept.


    There are several aspects of the problem, apart from calculating the strict rate of return, because this calculation is closely related to all the techniques of business management, including those of personnel management, organization of work and division of labor, job definition, and organization of the hierarchy (line of command).


    All these profitability calculations, from the most elementary to the most sophisticated, follow the same general outline. On the x-axis one puts time—the successive years of the life of a project, on the positive y-axis the revenue of the firm, and on the negative y-axis the costs. This kind of graph isolates the firm from its environment, i. e., from all the other firms in that branch of industry, from the nation, and from the world system. The logic of the system then consists in calculating profitability by one of the following methods.


    First method : work out a time preference discount rate R (according to the apparently common-sense adage that « a bird in the hand is worth two in the bush »). The present value of sales A for the years 0, 1, 2, etc.. is [image: ]etc.... while the present value of expenditure B is similarly [image: ]+ etc.... The gross profit calculated at its present worth is [image: ] etc...., which, compared to the present value of the necessary capital investment, gives the rate of profit of the investment in question.


    Second method : equalize income and expenditure at present value and deduce from that the implicit discount rate which equalizes revenue and expenditure at present value. What are the implicit assumptions of this method? The first is that we can distinguish between the firm and its environment, i. e., that the firm’s revenue and expenditure flows are independent of the economic system as a whole. Thus we accept that there is a microeconomic rationality, and that the rationality of the system is none other than the sum of the rationalities of the firms. Hence we accept that the whole—the national system, or rather the world system—is nothing but the sum of its parts, in this case the firms, the basic economic units. This implicit principle remains whether we evaluate the terms A and B at « market prices » (individual profitability) or by means of some kind of « shadow prices » (so-called social profitability).


    The distinction between the firm and its environment assumes a second underlying principle—that it is possible to distinguish between the so-called economic operations of the firm and the other aspects of social life. Now, this distinction is specific to the capitalist mode of production. It follows that the rationality based on cost-benefit calculation is always relative to this mode of production. There is, however, a close relation between economic operations and other aspects of social life. A good example of this is the (frequent) mistakes made by technocrats and planners when they are dealing with rural life. They make calculations about the improvement in yields that should follow the introduction of a new input or an increase in the quantity of work. They then put into effect policies based on the results of these profitability calculations. In nine cases out of ten they come up against the resistance of the peasantry. Why? Simply because they forget that peasants are not entrepreneurs, and do not separate the aspects of so-called economic life from other aspects of social life. In other words, in the peasant mode of production the organization of production does not correspond to criteria of « economic » rationality but obeys the rules of a higher rationality, one which incorporates all the elements of social life, economic and others. For example, peasants might have in mind a long time-horizon covering their entire lives and even beyond. Their « economic » decisions cannot be separated from their behavior in connection with the family, as regards the number of children they want, the organization of marriage and inheritance, etc.1


    Let us now suppose that we are able to separate economic life from social life. We therefore consider that all elements of economic life have a market value. For those that do not, we will give them values by comparing them with the market value of « similar » goods. Thus we will give a market value to products consumed by the producer.


    Work itself will be considered as a commodity input « bought » by the production unit. Indeed, the economistic language of the technocrats reflects this way of looking at labor power as a factor external to the firm : labor power is called a « human resource. » The term « resource » clearly reflects commodity alienation : human resource for what and for whom? Here, the notion of human resources means that people constitute labor power at the disposal of firms which are abstract beings. But the abstract hides something concrete, which is the profit on capital. In other words, these human resources are resources for capital, the dominant factor in a system in which people are not the end but the means. It is true that the philosophy at the base of all conventional economics assumes that there is no contradiction between end and means, and that the results obtained by treating people as means of production can be reconciled with primary human aspirations.


    Let us now observe how one defines and measures the revenue and expenditures resulting from the multiplication of physical quantities by prices. First, we must consider the nature of these prices in relation to the conditions of competition, for if we look at the history of the capitalist system, we note that this competition has gone through at least three phases, and that we may already be in a fourth.


    In the first phase (up to about 1840 for the regions of industrial Europe and North America where the Industrial Revolution was being completed), the essential factor was not competition between industrial firms, but between the newly emerging firms and the disintegrating craft guilds. It was a period of what might be called « easy competition, » that between different modes of production. Its main feature was the unequal development of the productive forces. In ideologizing competition, this phase of history is deliberately ignored, although it was decisive in structuring the new society. It was this type of competition that proletarianized the precapitalist environments, which then provided the capitalist firm with its labor force, enabling it to expand.


    In a second phase (a very short one in the history of capitalism—from about 1850 to 1870 or 1880), we find a type of competition which is close to what economic theory subsequently ideologized as « pure and perfect competition. » This period was characterized by the separation of the processes of production and circulation, each dominated by independent forms of capital. Another feature of the period was the lack of individualization of products and hence a high degree of substitutability between the products of firms in the same branch.2 Under these conditions the price is external to each firm, and the decisions of an entrepreneur have no feedback effect on the price structure. The immediate reality seems to justify the principle of bourgeois philosophy that society is the sum of the individuals composing it. The rationality resulting from individual behavior does not conflict with a global rationality, which does not really exist except as the sum of individual rationalities. But although the decision of one entrepreneur has no perceptible overall effect, the sum of the decisions of all the entrepreneurs does : it reproduces the class society.


    From 1880 on, we see the emergence of monopolistic competition, which was analyzed much later (in the 1930s), in particular by E. H. Chamberlin and Joan Robinson.3 Price is no longer an external datum for the firm; it is the direct result of monopoly strategy. The monopoly is moreover reinforced by the differentiated nature of the products, in connection with the merging of production and distribution.


    In each of these cases, the theory of microeconomic rationality is tautological because, whether or not prices are external to the firm, the monopolies determine types of behavior which react upon the price system. With competition between monopolies this tautology explodes : the whole is clearly no longer equal to the sum of the parts. When conventional theory can no longer rationally assume that prices are given externally, it transfers the tautology to product specificity. It asserts that products are differentiated because the consumers regard them as such. But this is to beg the question. This approach reflects commodity alienation, and clearly shows that society has lost control of itself, because we know that this specificity is created by the firms. It is not a datum independent of and external to the productive process, but, on the contrary, stems from the nature of the productive process itself, the result of a strategy based on the need to make profits.


    The first consequence of monopolistic competition is that it necessarily implies a faster growth of selling costs for the purpose of creating specific needs. This reduces the profitability of producing the goods, because it involves sharing the profits with firms in the tertiary sector. The second consequence is that an increasing share of the social costs of monopolistic competition has to be borne by the state in the form of infrastructural investment (for example : the roads needed to make the production of automobiles profitable). The financing of this government expenditure in turn reduces the surplus available for the profits of production. The third consequence is geographical concentration. This in turn is related to unequal development on the world scale, since this model, developed in the center of the capitalist system, entails a bias in the capitalist development in its periphery.


    This bias has very old roots, relating to the historic pattern of demand rooted in the periphery’s externally oriented economic formation and the unequal exchange which underlies unequal international specialization. That is to say, the difference between the rewards to labor in the periphery vs. the center is greater than the difference in labor productivity between the two. This makes possible a higher overall rate of profit in the periphery and on this basis a skewed domestic market is created. Import-substitution industrialization then leads to the contradiction that extra-exploitation creates a limited domestic market and because it is so limited it cannot fully exploit the potential cheap labor brought about by proletarianization.


    Hence the system implies increasing state intervention in the periphery to artificially expand this market. But that is not all. Commodity alienation means that the workers accept their status as sellers of labor power while as consumers they agree to consider that the goods proposed to them are in fact specific. The perpetuation of this ideology of commodity alienation requires in the center of the system both relatively full employment and a continuous increase in real wages, which in turn makes possible a growth based on this model of development through the enlargement of the market.


    So the price structure is by no means the result of various forms of competition. The price structure is a global datum; it is not the result of the individual behavior of firms, even under « pure and perfect » competition. Sraffa brought out strikingly the internal contradiction of the logic of marginalism, the tautology on which it is based. He showed that the price structure ultimately depended on the level of real wages, i. e., on how the total income is shared between the remuneration of labor and the output of that labor. 4 Neither the structure of relative prices, nor the allocation of capital between the different branches of production to meet a demand pattern corresponding to the pattern of income distribution, depend in any way on the conditions of competition. They depend ultimately on the rate of exploitation of labor. It follows that any economic practice based on prices external to the production units involves reproducing its own conditions, i. e., reproducing the pattern of overall income distribution and hence the pattern of demand and of the resource allocation among the different branches.


    Having considered the prices of commodities, let us look at the prices of the « factors » of production.


    
The price of land. The firm buys or rents a piece of land and settles on it. This is an essential problem not only for agriculture, but also for a large number of other activities in connection with monopolistic competition and the organization of space determined by it. This organization of space in an urban agglomeration has its own apparent « rationality » which depends on the pattern of demand and hence ultimately on income. It is also essential because of the decisive aspect of housing in the value of labor and the pattern of income and demand. Here, however, economic activity is faced with the class monopoly of landownership, i. e., with the fact that certain social groups have the monopoly of access in a given area and that they charge for this access. Chayanov and Von Thunen have shown that this monopoly had an effect on the structure of activities and prices. Von Thunen showed that the use of land is not the same if one assumes private ownership of it (ground rent and price of land controlling access to it) or public ownership with the land being made available to capitalist entrepreneurs. He showed that this (landlord) class monopoly was a handicap to the development of capitalist rationality, which aims at maximizing the rate of return to capital on the basis of the exploitation of labor power without the intervention of other factors. We can thus perceive the capitalist nature of social-democratic reforms based on the municipalization or nationalization of the land.5



    
The price of raw materials. Raw materials prices cannot result directly from consumer preferences, in accordance with current ideology, because these commodities are not final consumption goods. To deduce their value from that of the consumer goods which they make it possible to produce is highly tautological—the utility of the inputs will be determined by that of the outputs which itself depends on the value of the inputs.


    Furthermore, the price structure of raw materials is by no means independent of the structure of the world system, i. e., of the unequal international division of labor. This structure reproduces unequal exchange : the difference between rewards to labor within a branch (distributed over the world system) is greater than the difference between productivities. It also reproduces the conditions of unequal access to natural wealth. This is the root of many « environmental » problems, such as the depletion of natural resources, since access to the use of natural resources is not homogeneous throughout the world.6
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