THOUGH PRETENDING OBJECTIVITY

THE MONITOR NEVER QUOTES MARXISTS

THE FUTURE
OF CAPITALISM

The Christian Science Monitor, in
five issues (13-19 April, 1977) pub-
lished a series of articles by their
business and financial editor, Mr.
David R. Francis, on “The Future of
Capitalism.” In them he told of
capitalism’s present difficulties and
the discontents created, summarised
the views of numerous businessmen
and economists, and outlined the
changes already taking place and
proposed for the future.

In one important respect the ex-
ercise was bogus. While pretending
to give an objective and compre-
hensive account of the arguments for
and against competitive private
capitalism government planning and
nationalisation, reforms of capitalism
and alternatives to capitalism,
nothing was said about the Marxist-
socialist alternative to capitalism.
There was indeed no indication that
Mr. Francis and the people he quoted
had ever even heard of it: and this
includes Mr. Michael Harrington,
Chairman of the Democratic Socialist
Party, U.S.A. All of them accept
continued production of commodities
for the market and for profit,
the existence of an owning class and
a working class, and the division
of the world into capitalist nation-
state competing against each other —
in short, capitalism.

The lead-in to the first article set
the tone of everything that followed.
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It told the readers that those who
challenge capitalism say “it is out-
dated and unresponsive but see the
standard alternatives, communism
and socialism, as too old-fashioned
and conservative, too bureaucratic
and inefficient.” This is a grossly
misleading statement because, as
Mr. Francis spelled out in his articles,
the “communism and socialism” re-
ferred to are state capitalism with
dictatorship, as in Russia, and the
mixture of private and state capi-
talism administered by Labour gov-
ernments, as in Britain.

No doubt Mr. Francis would offer
the usual defence of this misuse of
terms, which goes like this. Since the
great mass of people (never having
studied or thought about the matter)
accept that capitalism means only
private capitalism: that socialism
means nationalisation, and com-
munism means the Russian dictator-
ship, he, Mr. Francis, is merely
following common practice in doing
the same. An ingenious disclaimer
of responsibility which, however,
fails for several reasons.

In the first place, what has hap-
pened to the claim always made by
columnists and economists that it is
their elevated purpose to inform
their readers, not encourage their
misinformation?

secondly, the Monitor articles in-
clude numerous references to Marx

and Marxists (though without quo-
tations of anything Marx actually
wrote) so why didn’t Mr. Francis
recognise his obligation to see that
Marx’s own case against capitalism

and Marx’s own alternative should
be represented?

Or did he perhaps shop around
to find someone to put that case and
fall to find one? That is easily
remedied. The W.S.P. of the United
States would be delighted to put
the case in the Monitor’'s columns
against the whole lot of Mr. Francis’
defenders of reformed or unreformed
capitalism.

“

... State capitalism
no substitute for
soctalism . . .

“

For the record, and in case Mr.
Francis still believes that 'he dealt
with Marx’s case, may we remind
him that, for Marx, Socialism/Com-
munism involves, among other things,
the abolition of production for the
market (“the abolition of buying
and selling” — Communist Mani-
festo) and the abolition of the
wages system.

A word here about the ‘“socialist,”
Mr. Michael Harrington, whose views
are quoted by Mr. Francis. The
New York Times (5 May) reported
a speech made by Mr. Harrington
on the question of the future of
capitalism. He associated himself
with Marx (“my friend Karl Marx”),
then went on to show that his own
“alternative” to capitalism includes
the continuation of production for
the market — that is, capitalism:

“Mr. Harrington indicated that he was a
friend of the market, as preferable to
bureaucratic controls — provided that in-
come was distributed equally.”

It is clear enough that when Mr.
Francis uses the term socialism he
does not mean what Marx and
soclalists mean. But what he actu-
ally does mean is left in doubt. First
he 'wrote:

“Socialism, if the word is taken to mean

state ownership of the most important
means of production . . .”

Then (also in the first article) he
quoted from Mr. Peter Drucker: “The
United States is the first truly social-
Ist country”; but added “whether
1t is socialism is a matter of defini-
tion” — so why did not Mr. Francis
give us his own definition?

What seems to be happening in
the U.S. is what happened long ago
In Europe. If the workers are be-
coming increasingly disillusioned with
capitalism, why not distract their
attention from socialism by offering
them state capitalism labelled
socialism? Bismark did it in the
1870’s, which led Engels to dub na-
tionalisation “a kind of spurious
soclalism.” In England, a little later,
a prominent capitalist politician,
Sir William Harcourt (and his friend
the then Prince of Wales later
Edward VII) played the same game
with the slogan ‘“we are all socialists
now.” It would not have mattered
much except for the fact that, both
in Germany and England, men who
had called themselves socialist lent
themselves to the deception. People
of this type feature in the Monitor
articles.

Several misconceptions of Marx
occur. His materialist conception of
history turns up in the guise of
“determinism” and ‘inevitability”:
with the assurance that “even con-
firmed Marxists” now reject that
(as indeed they should).

The labour theory of value is
misrepresented as holding that
“manual labour” is the sole source of
wealth. It has, we are told, been re-
placed by recognition that wealth
1S produced by “applied science” and
“the level of thinking.” Are we to
suppose that “thinking,” studying,
and applying science, are provided
from outside the members of the
working class? If so, by whom?

In the article on April 19 Mr. Fran-
cis made the statement: “Marxism
has proved to be a dead end in the
development of economics.” No
explanation was offered but we may
assume that it refers to the “old-
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