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«Left» reaction or Communist sttatgy... _

PROLETARIAN BROADSIDE No:2 28p [T

WITH THE PRESENT CUTS IN PUBLIC EXPENDITURE THE GOVERNMENT IS ATTEMPP-~

: TO SHAKE UP AND REORGANISE' THE PATTERN OF SOCIAL EXPENDITURE AND

: THE SOCTAL DIVISION OF LABOUR, It is reacting in a pragmatic way to

| _the crisis of British capitalism and in doing so it is challenging

£ assumptions which have been taken for granted during the postwar boom

i N - in particular the assumption associated with Keynesianism, that a
"full employment, high-wage economy"” can be assured through the use of

; government expenditure to bridge the gap between the economy's capacity

to supply and the cemand arising frox the expenditure of wage-earmers
and capitalist investmenti, This provides a good opportumity for rev-
- olutionaries to intervene - to explain the nature of the crisis and
n the cupifalis? limits %> Keynesian economic policies, and to work oui

and publicise'a position corresponding to the interests of the working

class con the reorganisation of social labour,
we shall zrgue in this broadside that the Left has failed to take this
1e Left groups have appeared as the defenders of

the status quo. They seem to have latched onto the Keynesian/Welfare
State ideas just as they are being proved inadequate, picking up the
cast-off ideologies of the ruling class, We shall come back to con-
sider this respomse of the Left in more detail, but first we must look
for the the real causes of the current crisis,

kach crisis is not just a "crisis of capitalism" but a zrisis of capital=-

ism ag it exists in a pariicular societly or SOCT 11

icular stage of its development, There are EEEEers in over-generalised
accounts of what a "capitalist crisis" is, and scientific socialism de~-
mands that, inthe light of our general Marxist theory of capitalism, we
analyse the particular features of each crisis so as to be able to deter-
mine accurately (a) the room for manoeuvre on the part of the ruling

class, and (b) what the working class and its allies can hope to achieve.

:
" opportunity. Hather

If we look at the history of capitalism in Britain we can see that dur-
ing the last half-century there have been two significantly different
kinds of crisis, namely the Depression of the '30s and the present!
crisis following the postwar boom, In fact we shall argue that the
remedies‘and reforms which enabled capitalism to redevelop aftér the
Depression are the very factors which have led to the present crisis,

Let us briefly examine the crisis of the '30s., Very roughly we can

. ’\)A‘i

i
L}

e financial system demanded that Sterling be a strong internation-

"quantity of Sterling in circulation should be restricted so as to
y maintain its high value in international terms., Thus a government
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received in the form of taxation) was ruled out. What ensued might be
termed a crisis of "over-production”. "Over-production s 1S, T

in TelaliBm—to—=urial noed but in relation to the possibility.of profit—
able sales., Capital always tries to restrict expenditure oOn wages an
salaries to maintain high profits but this policy rebounds when the
money-backed "demand" for the commodities produced is insufficient to
enable the capitalists to sell them at profitable prices. So if the

creation of more monetary demand by the state is ruled out a slump
occurs. If they cannot achieve profitable sales, the capitalists slow c
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i down their rate of investment, the process of the accumulation slows
down and mass unemployment occurs,

Now when Marxists use spatial, metaphorical terms like 'base' and
'superstructure' we must examine them to reveal their content, in
terms of the class strugsle. In this case we don't have far to look,
The policy of maintaining the value of Sterling at all costs was in
the interests of the City of London financiers with their extensive
investments abroad from which they received dividends fixed in terms
of Sterling, The higher the value of Sterling , the sreater the
proceeds of exploitation overseas which flowed into London. Thus the
crisis of the '30s was prmarily the result of the conflict of interest
-eilween comestic industrial capital anc british capital tied up in

c sezs investment, It was resolved through a shift in the balance
within the ruling class. Keynesian ideas, which justify the
overnment budget deficit to maintain demand, represented the

B ts of industrial capital, and Llheir acceptance marked the fall
tne London financiers from their previous position of pre-eminence,
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say that this crisis represented a conflict between the IiNancial
"superstructure” of British capl 1sm and .l X .
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al currency with a high value fixed in terms of gold. Therefore the QREAY U
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budget deficit (i.e. the government spending more Sterling than it 2 xvan
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The present crisis is very different from this picture, We can put
it this way: the Keynesian measures taken during Worla War II and
after brought about the resumption of capital accumulation- which
had been virtually suspended during the '30s - and hence brought
about the development of the tendencies towards crisis classically
associated with the accumulation of capital in Marxist theory. This
is not the whole story, but if we are to grasp the whole story we
must start with capitalist accumulation and its tendencies.

The Falling Rate of Profit

*Uiifiélist profit derives from the exploitation of the uork%ng cléss.
This term 'exploitation ' is not a mere moral pejorative — it desig-
nates the basic economic fact that the worker works only part of the
working day to ceproduce nis own means of subsistence and reproduction
and beyond this part he produces values for the capitalist f9r V?lch.
he receives no equivalent. What the worker sells to the caplyallsy is

. his capacity to work or "]abour power", and he generglly receives in
the Torm of a wage the full value of this capacity, in terms of the
goods and services necessary to reproduce it. But the value the wo?ker
produces during the working day is much greater than the value required
to maintain his labour power. The “surplus labour" performed by the'
worker during the period of work in excess of that rgqulred tq sugtaln
his labour power (the "necessary labour") is the basis of capitalist
profit, as well as the other forms of income of the ruling class such

as rent and interest.

talist competition means that each capitel is
forced to exploit the workers it employs to the utmos? extent} igorder
to survive., Capital must expand to survive , for it 1s.only oyiln—
creasing the scale of production and using more p?oducFlve machinery
that the capitalist can keep his products and their Prlceglcompetltlve
on the market., And the only way to do this is to gain a_nlgh.rate of
profit for re-investment. There are basically two ways 1n whlch‘ex-
ploitation and hence profits can be increased. If the time requ{red
to produce the goods necessary for the maintenange of the worker's "
labour power is fixed, then exploitation may be increased by a leng

ening of the working day.

Now the process of capi
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time for maintenance of labour power 3 hours

The extension of the working day has here extended the period of sur=
plus labour from 5 hours to 7 hours - with a fixed time of 3 hours for
the reproduction of labour power. But this method of increasing exploit-
ation , wnich is called "absolute surplus value", has its limits. It

is not in the interests of capital to work the labour force so hard

into the ground that the process of social reproduction is threatened.

As Marx pointed out, despite the hysterical forecasts of doom from the
economists of the ruling class,the Ten Hours bill of 1847, which limited
the working day in Britain, was in the basic dnterests of the capitalist
class. It saved them from destroying the worders who formed the found-—

ation of their ruling position.

The alternative method of increasing exploitation is by reducing the
time during which the workers have 1o work to reproduce their labour
power. In this case exploitation can be increased with a working day

of a fixed length.
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In this illustration the length of the working day remains & hours
but if the time of necessary labour is reduced from 3 hours to I hour
then the time set free for surplus labour and the production of profit
increases from Shours to 7 hours. How can this be done? The general
way in which the period of necessary labour is reduced is through an
increase in the productivity of labour, so that the worker can produce
the same wage-goods in a shorter time.

This drive to increase the productivity of labour in order to augment
exploitation - which we term "relative surplus value" - is basic to
advanced capitalism. Now in order to increase the productivity of
labour the capitalist generally has to increase the the amount of mach =
inery worked by each worker, and a consequence of increased productivity
is that the amount of raw materials worked up by each worker increases,
The combination of these factors means that the pattern of capital in-
vestment must change, DlMore capital has to be laid out on means of pro-
duction and raw materials in relation to that laid out on the labour .
power of workers,

There are scientific terms which provide .a precise shorthand for these
two parts of capital investment. Capital laid out on tools, machinery,
raw materials, factory buildings, etc. is called "constant capital".
It has a constant value which is transferred to the product through
the labour of the workers — all at once in the case of raw materials,
or slowly and piecemeal in the case of tools and machinery., The
capital laid out on living labour power on the other hand is called
"yariable capital". This is because of the variation in value between
what ihe capitalist pays out (wages — the value of labour power ) and
what he pockets by virtue of his ownership of the means of production
- the product of the whole working day. The ratio of constant to
variable capital in any given investment we call the "organic com-
position of capital". Thus the argument is that the developmen® of the
productivily of labour under capitalism leads to an increasing organic

composition of capital.

This tendency is a result of the pursuit of the highest possible
profits by each individual capitalist, but what benefits each capital
in the short run may have less obvious consequences for capital as a
whole in the long run, Let us see how the increasing organic com-
position of capital will affect the overall rate of profit in the long
run, If C stands for constant capital, V for variable capital, and

'S for surplus value then the rate of profit’can be represented as:

S/(C+) i.e. the surplus value divided by the total capital invested.
what we want to consider is S/(C+V) as C increases relative to V.

As it is labour power and not machinery which produces new values, an
increase in C relative to V will tend to mean that the same surplus is
measured over a bigger capital investment, and so the rate of profit
will tend to fall. Of course there is a counteracting tendency - the
increase in exploitation means that a greater amount of surplus is
extracted from the workers. All this is important, but as y=* very
abstract. In order to guage whether this effect of the drive for
relative surplus value - the increasing organic composition of capital
leading to the tendency for the rate of profit to fall - will rem=7-
as one tendency counteracted by others, or will express itself i
actual fall in the rate of profit in’ the capitalists' account boo

we must be more historically specific. We must introduce into th:
discussion the nature of the working class and the reserve army of
unemployed.

The Latent Reserve

In fact there is a long period of capitalist development during which
the tendency for the rate of profit to fall remains in the background.
Capitalism depends upon a pool of "free" workers, By "free" here we
mean (2) owning no means of production (free of property) (b) legally
free to sell their labour power to capital i.e. not bound by direct ties
of slavery or serfdom, Now the conversion of a population of peasants
and artisans into "free" workers in this sense does not happen all at
once. In Western Europe the process began with large-scale violent
expropriations (eg. the enclosures of Common land), but it was con-
tinued by more "peaceful" means through the working of the "market",
The capitalists with their concentrated production under the discipline
of overseers and foremen could increase the productivity of labour,
hence reducing the price of the commodities they produced. Independent
producers, owning their own small-scale means of production, could not
compete with the capitalist factories and they were gradually priced
out of the market and forced into the work force for capital. This
process developed unevenly and even now it is not completed in the
whole of Europe (although it has been effectively completed since
around the turn of the century in Britain, the first home of indust-
rial capitalism.) So during the whole period of the expropriation of
workers engaged in pre-capitalist forms of production the working class
exploitable by capital was constantly being topped up by the conscript—
ion of new recruits, Marx termed this reserve of potential recruits
engaged in pre-capitalist forms of production the "latent reserve
army", and its existence has important effects on the character of

EESItalist development,

Earlier we assumed that the worker gets paid the full value of his
labour power. This was basically in order to show that even when this
is the case the process of capitalist exploitation still occurs. Ex-
ploitation is not essentially a matter of trickery in the market., We
showed that the capitalists can exiract moTe surplus value Dy increas-
ing the productivity of labour, without reducing the workers' standard
of living (relative surplus value)., But the constant influx of new

the latent reserve means that the

ts_into the working class from
economic_organisations of the WOTKing Class are weakened and the cap-
italists can get away with increasing exploitation by the simple
exgedien{ oT cuftlgﬁ The workers'siandard of Iivihg . SO Tong as the

Workers are mot on absolute starvation wages, it i85 possible under
these circumstances to cut wages below the value of labour, power‘- to
increase exploitation with no tendency for the general rate of profit
to fall., Also with an expanding proletariat the cepitalists can re-
invest their augmented capital without increasing the proportion of
constant to variable capital - they can successfully expand the scale

of production using the same technology, withoul altering
men to machines. \

Things change when the latent reserve army is used up, as in Britain. ”;-3, : X
The workers economic organisations become stronger and more able to &ﬁfbj"v>¢y,
resist the capitalists' attempts to cut wages. And with the levelling(ﬂi“¥i’ X
off of the birth rate the proletariat ceases to expand. Capital in- il
vestment must take the form either of constant capital or variable

capital. We have already analysed the effect of increasing constant

capital - it tends to result in a falling rate of profit, And now if

it takes the form of variable capital this can only mean higher wages

for each worker since the reserve of new workers is used up. Now the
counteracting tendency to the tendency for the rate of profit to fall

mentioned earlier - the increasing exploitation of the workers through

the production of relative surplus value - is subject to decreasing

returns, Each reduction of the time reguired to maintain and reproduce

the worker's labour power becomes more costly in terms of means of pro-

duction, The combination of these factors means that the tendency for

the rate of profit to fall is transformed from one tendency among

others into a law which the capitalists begin to appreciate to their

cost, It appears as a paradox, but it is rooted in the nature of

capitalist production : the pursuit of the highest possible profits

by each individual capitalist results in a falling general rate of

profit. '

The Depression of the '30s was a crisis of stagnation, brought on by
insufficient investment, It could therefore be resolved by the state
financing more investment - Keynesianism., But the present crisis is
the the natural outcome of a prolongei period of reinvestment of profit
(accumulation of capital) in a society in which the capitalist system
of production has long since cleared out the old pre-capitalist forms,
and hence used up the latent reserve army of labour. That is why we
say that 'progressive' Keynesian-type reforms are no longer a? option,.

I. We are simplifying here, but we shall come back to explain what
is lacking in this formulation,

2. Thus the "value of labour power" is not reducible to a hypothetical
“biological subsistence minimum". It is set historically and
culturally. The relation between wages and the value of labour
power is historically relative - if the bourgeoisie imposes a
wage cut over a limited period we can say thai wages have been
driven below the value of labour power, but if the wage cut is
generzl and long-term we may say that the value of labour power
has been reduced.



We said earlier that the classic tgndency for tne rate of profit

to fall was not the whole story of the present crisis in tritain.,
We shall now try to fill in a gap which is important for an under-
standing of the government's Present strategy. We nave considered
the question of the size of the population of wage-earners, in
relation to the latent reserve army, but within the population of
wage-earners there is an important distinction between "productive"
and "unproductive" labour. We must now examine this point.

Productive and Unproductive
- Labour

In the current economic crisis tne spokesmen of the ruling class have
Just rediscovered an idea which for the best part of I50 years they
have been trying to forget. That idea is that workers can be divided
- into two categories, productive and unproductive, It-does not take
any genius to discover why such an idea -should prove embarassing to
a class most of whose members never do a day's productive work in
their lives. The remarkable thing is not that they should want to
keep quiet about such a matter, but that they could ever bring them-
selves to speak of it at all,

The first of them to raise the issue in any clear way was the great
economist Adam Smith: the ISth century founder of capitalist economic
theory. According to him ‘productive work could be defined as work
which produced a profit for an employer, As he said "A man grows rich
by employing a multitude of manufacturers: he grows poor, by maintain-
ing a multitude of menial servants", In other words, only by employing
workers who would produce goods that could be sold at a profit could

a man (read capitalist) grow rich. If he dissipated his wealth em—
pPloying personal servants he would only impoverish himself,

It is obvious that Smith was defining productive work from the stand-
point of the capitalist manufacturer. When he said that a worker was
productive, it was not a question of whether or not that worker pro-
duced anything useful - a servant like a cook can produce meals which
are obviously of use to his employer- — but whether or not he produced
a profit., For the manufacturer out to make profits this was the key
question. At the time when Smith was writing the capitalists were
not yet the ruling class, for at that stage this was made up mainly
of landlords. It was precisely these landlords wno squandered their
money employing hoards of retainers, that Smith was attacking. Accord-
ing to him the country would grow richer, and the capitalists would
make bigger profits, if these unproductive workers were re-employed
productively.

Once the landlords had fallen from eminence, during the period 1832 -
46 in Britain, the capitalists and their spokesmen, realising that

the epithet "unproductive" could equally well be hurled at them by the
productive workers, decided to discreetly torget the issue, The ortho-
doxy among economists became the view that everyone from tax-collector

to company director was productive.

But why, you may well ask, should they suddenly pluck up courage now
in the I970s to drag this old skeleton from its cupboard? Now it seems
that they can't get the question off their minds. Scarcely a week
goes by without some prominent public figure blaming the country's
problems on the excessive number of unproductive workers that "we"
are supposed to support,

!
To gain some insight into the reasons for inols unexpected candour on
the part of our betters we need look no further than these displays
showing the progress of exploitation, and how the proceeds of that
exploitation have been divided in Britain Since the war, )

Postwar Rate of Exploitation
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The rate of exploitation shows a "healtny upward tendency" (no prizes
for guessing whose health this is good for)., With that going for them
you'd think that the men of enterprise, as they like to be called,
would have little cause for complaint, After all there can be no
sweeter music to a capitalist's ear than that of the cash registers
ringing up more profit per worker per week, And that's what the graph
shows., In I948 the British worker produced a value of £I I0s over and
above that needed to pay each £I of his wages, 5y 1974 this had grown
to £2,25p.

That, as the saying goes, is the good news (for shareholders, cabinet
ministers, and company directors). Now for the bad. As the next
digram shows, the share received by capitalists out of all this surplus
value extracted from the productive workers has been going steadily -
down since the mid '50s, The increased surplus value has all gone

in rent to landlords or as the wages of unproductive (unprofitable)
workers,

Division of Surplus.
Value 1949 —1974

The British capitalist may be a bit slow on the uptake, but he is no
idiot.
a few hundred academic economists to call on. So now, twenty years on
from the point at which the share of surplus value going ip profits
started to fall, he has realised that this may have something to do

with the shift from productive to unproductive work, k:X%ﬁ (};

He has after all got the combined brains of the treasury and
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; ir intention of cutting
The spokesmen of the ruling class express their
back on the number of “unproductive workers", Just what do they mean

by "unproductive" ?

For capital, the only productive workers are those who produce a
profit — they are workers who can be exploited to produce a profiﬁ.
Since capitalists can make no profits out of state employees, civil
servants, nurses etc., these are all considered unproductive, Workers
in industry, from whom capital can make a profit, are considered pro-
ductive, just as are tramsport workers, These, therefore, are the
first to be counted in our table showing productive and unproductive
workers from the viewpoint of capitalism,

PRODUCTIVE AND UNPRODUCTIVE HORKERS FROH THE CAPITALIST

Table
STANDPOINT Oectober I975

PRODUCTIVE 1,0008 - UNFRODUCTIVE ‘ 1,000

Industry 9,234 Public 4dministration - I,648

Transport and Insurance, banking,

commnggcation 1,498 & business services 1,075

Agriculture 388 Distributive trade 2,625

Catering & Professional services 3,510

Hotals to. 796 Miscellaneous services 2,II7
11,916 10,975

Of which:

Manual workers 8,584

‘Administrative,

Clerical, Technical 3,332

Productive for Capital or Labour ?

As we can see, however, - the public administration workezs make up
only a small proportion of the unproductive workers, Many more are
employed in banking, retailing etc., Why then all the fuss ebout the
state sector ?

The answer is obvious. Although banking and retailing are unpro-
ductive, bging mainly a matter of book-keeping ani transferring
property beween owners, they enable a whole group of capitalist
middlemen to make profits, Workers in the banks do not produce any
surplus value, but they do enable bankers to get hold of profits
produced elsewhere, The capitalist class has a vested interest in
keeping quiet about those unproductive workers that it rather than the
state employs. The attack on unproductive labour must be carefully
steered away from the more wasteful aspects of the capitalist division

of labour,

The working class, however, need have no such reticence on the quest-
ion, Unlike the bourgeois class the proletariat can deal with the
question of productive and unproductive labour with a clear conscience.
We know that it is not only tne army of state bureaucrats who produce
no profits, but also the whole host of company bureaucrats, salesmen,
accountants, and bank clerks, who are a burden on the productive work-
ers. All of these serve no socially useful function, and are paid out
of the surplus value extorted from the working class, So long as the
labour of the producers has to support this ever growing army of non~
producers there can be no hope that the labour-saving inventions of
modern technology will benefit the working class,

The manual workers of this country still have to work on average
almost 44 hours a week, The enormous advances in the productivity of
labour since the war have resulted in only the most derisory of
reductions in the working week. We have a token 40 hour week - token
because you can't get a living wage on 40 hours., While the amount

they produce rises from year to year, the share that the producers get
back in wages falls, and an ever larger part of the growing surplus
they produce goes to maintain the unproductive. "The more productive
capitalist industry has become - that is to say, the greater the mass
of surplus value it extracts from the productive population - the
greater has become the mass of capital seeking its shares in this
surplus. And the greater the mass of capital, the greater the mass of
unproductive activities wnich serve only the diversion of this surplus
and its daistribution among various capitals." (Harry Braverman: Labor
and Monopoly Capital, MRP I1974.)



Let us now work out how much unrroductive work the capitalist division
of labour foists upon present-day society. We will calcuiate labour
that is unproductive for capitnl using the fact tnat manual workers
work on average 43.6 nours a week and non-manual workers 38.0 nours.

We find that from the capitalist standpoint there are 374 million
hours of productive manual work done per week. On the other side
there are 385 million hours of work done each week in unproductive
sectors of the economy, We are left with the non-manual work done in
industry, all I26 million hours of it. We cannot say definitely
whether this is productive or unproductive, Some of it will be un-
productive work like book-keeping - work which keeps track of rather
than produces value. Also included will be the work of managers and

__supervisors who are employed by tne capitalist class to make sure

that the workers are hard at work producing profits for them. This
too is strictly speaking unproductive labour, On the other hand it
will include the work of designers and engineers, who are productive,
Let's make the generous assumption that half of this work is really
productive. That gives us 437 million hours of productive work per
week, From the capitalist standpoint the remaining 448 million hours
are an unproductive overhead and a dead loss. The great bulk of these
unproductive workers are, however, engaged on tasks which capitalism
makes inevitable, The very increase in the productivity of labour
that enables the same amount of productive work to produce more
commodities necessitates under capitalism a continual increase in the
proportion of society's labour devoted to accounting and sales effort,

The working class approach to productive and unproductive labour is
quite different. For us labour is productive if it produces some
socially useful result, irrespective of whether or not it is profit-
able. For us unproductive labour is that which produces no socially
useful result for the working class, no matter how necessary or useful
it may be to the capitalists, It is this sort of unproductive labour
that the workers' state will reduce to a bare minimum as it sets about
the emancipation of labour.

In the light of this discussion we can see that our previous definition
of the rate of profit ( S/(C+V) i.e. total surplus value divided by
total capital invested) is rather abstract., Total surplus value in—
cludes not just profit but also interest, rent, and the wages of un-
productive workers, So the figure we gave will not appear in any
capitalist's account books. The rate of profit in which the capital-
ists are interested depends not only on the amount of surplus value
extracted from the productive workers but also on the proportion of

the total surplus value which is available in the form of profit.

We can now see the sense (from the bourgeois point of view) in the
government's present strategy. The attack on "unproductive workers"
represents an attempt to halt and reverse the process of the reduction
of the exploitable work force., An increase in the number of workers
producing surplus value will mean that more surplus value is produced,
and that less of the total surplus value is dissipated on the wages of
unproductive workers. Also the unemployment resuliing from the eject—
ion of unproductive workers from their previously secure positions
will have something of the same effect as the latent reserve army.

It will be easier to limit wage increases below increases in product-
ivity so that not only will more workers be exploited but there is the
possibility of increasing the exploitation of each worker, .

Keynesian policies have come to the end of the road, but that doesn't
mean that we are witnessing the "last crisis of capitalism", with
socialism just round the corner. It seems that the government's strat-
egy may meet with success, But this success can only be temporary,.

If the measures outlined above lead to a recovery in the rate of profit
and the accumulation of capital is revived in & new boom, then once
again there will be full employment and accumulation will run up againsti
the limits of the exploitable work force., The government may be able to
restart the process of accumulation, but it cannot abolish the laws

une Coing VAt Lonc s,

e have seen the bourgeois rationzle for tne cuts., fow are they likely
to affect the working class ? Let us make no facile assumptions, and
siart with the frank and fundamental question : Are the cuts really

against the interests of tne working class 7 The revolutionary con-
ception of the interests of the working class - as the class that

is capable of bringing about the emancipation of labour — is rather
different from the straightforward trade unionist conception, In
determining the interests of the workers in a particular situation we
mgasure the material possibilities of that situation against the long-
term strategic aims of the revolutionary workers i.e. the organisation
of the proletariat as a class (not divided into crafts and trades)
capable of taking the initiative in the class struggle, breaking up the
parasitic state of the bourgeoisie, and wresting control over the means
of production from the bourgeoisie so as to subordinate social product-
jon to the needs of the associated producers , as elaborated in a social
plan, Wage increases and even full employment are certainly not ends
in themselves for communists, and where the short-term struggle for
these gains jeopardises the strategic siruggle, it is the strategic
aims which must predominate,

How does this relate to the current situation ? Well, despite all the
anti-Labour Party rhetoric the Left groups in Britain seem to be taking
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at face value tne ideology of tne Welfare State. They take as their
starting point the short-term uefence of employment and the social
services, and talk as if the state were a benevolent institution created
to serve the working class, Hence they lose sight of the aspects of

the capitalist state so much emphasized by Marx and Lenin on the basis
of the experience of the revolutionary workers : the state as parasitic
and unproductive, appearing to stand above social classes but in reality
regulating the class conflict to the advantage of the ruling class, and
maintaining its ruling position. The state as subordinated to the
accumulation of capital, and incapable of planning production except
towards this narrow end, In the light of these well-proven conceptions
it seems unlikely that a simple call to resist the cuts which the
bourgeoisie is being forced to make in its own machinery of state can
conform to the longterm interests of the working class, However let ua .
look at the matter more closely.

There are two aspects of the question of the cuts which are particular—
ly important in determining the interests of the working class in the
current situation : i -

©1) The jobs being cut out: we kmow they are unproductive for capital.
Are they productive or unproductive .from the standpoint of i;bour?

(2) The workers being displaced: they are wage-earntrs to be sure, but
what exactly is their class position ? Are they all really members of
the working class 7 In other words, how will the cuts and the result-
ing reorganisation of labour affect the class structure ?

If we frame the question in this way we can easily pick out countex-
examples to show that not all of the cuts are against the interests of
the workers. In the context of education, what interest can the work-
ers have in shoring up the sysiem of higher edueation and guarantee-
ing no redundancies among ®g. lecturers in English Litexsture or
professors of sociology ? By the nature of the soeial system the

" working class is largely denied access to higher education, and anyway

the real function of the universities is more the elaboration and in-
culcation of the dominant ideology - bourgeois ideology - and the
training of the young bourgeois for his or her place in the ruling
class than the "development of human knowledge for the benefit of
society".

Similarly, why should the workers attempt to guarantee the jobs of
ixd i ¥4 e s —earners, bu are

not workers and as was shown so clearly in the Paris see

"The Civil War in France)-their specialised "labour” of administrasion

could be abolished with the self-administration of the workers, If
"workers" such as thege are driven from their privileged positions inte

the ranks of the working class, all tu the good. This will mean am ex~
pansion of the exploited working class.as oppos to the salarians, amd
numerical strength is not unimportant in the class siruggle.

"On the other hand, of course, there are some cuts which will hit the

workers and reduce their capacity for siromg and effective organisatics.
Cuts in primary education and nursery facilities tie women to the homse
and their children, thus accentuating the division of the sexes within
the working class and perpetuating the family straitjacket. Cuts in
health expenditure threaten to reduce the standard of fitness among

the workers, The list could go on, but the point is not simply teo
counterpose against the blanket "stop the cuts" memtality of the Left

a balance sheet of desirable and undesirable cuts, The peint is te
elaborate a working class alternmative.

There must be two thrusts to this alternative, First we can draw up a
rough estimate of productive and unproductive labour from the working
class standpoint and demonstrate how much more radical working class
"cuts" would be., This is important as propaganda, but by itself it is
insufficient since the means for achieving working class comtrol ovexr
the allocation of social labour are not at hand, The second aspect is
therefore the development of an aim which the working class has the
power to achieve, but which leads on towards Ythe strategic ebdjectiwes
of the revolutionary workers, The secend part of this broadside is
concerned with these tasks,

Strategy

We have seen wﬁy'thc'capitalist state is trying to cut public expenditure
and what it hopes to achieve by doing so. But what could a socialist
state doj in other words, what could the workers do if they came to
power % ’

First we must realise that a workers state is something very different
from a capitalist one. A capitalist state exists to preserve the
status quo, & workers state would exist to destroy it. TUnlike the
social democrats, we do not deny that the capitalist state has long
since become a vast and parasitic excresence upon the body of society,
that it gives rise to an army of unproductive officials and function-
aries, a dead weight that the workers must support.

The socizlist revolution will be far more radical in its cuts than
any capitzlist government could ever afford to be. Speaking of the
first workerd state - the Paris Commune of 1871 - Marx said:

‘m It begins the emancipation of labour — its great goal -~ Dy doing
away with the un productive and mischievous work of the state para-
sites, by cutting away the springs which sacrifice an immense portion
of the national produce to the feeding of the state monster on one
side, by decing, on the other, the real work of administration,local
and national, for working men's wages. It begins therefore with an
immense saving, with economical reform as well as well as political
transformation." The socialist revolution aims to smash the existing
state apparatus and réplace it witn a system of workers'councils in
which the real work of administration would be carried out by those
who actually do the work in society.

.

Money or Labour?

A bourgeois government does its national accounting in terms of money;
to them, nothing is more natural,»since capitalism is about making
money. But latour is the real source of all value; so a workers state
ainin. at the emancipation of labour, would calculate in terms of
labour not roney. Its first objective would be to free the workers of
the burden of unnecessary labour, and reduce to a minimum the working
day. By setting free the great creative energies of the working class
and maxing full use of the potential of modern technology, a vast
improvement in productivity could soon be ackieved. But even without
this, huge savings could be made ty cutting out the waste of labour
imposed by capitalism. The following table gives some idea of just
how big the saving could be; for instance, we estimate that THE
WORKILG w35 CCULD ZASILY B3 REDUCED TO 30 HOURS WITE NO FALL IN
WORKERS L1YI.G STA.IDARDS.
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Table 2: WORKERS SEI FREE UNDER SOCIALISM

1,000s
%4 of non-manual in productive industry 1,616
Banking, Insurance etc. 1,101
Accountancy - 81
Legal Services 106
Réligious Services 30
%+ of present education 400
2/3 of public administration 1,000
% public transport and communications 100
2/3 of defence forces v -_gég

TOTAL 4,664

Qur estimate of the number of workers who could be set free under
socialism, are obviously fairly rough. We make some rather arbii-
rary assunpiions about the numbers set free from public administration
and education, etc., but we have some justification. At present less
than 600,000 out of 1.6 million enployed in the education sector are
actually involved in teaching, That means that there are a million
non teachers employed in education, Some of them will be necessary,
for preparing school meals for instance, but that still leaves an ever
growing administrative bureaucracy and as any teacher can tell you, the
further a job gets from the classroom, the greater its pay and perks.
In this light, a reduction by cne quarter is far from excessive.
Similarly if public transport werefree it is easy to imagine the
savings in ticket collectors, bus conductors, etc. The reducticn

of public administration and defence by 2/3 is a conservative esti-.

" mate of what could be gained by smashing the state and dissolving the

atanding army.

" In quantitative terms our figures may be rough and ready, but in

qualitative terms they give an accurate indaication of the radical
change that a revolution would bring.

After these deductions, we are left with 8,569,000 manual and 9,070,000
nonmanual workers who can be considered productive from the working
class viewpoint. At the current working weeks for manmual and nommanual
work, this gives a maximum of 720 million productive hours per week.

If we include the unemployed, the available workforce in Britain is
about 24 million. IF ALL TEE 720 KILLION HOURS OF NECESSARY WORK

WAS DIVIDED EQUALLY AMCKNG TiEM, EACH WCULD CNLY HAVE TO DO 30 4 WEXK.

30 hrs

In the present econcmic situation, a 30 hour week with no loss in real
income geems like an impossible dream; for capitalism it is, but for
socialism it would be a modest first step. For proletarian socialism
that is, not of course the state 'socialism' of the civil service
s%lariat. It speaks volumes for the British reformist tradition,

that the special pleading of the state employees is accepted without
demur as the true socialist gospel. But of course this is not new,

or even restricted to Britain. Describing the state socialism of
Italy in 1904 Arturo Labriola wrote:

"Leagues of employees of the most varied character were established,
which all, more or less placed themselves under the protection of
reformist socialism, and recognised in Pilippo Turati the official
protector of their inerests. At first these were the post office

and telegraphic employees, from the lowest to the highest; and teacliers
of ‘primary and secondary education, then the employees of the judicial
class. And all in the name of democracy, civilisation, and socialism,
demanded an increase of jobs, and a diminution of work (in connection
with the work of the "employees™, M. Giolitti, himself an official, had
to declare to the chamber, that, if the employees of the state worked
like private employees, a fourth of the present numbers would suifice);
the producers, thzt is the working class, must pinch and sacrifice

to render easier and more comfortable the lives of these official
gentlemen, who work so hard, you know.

"The ignorance of the Italian socialists is so demse that no one asked
if it were compatible with the programme and interests of socialism to
uphold the interests of bureaucratic parasitism under the specious
pretence that bureaucrats also work, they admitted right away that the
Party must defnd all their claims. This policy of demagogery and
electoral hucksterism is defended by Turati as the ne plus ultra of up
to date socialism." (see A. Labriola, 'Italian Socialism', in

New Edinburgh Review Ne.27).

Qur left, to the extent that it thinks about such foreign matters,
imagines that Mussolini concocted the idea of the corporate state

out of his evil head. In fact he niether had nor needed that much
originality. He merely institutionalised the condition of Italy as
he found it, organised, then as now, into a myriad corporate interest
groups all clamouring for separate and preferential treatment from a
state thus confirmed as standing sovereign 'above' society. Thus,

. whoever could capture that state directly controlled society. Mussolini

got it on a plate - his 'kampf' was like something out o? Italian )
Operetta if the scale of the opposition (or rather'organlsed lgck of it)
is considered. But it should be remembered that '£ill 1914 Benito was )
the most militant of socialists and editor of the party newspaper Avantil
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Yes, socialism can only be the product of material circunstance not
wishful thinking. 3ut the political strug.le, and every real class
strugszle is a politiczl one, is waned with concious stratesy. Only

to the extent that the strategy tates into account resl circumstances
with their opportunities and linits, caen it reazsonably hope to succeeé.

Scientific socialism can't limit itszlf to reinting out what socislism
night achieve, and ther, having ofered the future its consolation

wet down to the nitty sritty of traditional defencist tacticising.’

It must have a stratezic orientation; one which in each imﬁediate
situation enables it to advance a tactical line, a mobilisation
programite, that takes full advantage of the opportunities offered

to shift the force of circumstances in favour of the workers movement
and its ultimate goals.

If from this pamphlet, you expected just such a programme, hygenic-—
ally wrapped, pre-packaged, and ready for instant usej we shall
despite mutterings about the Trades Descriptions Act be forced to
disappoint you,

COBI is not a communist party. It is a relatively small collective, '
lacking both the or,anisational strength and programiatic clarity \SJBQ&_ ﬂ{%ﬁ
demanded of such a party., Niether we nor any other organisation ®

in Fhis country, can honestly lay claim to a2 comprehensive scientific
socialist programie,tased upon a sound understanding of past and
future history, and capable of guiding the working class strug.le
through the doubtless difficult path between here and socialism,

What we can offer is the beginnings of an alternative to the sterile
moralisms with which the left insult the working class. We can k
point in the direction that a scientific socialist policy for the
workers!' movement might lead. Whilst we may be free in the use of our
fingers, we don't harbour the illusion that the world waits with
baited breath for our latest pronouncements. The weight that we can
throw into the scales of the political struggle is, in immediate
Ferms less than insignificant. But if the social movement passes on
its way with sublime indifference, we can at least prepare the
ground for an organisation able to divert it with a scientific
Programme.

Cwe Lo

Offence!

In this pamphlet and others, we have characterised, perhaps even
caricatured, the tradition of the Left here as being defensist and
reformist. We instead advocate an offensive strategy.

This does not mean that we think revolution is on the cards, or that
the fight for socialism here and now, is on the agenda,.

"what distinguishes communists is not that, in every situation and
every episode of the class struggle, they call for an immediate
mobilisation of all proletarian forces for a general insurrection,

but that they maintain that the phase of insurrection is vitable
cutcone of the struggle and that they prepare the proletariat to

face it, in conditions favourable tuv the success and further
development of the revolution."

(communist aAbstentionist Theses, Proletarian 3

Only those who think that socialism can be a peaceful conquest can
glibly speak of it as an immediate objective. we leave such demagogy
to the Labourites and their ilk ( e.g. the CPGE). :

Despite this, an offensive is needed., While it remains on the defensive
the working class lacks the initiative; initiative is inseparable from
superiority in capacity to wage war, and passivity inseparable from
inferiority. While we seek superiority and initiative, so does the
enemy; viewed from this angle, war, including class war, is a contest
in subjective ability between commanders of opposing armies in their
struggle for superiority on the basis of materisl conditioms.

But at this stage in the contest, the working class can't hope for
absolute initiative, it lacks the political organisation and economic
resources necessary to achieve such a goal. It is natural that the
strategic initiative can be better maintained and exercised through an
offensive, but to maintain the initiative always and everywhere,

that is, to have absolute initiative, is possible only where absolute
superiority confronts absolute inferiority.

At the'noment, if the working class is to strive for initiative its
immediate objective must be to preserve and augment its own forces:

in doing so, it must make full use of the material conditions provided
by capitalist development.

The meteoric decline of British Imperialism since the war, from super’
power to third rater, is eloquent testimony to the way that the
capitalist class has progressively been losing the capacity to take
the initiative. In the last year of Heath and the first of wilson,

it could be said to have passed from their hands. Never before had
profits sunk sc low, or the pound been so weak. Never before in
peacetime had the working class gained such large percentage wage
increases. But the initiative slipping from the grasp of the ruling
class was squandered by the Labour movement. OQur mess of pottage

was a Labour government.

.
Openings
What circumstances allowed the initiative to pass, even if briefly,
from our rulers' hands ?

1. The numericzl strength of the working &lgss.‘
2, OQur improved weight in the economic struggle over wages, resuliing
from a long period of full employment and rzpid eccnomic Jrowth.

3. The decline in the mass of the surplus product that the bour_socisie
could effectively comand. !
4. A widening of the tactics and objectives of labour sirus:les.

The 1list is not exhaustive, but will do for now. We lost <ns i-itizsive
again, when in accordance with, though not beczu =
guidance of our '"Marxist!' left, 211
Labour government, nationalistic =

(in the form of the
one explained at the be
class hac none,




General Principles

Three general principles follow; 1) the working class should not
a%low jts attention to be diverted inio constitutional side issues
like devolution, opposing the IiIC, or electing a Labour government;
2) it should sesk to preserve the material conditions that lend it
strength; 3) the working cliss needs an overall policy coucerning
the.ec?nomic and social develcypment of capitalist society, even if
socialism is not irmediately on the order of tne day, or rather,
even more because of this.

Contrary to the view of riost of the Left we believe that the interests
of the working class would be served by a reduction in the rumber of
unproductive wérkers, and the resumption of capital accumulation:-

but only on certain teras!

These idsas are starkly unconveaticnal arong the left and like all
unconventiocnal ideas are not taken on trust but must be argued for.

The first reason for our advocating a reduction in unproauctive
labour, is that this is the precondition for zn incrsase in the
size of the industrial workinsg class. C(Clearly, an increase in the
numerical strength of the industrial proletariat, improves the
strategic positicn of the working class in sociely. The irdustrial
proletzriat is the best organised section of the working class,
carries the greatest economic weight in any class strug_le, and is
the seat of such class concicusness as exists. -

Secondly, as we argued earlier, any substantial reduction in the
working week would require a reduction in the number of unproductive
workers; or rather a big reduction in the working weex without a
proportionate fall in ezrnings c¢.n only be won if the amount of
unproductiie work is reduced,

But, you say, won't a reduction in the number of unproductive workers
lead to unemployment, which is obvicusly against the workers' interest.
The objection is real, and we will have to answer it. 3ut first we
must go onto the other point ; capital accumulation.

Accumulation

Capital accumulation is the proper name for what is more usually called
investment. It is the process whereby a share of the surplus product
that capital has gained from the unpaid labour of the working class

is converted back into capital, to become once more a means of
employing productive workers and compelling them to perform surplus
labour. It sounds a nasty business sltogether. But according to

Marx, the ability of the workers to gain wage rises, their bargaining
position in the economic strug.le, depends upon capital accuaulation.

He called it the General Law of Capitalist Accunulation, In his words:

"It is these absolute movements of tne accumulation of capital which
are reflected as relative movenents of the mass of exploitable labour
power., and therefore seem produced by the latter's own independent
movement. To put it mathmatically: the rate of accumulition is the
independent, not the dspendent, variatle; the rate of wa.es, the
dependent, not the independent variable, ...

nThe correlation between the accumulation of capital and rate of -
wages is nothing else than the correlation between the unpaid labour
transformed into capitzl, and the additional paid labour necessary
for the setting in motion of this additional capital. It is therefore
in no vay a relation between two ma_nitudes independent one of the
other: on the one hand, the magnitude of capital; or the other the
number of the labouring population; it is rather, at bottom, only she
relation between unpaid labour :wnd paid labour of the same labouring
population, If the guantity of unpaid labour supplied by the working
class, and accunulated by the capitalist ss, increzses so rapidly
that its conversion into capital requires an extraordirary addition

of paid labour, then wayes ri:ce, and, all otier circumstances remaining
equal, the unpaid labour dimini z in proportion. 3Zut as soon as this
diminuticn touches the point at which the surplus latour that normally
nourishes capital is no longer supplied in no
sets ing a smallex part of revenue is capitalised, accumulation lags,
and the mo nt of rise in wages recieves a check, The rise in wages
ig therefore confined in limits that not only leave intact the
foundations of the capitalistic s;stem, but also secure its reproduc-
tion on a progressive scale."(Capital, Yo 115 p620) ’

al quantity, a reaction

Paradox

This is the fatal paradox of the gystem of private capitelism. Full
employment provides the best opportuuity for tie economic struggle

es and conditions of work. Uneunploynent undermines the woriers!'
organiszd stiren.th and forces down real waies. But full employment
demands the sccumulation of capital as its motor and the fuel of this
motor is expleitation.

Only more exploitation seems to provide.a chance to beat back exploit-
aticn!

This is the deal which succesive governments Lave offered us. Allow an
increase in exploitation (through a waze freeze), this will give the
tincentive'! required for investiment, bring full employment, and then

as a result higher wages. The fine print on the other side is not
mentioned; if wages.do rise, as 2 result of full employment, investment
falters, unen;loyment rises once more and we are back wnerc we started.

Talk aboui zn off

Zut why does the workers' mover
us that its only the sellout lez

(ind don't go telling

well, it doesn't always, (for verification see 3. Eeail Esi, c/o,
Palace of Westminster); during periods of rapid n and/or
low unemployment, pay policies c.n't te enforced; tut wren accumulation
stops and unenployment soars as, was it the spirit of '7H, the mass

of workers see -no opticn but to sigcn the (social) contract. Hence the
bourgeois initiative, It does help, afterall, tc have the basic law
of capitalisn working for you.

Working Day

The only response we can make, is to use.the guperior und;rstzndingigie
those laws given us by the Marxian doctrine to outflavk the . u;ge of.
what has been the classical Marxist response to this 1nf:;éal ! y:zn
capitalist accumulation, to what did Marx devote one of the longe:

chapters of his Capital?

The working day; of the three ways the working class can fig@t_aga%nst
exploitation, the fizht against the mechanisation and intensification

of labour, the fight for higher wages, and the struggle for a shorter

working day, the last is the most effective and in the long term

most revolutionary. It -brings the following advantages:

7} it reduces exploitation most effectively, since exploitation is
nothing other than the compulsion to perform unpaid labour, to support

capital and its state. Reduce the working day, and surplus labour is
cut off at source. : .

2) Tt polarises society, and makedly exposes class interests: om the
one hand those who perform surplus labourj on the other, those who

live off it.

3) As the International Working ken's Association said over 100
years ago when proposing an international strugsle for the 8 hour day
( still not achieved here): 'It is needed to ?estore the health and
physical energies of the working class, that 1s,_of ?he gregt body of "
every nation, as well as to secure them the gossl?1}1ty of %ntsllec;ua
development, sociable intercourse, social andg political ac§19n_. The
salutory efrect of a reduction in working hours on the poll?lClsation
and self confidence of the working class cannot be over-estimated.

4} It is the only effective means in the workers' hands to combat
unemployment.

ig an opportunity of raising the labour strugsle from the'
géua%id°§e$§i of dzgarcatioﬁ disputes, and craft conservatism, to which
it all too often sinks, to the dignity of class strug;le, from tbe
parochialism of the factory, to a struggle by the whole proletarian
class against the whole bourgeois class. .,

! ‘ international unity
6) 1t opens an avenue for the development of the in
of the working class as for instance in the struggle for 2 35 hour week

throughout Europe.

7) It directly opposes the economics of the proletarian class to th:;
of the bourgeoisie. Against the system of tion fexr the -ht
profit (ultimefely productisn Ior ihe sake of production) with its
eternal rhythm of work, and a rest that is no more t?an a preparatlzg
for more work, it raises the slozan of the emancipation of 1abour, e
vision of a society in which work is no logger an external}y impé%ed
necessity to which the producers must submlt.fgr mere survivel, but
Lecomes instead, the frce activity of free individuals.

8} prior to the revolution, the working class can at :gst win gompr—
omises in its strug.le with capital, the crucial thing is wno dictates
bne terms of the compromise., The limitation of the working day could
Ehift the terms of the compromise, win us ground from which to fight,

3 ey S11et ae o - 5 T
ot wnich w n dictate rather than just accept w#hat is o;.ered._
fromn which we ca >
o stand on, and it %an move the eartn.

give the working class ground to

Initiative

If the working class could thus gain the initiative, thsn and only
then, would it be in a rosition tc negotiate from stren,th, to
impose terms on rather than petition the bourzeoisie.

To return to the famous cuts. Where the bonfgeoisie actually does
" cut down on the parasite state, a reduction in the working week, by
reducing unemployment, would provide the chance for former state
employees to find work, But things need not stop here, the more radical
the reduction in the working week, the lower the mass of sarplus walue
available to support the unproductive portion of the pri?ate nector;nd
As the axe is laid to the tap root of surplus value, capital will f
that it can no longer afford its cohorts of salesmen, aceountants,
bank clerks and celebrated middle-mamagers. Such 'smell men', the
humble salarihns, are, say the Tories, the salt of the earth, Even

now, apparently, they are bent under the heawy yoke of socialisa,
inp;segp%y oo motorious Bolsheviks: Wilson, Callaghan and hro::li!c
Healey; but if the salt of the earth shall lose its savour, if e
becomes proles, if they are forced dowa into the working'class, who
shall be your saviour then gentlemen, who indeed?

There are of course still some groups of workers who are productive

for labour but not for capital. Among such are health workers and
local authority manual workers. Their employment must be de?e§dgd..
But only an offensive working class, one that has taken the initiative,
can do it. Unless the initiative is taken, then you can forget any pro-
spects of the working class imposing its economic policy on the )
bourgeoisie; without it there can be no hope of a workers economlC
plan, no heope of investmenis directed to social use not privatg profit,
no chance of full employment this side of the eighties, no option

but to accept Healey's humiliating terms.

7o launch such an offensive, later to be deepened and eradeged, the
key link in the strategic chain must ?e gIaspe§. Tha? link is not'
‘fighting the cuts', nor the demanding of mythical trights to work',
it is the reduction of the working day.

One link is not‘yet a prograrme, nor yet a strategy, but it is atlleast
one of those measures which, as the yanifesto says 'appear economically
insufficient and untenable, but which, in the course of the movemgnt,
outstrip themselves, necessitate further inroads upon the.olé §oczal
order, and are unavoidable as a means of entirely reYolutlonlslng t?e
mode of production,' Can the same be said of 'fighting the cuts' 7.

Our Cut?
Or Theirs?






