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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores the polemical work of 
Paul M, Sweezy, s. contemporary American political 
economist; in an attempt to find whether or not it 
contains a coherent doctrine of social change regard
ing the United States„ Those aspects of Sweezy’s 
writing which pertain to the problem are identified, 
isolated, and to fullest extent possible developed 
into a systematic formulation.

Social change implies movement from one state 
of affairs to another; accordingly Sweezy's view of 
current American conditions is summarized. Since 
his ideas on social change are part of his general 
conception of class systems, this conception is out
lined, as is his notion of the American class system. 
In addition, Sweezy's perceptions of significant 
structural and functional characteristics of the 
American ruling class are described.

Sweezy's interpretation of the theory of 
dialectical materialism, which he assumes to be the 
foundation for all social transition, is considered. 
His estimate of the forces for social change in the 
United States and his doctrine regarding them are



examined„ The question of the direction in which he 
wants America to move is discussed, and his projec
tions of an American socialism are extrapolated from 
the few direct statements and numerous inferences and 
implications he makes on the subject. Finally, Sweezy1 
validity as an American polemicist is evaluated.

It is found that Sweezy's polemics are open 
to many questions and criticisms, some of which are 
significant, some of which can be parried. It is also 
concluded that his work represents a unique and im
portant position in the present political spectrum, 
has a definite place in the stream of American social 
thought, and deserves serious consideration.
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Happy endings nice and tidy,
It’s a rule I learned in school,
Set your money every Friday,
Happy endings are the rule e
So divide up those in darkness,
From the ones who walk in light
light ’em up hoys, there’s your picture,
Drop the shadows out of sight0

Bert Brecht

vii



IMEODUOflOl

$o an untypieal extents, Paul Marlor Sweezy 
wears the hats of scholar and activist0 As a scholar 
he has reformulated the writings of Karl Marx into 
twentieth-century American terms, both through direct 
interpretation and by making historical and theoretical 
contributions to modern political economics* This work 
is of sufficient volume, and has adequately enough met 
the current standards of evidence, "objectivity,11 and 
cautious inference, to make Sweezy academically respect
able * But under the hat of activism Sweezy*s intellectual 
personality is markedly transformed* Grounded in his 
conception of Marxist theory, what he writes in this 
regard is itself neither theory nor scholarship; it is 
advocation and doctrine, voiced in the highly polemical 
tone of the deeply involved critic of contemporary society* 

Phis study is concerned with Sweezy the polemicist, 
and is particularly focused on his doctrine of social 
change in the United States* As is the case with most 
advocates, Sweezy*s polemical writings are a series of 
reactions to the stimuli of events, and are nowhere ar
ranged systematically in a volume or two* Phese reactions

1
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will be brought together in an attempt to find whether 
they contain a coherent doctrine of American social
change« On the basis of these findings a brief eval-

>nation will then be made of Sweezy1s work as a social 
and political critic0

In Sweezy8s view significant human events are 
manifestations of "a complicated social structure » 0 *"
and are inseparable from the functioning <, „ of the

1social system as a whole»H Consequently, the social 
analyst must think in terms of systems if his percep
tions and formulations are to be more than trivia0

Modern systems are functionally equivalent to 
nation-states; their brick and mortar is constituted of 
human relationships which are fundamentally character
ized by fluidity and constant change„ A social system 
"«, o e is not so much a specified set of relations, still 
less a conglomeration of things„ It is rather the process 
of change inherent in a specified set of relations. In

2other words, social reality is the historical process e « . » 
The proper focus of social analysis is the transitional

Paul Mo Sweezy, "Socialism and the Overpopulation 
Bogey,11 Monthly Review, III, Ho, 12 (1952), p, 393®

• 2Paul Me Sweezy, The Theory of Capitalist Develop
ment; Principles of Marxian PoiXticaX’Ifconomy*°Tlew York: 
Monthly^Review P r e s s P o  20®



material of social relations as it "becomes manifest 
within national systems„

Given this emphasis, it is not surprising that 
Sweezy the scholar recognizes the pressing need for "a 
coherent and comprehensive theory of social change,H 
and that Sweezy the polemicist places great stress on 
the notion of transition. Since this notion assumes 
that the seeds of the future are embedded in the past 
and exist in the present,' Sweezy!s general impressions 
of contemporary America are an important key to his 
doctrine of social change and should be mentioned.

For Sweezy the American system is marked by
widespread symptoms of advanced decay and deeply-rooted
disease. Internally, he sees a nation where hopeless 1
confusion between private and public well-being prevails,^
and where the general good is suppressed by the interests
of a few hundred multinational corporations which dominate 

5American life, The consequent inability to intelligently 
plan has led to a domestic policy which is unwise,̂

-̂ Paul M. Sweezy, "Illusion,,of the Managerial 
Revolution," Science and Society, VI, Ho. 1 (1942), p. 1.

APaul M. Sweezy and Leo Huberman, The Theory of 
L. S. Foreign Policy ("Monthly Review Pamphlet Series,""
Ho, 17; Hew York: Monthly Review Press, I960), p. 8.

^Ibid., p. 22. Sweezy credits the term "multi
national corporations" to David E. Lilienthal, Ibid.,
pp. 16-17. . -

6Ibid., pp. 8-9.



ungenerous, and totally dependent on preparations for
7 8war. In the South an 111 oligarchy"," whose basic

9 •means of control is the lynch mob, reigns; and through
out the land racial hatred is fomented as a device for
setting workers against themselves and creating a

10cheap labor supply. Education is degraded by a lack
of funds because it offers little profitable opportunity

11for private investment; the major political parties
represent identical positions and the "choice" allowed

12 ■ the voter is a sham. Though productive when compared
to the past, the American economy languishes on a

13plateau of only relative prosperity and chronic unem
ployment; and those who have work live in needless anxiety 
about loss of income through illness, technological change, 
and other factors beyond their control.

7Paul M. Sweezy, "The American Economy and the Threat 
of War," Monthly Review, II, Ho. 7 (1950), pp. 339-342.

8Paul M. Sweezy, "Capitalism and Race Relations," 
Monthly Review, II, Ho. 2 (1950), p. 47. Sweezy is here 
quoting from Oliver Cromwell Cox, Caste, Class, and Race; A 
Study in Social Dynamics (Garden City, Hew York: Doubleday
and Company, Inc., 19487, p. 559.

%dem.
10Ibid., p. 46.
11Paul M. Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power 

Elite or Ruling Class? ("Monthly Review Pamphlet Series,"
Ho, 13; Hew York: Monthly Review Press, I960), p. 16.

12Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of U. S. Foreign
Policy, p. 5.

13Ibid., p. 15.



5
In foreign affairs Sweezy sees a policy of defen-

14siveness, reaction, and failure„ It is a policy com
mitted to the creation and continuation of the arms 
race, the cold war,^̂  and the bi-polar view of the world: 
a policy built on a world-wide system of anti-Oommunist 
alliances^^ in which puppet dictators who promise to 
stifle social change and preserve the status quo are 
militarily sponsored by the United States; a policy which
flies in the face of the aspirations of the world's 

17people who see "the historic image of the United States
as the arch enemy of national independence and social 

18reform." Since 1945, America's international posi
tion has been deterioratingas a policy of fear has led

20it towards decline and fall as a world power.
In all walks of American life Sweezy sees a 

people terrified by "red subversion" from within and 
"Soviet aggression" from without; a people who act not 
out of constructive impulse but out of fright; a people

l4Ibid., PP. 18-21.
15Ibid., PP. 9-10.
l6Ibid., P. 4.
17Ibid., P. 22.
18Ibid., P. 4.
19Ibid., P. 5.
20Ibid., P. 9.



who have acquiesed to thought control, the suppression 
of dissent,and a political climate in which "the in
quisition is by now a deeply rooted institution . . „"23
Only the voices of military spokesmen and vociferous 
"cold warriors"24" gain the public stage while the step
ped-up tempo of the arms race pervades every aspect of 
national politics.

To Sweezy the United States has clearly been 
transformed into a "warfare state'"and the American 
people have been "relatively easily mass-persuaded into 
accepting it as a patriotic duty."2  ̂ They are unaware 
that to most of the world the United.States is "a bloody 
tyrant dressed up in fake democratic clothes,"^7 while 
at home "not communism but a slow, creeping form of

P 1Leo Huberman and Paul M. Sweezy, "Review of the 
Honth: The Communist Trial," Monthly Review, I, Eo.' 7(1949), p. 197, ™ _ o _ _

P PSweezy and Huberman, Theory of U, S. Foreign 
Policy, p. 28.

23Leo Huberman and Paul M. Sweezy, "A Challenge to 
the Book Burners," Monthly Review, V, Ho. 4 (1953), p. 159.

Oil'Leo Huberman and Paul M. Sweezy, "Review of the 
Month: The Welfare State," Monthly Review, I, Wo. 10
(1950),. p. 290.

^Idem. Sweezy attributes this expression to 
Senator Paul Douglas (B. 111.).

26Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of U. S. ForeignPolicy, p. 7.
27lbid., p. 3.



fascism, the vilest secmrge kmown to the human race 0 » <>
28is the real enemy»" -

This is the America Sweezy perceives* Its 
eamsality is fennel in the ”moroniza11 on$*2^ of the public 
mind hy. those whom Sandburg has termed ”the liars who 
lie to nations, the liars who lie to The People’!; liars 
who for Sweezy are the natural product of the American 
system; those with the power, prestige, and influence 
to make sure that they are heard and that others are 
silenced; those who in fact constitute the American ruling 
class*

The dominance of this class in public policy- 
making is fundamental in Sweezy8s analysis of the United 
States* Comprehension of his doctrine of social change 
demands that his concept of the ruling class be under
stood, because social change, to be significant, means

/ ' 30the removal of this class from its dominant position*
But the ruling class is merely symptomatic of a larger
class picture; it is only one aspect of the overall
problem of national and international class relations*

Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly levieWo 10 !©e 7 
(1949), Po 19%,

OQSweezy and Huberman* Theory of W» S * Foreign Policy« p.. "28. ,



Sweezy1s doctrine of American social change must be 
considered to be an integral part of his general notion 
of class systems.



CHAPTER I

CONCEPT OP CLASS SYSTEMS: CAPITALIST CLASS SYSTEMS

• Sweezy thinks of his intellectual and political 
position as "socialist, Marxist, non-Oommunist hut will
ing to cooperate with anyone, including Communists, on 
agreed aims and by agreed methods."  ̂ It is therefore 
to be expected that class concepts play a central role 
in his writing; that his polemics on social change are 
directed toward manifestations of what he perceives 
to be the structure and function of the American class

Osystem. Though he explicates them in only three articles, 
ideas of social class and' class systems are the founda
tional assumptions in Sweezy's doctrine of American

1Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, V, Ho. 4 
(1953)5 P° 159. Por Sweezy's notion of acceptable politi
cal methods in the United States, see infra., chaps„ 
iii and iv.

2Sweezy continually refers to "social classes,"
but seldom systematically spells out what he has in mind 
when using this term. The exceptions are: Sweezy,
Science and Society, VI, No. 1 (1942), pp. 1-23; "The 
American Ruling Class, Part I," Monthly Review, III,
No. 1 (1951), pp. 10-17; and "The American Ruling Class, 
Part II," Monthly Review, III, No. 2 (1951), pp. 58=64. 
Sweezy, Theory of Capitalist Development, pp. 311-317, 
might also be noted in this regard, but the presentation
is nearly identical to the Monthly Review articles and 
not as fully developed.

9
/



social transition.
In large part, Sweezy8 s notions about class 

systems derive from his interpretation of Marx and 
Engels. Social class, he argues, is an abstraction 
which an observer of life in human societies employs . 
to give his observations order and meaning. Clearly 
the number of possible abstractions is limitless; "by 
choosing his criteria appropriately the social scientist 
can . . . divide the population up in all sorts of dif
ferent ways . . ."3 and call these divisions social 
classes. As often suggested, definitions of class 
could be products of outraged reaction to privilege, an 
overactive imagination, or some other fugitive cause. 
They may have little to do with the realities of human 
existence.

For Sweezy, however, "social classes are ob
stinate facts and not mere logical categories”; they are 
"real living social entities /and/ . . . not artificial 
creations of the social scientist." Meaningful class 
abstractions can be verified by observing their corres
pondence to the empirical evidence of human action and 
testimony; their validity depends on whether or not 
they "matter at all to the people themselves. "The

•̂ Paul M. Sweezy, "The American Ruling Class,
Part I."' Monthly Review, III, Ho. 1 (1951), p. 12.

' AIbid.. pp. 11, 12.



11
members of the population are keenly aware of the exist
ence of social classes, of their belonging to one, of 
their desire to belong (or to avoid belonging) to an
other. 11 ̂ If class concepts are to be useful in the 
attempt to understand social reality they must be more 
than ”the mechanical application of abstract criteria 
. . . they have to be drawn along lines which fit 
people's actual awareness of class membership.

It is clear that the initial problem facing 
anyone using the concept of social class is the construc
tion of categories. "What is it that determines how 
many classes there are and where the dividing lines 
can be drawn? Generally speaking, the answer is obvious 
(and is borne out by all empirical investigations): the

*7property system plays this key role." From the point 
of view of the .class analyst "society is more than a 
number of individuals„ It is a number of individuals 
among whom certain definite and mure or less stable re
lations exist." Since "the form of society is determined

^Ibid., p. 12. It should be emphasized that 
Sweezy is only asserting that people are conscious of 
their class membership. He is not claiming that they 
are necessarily aware of their class interests, an 
awareness which is ordinarily referred to as "class 
consciousness," infra, chap, 1.

^Sweezy, Science and Society, VI, Ho. 1 (1942),
p. 12,

^Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, Ho 1 (1951),
P. 13.
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by the character and form of these relations, and 
these relations are based on property, the foundation 
of any social system is the relationship of the individ
uals within it to property.

■Sweezy is using the term "property" in a 
particular sense. He is not referring to material goods 
or commodities which are possessed as a consequence of 
social and political power; "the quantitative relation 
between things, which we call exchange value, is in 
reality only an outward form of the social relation 
between the commodity owners . . .  . What he instead 
has in mind are the social means of production--the 
productive forces that constitute the technological 
foundation of a particular system at a particular time, 
and by which the system is considered to be character
ized. When Sweezy argues that a person's relationship 
to property determines his class membership, it is his 
relatinnship to the means or mode or forces of produc
tion that he has in mind. Control of these is the basis 
of power in the social and political realms. Those who 
have such control are defined as the upper classes; the
  —    <

^Sweezy, Theory of Capitalist Development, p. 3.
QSweezy and Huberman, Theory of U. S. Foreign 

Policy, pp. 15-17.
10Sweezy, Theory of Capitalist Development, p. 27.



lower classes are made up of those who do not.
"The key to social change is to he found in move 

ments of the mode of production . . . , As new pro
ductive forces become dominant class complexion changes; 
different forms of production demand men of different 
temperamentj motivation, and psychology. Those who 
control the means of production which are emerging as 
dominant become the new upper classes, while those who 
control productive instruments which, though once domi
nant, have been superseded, either gain some control 
over the current instruments of production or are even
tually forced into the ranks of the lower classes.

In any system which has gone beyond its forma
tive period, a person's relationship to the means of 
production is essentially a matter of birth. "The 
fundamental unit of class membership is the family » . . 
The proof of this is simply that every one is born into 
a certain class, the class to which his family belongs." 
Personal qualities may allow entrance into one or more 
of the various elites that function within classes, 
but class affiliation itself has nothing to do with an 
individual’s aspirations, talent, or effort. Access to 
the power and privilege of the upper class is decided 
by the aristocratic principle of biological chance.

11Ibld., p. 15.
12Sweezy, Monthly Review. Ill, lo. 1 (1951)-,

p. 12.
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Family is more than the central determinant of 

class membership; it plays a crucial role in preserving 
the ideological and value cohesion of a class. Particu
larly within the upper classes, the family is the primary 
force for class "purity." This function is so important 
that Sweezy feels that "the basic test of whether two 
families belong to the same class or not is the freedom 
with which they intermarry (either actually or poten
tially)." Because they constitute the major institutional
bulwark of class distinctions "families and their mutual

13relations are . „ . the stuff of a class system."
The significance of the family, however, "does

not exclude individuals from a crucially important role
in the functioning of the system." In most cases the
place of a family in the class system is the result of
actions by an individual family member; the success or
failure of one person usually has a direct relationship
to the rise or fall of a family's position.

The familiar American success story illus
trates the process: the lower-class lad who
marries at his own social level, then achieves 
wealth and by so doing establishes his 
children in the upper reaches of the social 
hierarchy. But the process works both 
ways; there is also the man who loses his 
fortune and thereby plunges his family to 
the bottom of the social ladder.
Yet families have tremendous staying power. It

13Idem.
14Idem,



takes generations for the social position of an upper- 
class family to be disturbed by a disruption in its 
fortunes, hower-class families are less stable and 
subject to swifter change, but admission into the upper 
class still comes slowly, the true upper class is made 
up of families who have controlled the dominant forces 
of production for at least two or three generations.
In their eyes a man who by his own efforts achieves 
similar control can be nothing more than a nouveau riche. 
"The nouveau riche is never fully accepted in his new 
social environment; and the man who loses his position 
never fully accepts his new environment. It is only 
the families that in each case, and in the course of 
time, make the adjustment."1̂  Regardless of the im
portance of individuals, the family remains the funda
mental unit of class systems; only when a family moves 
from one class to another has any real change in class 
complexion taken place.

Such change, Sweezy argues, occurs with moderate 
frequency. Unlike systems of caste,' the history of 
class relations indicates that they are fluid, with 
families moving from class to class over periods of 
time. "There is no such thing as a completely closed 
class system. All systems of which we have historical

15Ibid., p. 13.
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record display inter-class mobility, both upwards and 
downwards.11 Pace and manner depend upon cultural 
circumstances5 "in some systems . . . mobility is dif
ficult and slow; in others it is easy and rapid.
But in all instances movement between social classes 
goes on.

Such movement, however, does not affect the' 
system in any basic way, it merely results in changes 
of personnel within the various classes. Family herit
age plays a central role in the workings of class systems, 
but the rise of certain families in the structure and 
the decline of gthers ha,s little influence on the nature 
of the system itself. In the final analysis, "class 
affiliation is not a question of social origins"; 1 

no matter who populates them the same classes exist.
Sweezy places great stress on the functions of 

the family, but his definition of class rests not on 
family membership but on a person’s relationship to the 
instruments of production. Class affiliation "is a 
matter of the position which individuals actually oc
cupy in society . . . „ " This position is generally 
determined by family, but such determination is not

l6Ibid., p. 14.
1Sweezy, Science and Society. VI, No. 1 

(1942), p. 16.
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always final even within one generation, A man born into 
the lower classes who gains control of part of the forces 
of production is no longer a member of the same class, 
Zeither non-acceptance, by the upper classes nor his 
social origins can negate the fact that his position in 
the system has changed. Blocked from the upper classes$ 
no longer of the lower classes, he is considered to be 
nouveau riche.

Besides being defined in terms of their relation
ship to the means of production, classes are also de
fined according to their relationship to one another.
For Sweezy, an integral part of his definition of classes 
and class systems is the concept of exploitation. All 
class relations are exploitive relations. Through 
techniques of economic, social, and political power, 
every class dominates and exploits the classes below 
it in myriad ways. As Sandburg has observed, "the big 
fish eat the little fish, the little fish eat shrimps 
and the shrimps eat mud."

Every class has a role to play within a class
system. Sweezy takes issue with Lloyd Warner who de-

1 Qfines classes in strictly relational terms; class 
relationships he contends, always involve functional 
characteristics. Throughout history particular classes 
in particular times and places have controlled and

1̂ Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, Ho. 1 (1951),
pp. 15-16.
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operated the forces of production. In carrying out
this function, upper classes have historically exploited
lower classes„ The latter*s role has been to serve the
needs of those who control the instruments of production
so that they may continue their domination. Upper and
lower classes can always be identified according to
their function within the system and their functional.
relationship to each other.

Upper classes, however, play a role far broader
and more significant than merely dominating the economic
life of society. Through their central function of
controlling the means of production, the upper classes
come to have an influence on social values and political
policy out of all proportion to the size of their mem^
berships. In reality, the upper classes rule,

Sweezy defines a "ruling class as comprising
those persons who individually or in combination own
the means of production, ownership implying effective 

20cnntrol." "Ruling classes" is a synonym for "upper 
classes," a synonym which stresses what Sweezy perceives 
as their most significant function.

ALL. class societies are dominated by one or 
more ruling classes. These classes do much more than 
literally rule in the sense of making and carrying out

20Sweezy, Science and Society, VI, Ho. 1 
(1942), p. 16.



public policy® For Sweezy the ruling class determines 
the very character and values of a social system® Its 
outlook and ideology "become the outlook of a society 
as a whole „ ”5he 8 ideas of each age have ever "been

pithe ideas of its ruling class8 e » 0 eM Status 
derives from the power to control the social means of 
production® Conversely political power emanates from 
status9 as does social power and the fact that the 
manners* tastes* and values of the ruling class are 
emulated by most people in the system® Members of 
other classes are fooled and fool themselves into seeing 
rmling«elass interests as their own® They identify with 
these and lose sight of their own class Interests®45' In 
a world of national states * the ide ©logy of the ruling 
class becomes the Weltanschauung of the nation®

As suggested* there is not at all times in all 
societies only one ruling class; at various times "there 
may be several upper classes based on different kinds

Ppas well as on different amommts of gropertya- fhis 
is most likely to be the ease when a system is in the 
process of moving from one stage of economic development

Sweezy, Monthly Review® II, Wo® 2 (1950)? p® 42
^Interests which for Sweezy are nobjectively*' 

determined by a person’s relationship to the forces of 
production* and not ,lsubjectively81 decided by what a 
person thinks his class interests are®

22



to anothero For instance«, Bweezy argues that the tran=>
sltional period between feudalism and capitalism in
fifteenth and sixteenth century Europe was characterized

23by several ruling classes0 Again, the United States of 
the nineteenth century was dominated by two ruling 
classes; the plantation class of the South and the in
dustrial class of the northeast. As development continues 
however, one class emerges as dominant. In any event, 
though at times the class picture is more or less clear, 
ruling class existence is always the crucial fact of 
social life,

Sweezy is aware that actual class systems do 
not lend themselves completely and conveniently to 
sharply defined categories based on relationship to the 
means of production. Clearly the complications of 
family and intermarriage must be considered, There is 
also variety in actions, attitudes, and roles among 
members of the same class, and different classes often 
shade off into one another, "It would be a mistake to 
think of class as perfectly homogeneous internally and 
sharply marked off from other classes," For Sweezy it 
is more realistic to conceive of a class as "a core
surrounded by fringes which are in varying degrees

24attached to the core," The notions of "cores" and 

23Maurice Ddbb and Paul M, Sweezy, "Comment on 
H, K, Takahashis" ‘Transition from Feudalism to Capitalism 
Science and Society, X7H, !o, 2 (1953), p° 164,

24Sweezy, Monthly Seview, III, I.o, 1 (1951), p. 13
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"fringes" are important tools in Sweezy1s class analysis. 
He uses them in an attempt to render complex social 
realities more amenable to meaningful articulation, and 
employs them extensively when applying class concepts 
to the American scene.

Empirical data, Sweezy contends, suggest that 
"there is wide variation between different classes and 
class systems. Some classes are relatively homogeneous, 
well-defined, effectively orgadzed, and to a high degree 
class-conscious. Others are loosely-knit, amorphous, 
lacking in organization, and hardly at all class-con
scious." Moreover, the evidence indicates substantial 
differences in class tolerance toward what might be 
considered deviant behavior; and the tolerance factor 
in a single class will fluctuate with time and events. 
Consequently, a class must be "investigated in the
particular case; there are no general answers valid

25for all times and places."
But, though class discipline is often flexible 

regarding behavioral differences within the ranks,
"the values and behavior norms of the class set fairly 
definite limits to the extent of these differences."
By definition, class tolerance only goes so far; a 
necessary fact for the concept of class to be a useful

2^Ibid., pp. 13, 14.
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analytic tool. Actions are especially circumscribed
when members of the class feel themselves faced with
a crisis--a threat to the integrity and continuation
of the class itself. "A person who deviates too far
from what the class considers acceptable is, so to.
speak, expelled from the class and is thenceforth
treated as a renegade or deserter (the common use of
the expression ‘traitor to his class’ is symptomatic— ■

26and significant— in this connection)."
The limits of class tolerance are influenced

by culture and history, but they are fundamentally set
by what Sweezy calls the "class situation" or "class
position"; general class values and ideology, of which
tolerance is but a part, are equally dependent upon
this factor. "Class position has two aspects: the
relation of the class to its own national social system,
and the relation of the national social system to the
world at large." "Once the nature of class position is
understood it will be seen to be the very stuff of con-

27temporary history ..." and of past history as well. 
To grasp the reality of a class society, inquiry must 
focus on class position, particularly ruling-class posi
tion.

26Ibid.t p. 13.
2^Paul M. Sweezy, "The American Ruling Class, 

Part IT," Monthly Review, III," Ho. 2 (1951), p. 63
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if: •Sf -X*

Since human history has moved out of the stage 
of primitive communism— a condition where scarcity 
prevailed and no notion of private control of the means 
of production existed--men have lived in class societies. 
With the emergence of the first form of productive prop
erty— 'Slaves--class relationships began. These relation
ships set off a historical and dialectical^ process of 
social change through the vehicle of class struggle. 
"Social systems, like individuals, go through a life 
cycle and pass from the scene when 'from forms pf de
velopment of the forces of production* they 1 turn into

ryQ  <

their fetters„1" Each system contains within itself 
the contradictory seeds of its own destruction, which, 
if brought to fruition by human action, eventuate in a 
new and more productive Pystem.. The process of histori
cal development creates the possibilities for social 
transition; but these possibilities can be, realized 
only through men's willingness to act upon them.

Viewed broadly, a study of history demonstrates 
the movement of social systems through the stages of 
primitive communism, slavery, feudalism, capitalism, 
and the early phase of socialism. As others who think 
of'themselves as Marxists, Sweezy projects the later

wSweezy's notion of the dialectical nature .of 
the material and social worlds is treated in chap. iii.

Sweezy, Theory of Capitalist Development, p. 20.



phase ©f soeialismj, or eommnnism0 Im this phase the 
ferees. of pr©;dm@ti ©m': axe ©aee again eon trolled by aXX9 
there are no classes3 and henee 9 b@ class struggle—  
eommmnism is the fimal teehnologieal £orme

But a profound ehange has been wrought by the 
transitions that have gene beforeo Abundanee not 
seareity is the new basis- of soeial life® for Sweezys 
the story of man9 s ever=inereasing capacity to produoe 
is a major theme of history; to an extent his view is 
teleologieal in that it implies this to- be- one purpose 
of historical development0 Technological sophistlea” 
tion, however$ is only a means to a more slgnifleant 
end; history, most importantly, is the tale of the 
transformation of the nature of man® Sweezy pereeives 
human personalities as malleable and largely shaped by 
the ©©Editions of life; eaeh stage of economic develop
ment has a tremendous effeet on these personalities . ' 
and changes them in fundamental ways® Although he 
seldom eomments on them directly, the oentral values

f

in Sweezy9s thought revolve around the kinds of men 
sooial systems produoe; around his contention that human 
potentialities are stunted in ©lass' systems and ©an be
gin to achieve their promise only in a classless so
ciety of material abundanee 0 : ©ommunism is the. end of. 
the ©lass struggle, but it is the beginning of the 
truly, human man®
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* * * *

Sweezy is interested in the broad sweep of human 
history, but in large measure his writing is a critical 
reaction to the capitalist stage. The very nature of 
capitalism, he asserts, dictates the existence of two 
fundamental social classes; "the primary economic rela
tion is that between capitalists and workers, The 
capitalists control the forces of production; the 
workers sell their labor to the capitalists for wages.
These two classes are the cores around which the fringes 
in the system revolve,

Since "the upper classes are the property-owning 
classes , . . ,11 ̂  property meaning instruments of pro
duction, "the capitalist class, comprising those who 
own the instruments of production, and set them in 
motion . . , 1 constitutes the upper class in capital
ist systems. As such, it is also the ruling class. And 
because the values and ideology of the ruling class set 
the general tone of society, a study of capitalist 
classes should reveal much about what might be thought 
of as capitalist cultures.

In the process of their development, Sweezy

^9lbid.< p, 16,
3°Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, Ho. 1 (1951), p. 13.
-^Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or



contendss capitalist systems go through four distinct 
shifts or phases. These are mercantilism, competitive 
industrialism, and concurrent with the rise of corpora
tions and monopoly capitalism, the first and second

32phases of imperialism. Mercantilism represents "the 
formative days gf bourgeois society . . , , In this 
phase emerging capital interests capture the mechanism 
of the state and use it to clear the way for profitable 
investment. The forces of production of a new manu
facturing economy are controlled by a few capitalists 
who possess great economic and political freedom; but 
Who allow little to the rest of society. Through 
authoritarian techniques the state supports incipient 
home industries and protects them from foreign competi
tion.

Ruling-class ideology in this era is statist 
in orientation and fosters the belief that power stems 
from gold; the government encourages exports and, to 
the greatest possible extent, prohibits imports. The

^2Sweezy, Monthly Review, II, No. 7 (1950), p. 336, 
Sweezy refers to the periods of development within cap
italism as both "phases" and "stages." Since he also 
considers capitalism itself to be one "stage" in a 
larger conception of human history, the term becomes 
confusing. For clarity, developmental categories within 
the capitalist "stage" will be consistently termed 
"phases." . . .

33Sweezy, Science and Society, 71, No. 1 (1942),
p. 21. -------:— — —



quest for gold leads to colonization of the non-capital => 
ist world in the name of an emerging nationalism* Profit 
accrues to the new capitalists*

The successive phase of competitive industrial
ism introduces a new ruling-class position, and conse
quently ushers in a new ideology and polities* Capital 
interests are now firmly established and seek to expand 
through broad-seale economic development* Encouraged 
by pressures from below, the rulers see an increase in 
the numbers of people who can participate in the system 
as beneficial in this regards the shackles of the state 
have become a contradiction; they now impede ruling- 
class interests and must be thrown off; laissez-faire 
is the order of the day* The inhibiting influence of 
government is torn down as men are freed to enter the 
market, a freedom which leads to a plentitude of middles 
class entrepreneurs, a vast increase in industrialization 
and the capacity of the system to produce wealth, and a 
liberating nationalistic spirit* "This phase of cap
italism has two fundamental features which are closely
interdependent; competition and relatively unlimited

34opportunities for capital to expand *H
The competitive or free enterprise phase of 

capitalism is also a period of Liberal political ideas*

34_ Idem*
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A relaxation of the strictures on potential small cap
italists serves the interests of the larger capitalists 
who make up the ruling class. But political ideas have 
a way of permeating society; doctrines intended for the 
middle class are co-opted by the workers and trans
formed into democratic ideals: "the liberal period
/leads to/ „ . „ the growth of political democracy which 
/enables/ . . . the masses to pursue aims of their 
own , . . ."

As every class system, competitive industrialism 
is riddled with contradictions. Wealth production is 
enormously increased and opportunity for mass invest
ment created at the very time, that the process of com
petition eliminates an ever-increasing number of potential 
capitalists. Free access to the market, a crucial ele
ment in a free enterprise system, tends to become closed; 
control of the tremendously expanded forces of production 
is held in fewer and fewer hands; competition begins 
"to disappear, not accidently, but as a consequence of 
the working of the capitalist process i t s e l f . T h e  
system moves into monopoly capitalism and the first phase 
of imperialism.

Sweezy's conception of the middle class as a 
collection of fringes will be examined in chap. ii.

35Sweezy, Science and Society, VI, Ho. 1 (1942),p. 22.
36Ibid., p. 21.



Systems in this phase are dominated by monopolies 
and oligopolies whose interests cannot be contained with
in national boundaries® .Expansionist nationalism and 
imperialist wars between great capitalist powers for 
control of the earth's -resources, markets, and labor ■ 
mark this era® Eventually one nation, emerges from the 
struggle as the dominant power in the capitalist world0 
At this point the second phase of imperialism has been 
reached®

As “monopoly replaces competition ® ® ® laissez-
faire and liberalism, which shielded the onward march
of capital in the earlier period are inapplicable in 

37the new phase ®H Enterprise freely engaged in by the 
middle class does not serve the interests of ruling- 
class monopolists, and government has become a necessary 
agent in the handling of gigantic financial operations® 
But the ideological forces set loose in the earlier age 
of free enterprise, Liberalism, and incipient democracy 
cannot be automatically shut off® lot only the middle 
class, but the working class, continue to believe the 
fictions of a century before, and in so doing keep them 
alive as fertile breeding grounds of mass discontent®

Oonsequently, the new shift in ruling-class 
position demands that a counter-ideology more suited to

37Idem®
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the realities of monopoly capitalism and imperialism
he developed. To meet these realities

, . , the ideology of the new period is 
not only anti-liberal in a cultural sense 
but also politically anti-democratic. In 
economics the new capitalist ideology now 
stresses "planning," by which is meant 
state intervention to foster the accumu
lation of capital. The leit-motif of this 

• ideology is the idea of domination, which 
in turn implies an entirely different 
ethical outlook from that which character
ized the liberal epoch.

Broad-scale economic opportunity and political freedom 
are no.longer beneficial to the ruling, class, whose 
return to a partnership with the state--if this part
nership was. ever really dissolved— makes its dominance • 
increasingly clear. In time, members of all classes, 
including the ruling class, become acculturated to the 
new outlook, and if the process continues, "the whole 
movement reaches its.culminating point, materially and 
ideologically, in the present-day fascist state.

This four-phase transition is,a product of 
basic capitalist values. The most fundamental of these, 
the one to which all other values, such as free enter
prise give way, is profit. • "The prime mover is the 
accumulation of capital which is inherent in the very 
structure of the capitalist appropriation process,

38 ̂Ibid., p. 22.
•^Dobb and Sweezy, Science and Society, XVII. 

Ho. 2 (1953), p. 159.
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’’Gapitalists subordinate other aims to the maximization 
AOof profit911 usually in the form of capital; such max

imization motivates most capitalistic behavior0 Because 
capitalism is a dynamic system in which the total amount 
of capital is constantly expanding, the capital of each 
participant ”1naturally8 tends to contract— the forces 
of competition and technological change work wholly in
this direction— and this tendency can be defeated only

41by a continuous effort to expand/1 Han both creates 
and is trapped by his environment;^ the player be
comes enmeshed in the rules of his own game* Personal 
greed for material possessions is a minor element in 
the workings of capitalist systems; 81 even if the cap
italist as an individual were content to "maintain his 
capital intact8 without increase he could rationally 
pursue this end only by striving to expand/1 Thus "the 
expansion of capital becomes his primary and dominant

JiQobjective"; he "must be concerned with making 
profits o o o i f  he is to remain in the system*

40Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or 
Ruling Glass?, p= 8.

^Sweezy, Science and Society, VI, No* 1 (1942),
p 0 180

^This is part of Sweezy’s view of dialectical 
materialism which will be explored in chap* iii*

^2Sweesy9 Science and Society* 71, No, 1 (1942),
p, 18*

43Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite--or 
Ruling Class?* p* 8* '



But remaining in the system is not in itself 
crucial, The significant factors which in Sweezy's 
view drive people to act like capitalists are "rank,

44status a, and privilegen ; what John Adams defined as
"the passion for distinction,11 In capitalist systems, 
Sweezy contends, a person's "social status is decided, 
and can only he decided, by the quantity of capital 
under his control . . . ." The same is true of politi
cal power which derives from status. "The objective 
of expanding capital is thus not £>ne which capitalists 
are free to take or leave as they choose; they must 
pursue it on pain of elimination from the ruling class."

The relentless search for profits is the motor
which drives capitalist systems through their several 
phases of development. This process is also due, how
ever, to the actions of the working class trying to 
raise wages and better its way of life,

The exploiters seek to expand the surplus
at their disposal, and with this end in view 
they invent and introduce new and better 
techniques of production; the exploited 
seek to improve their condition and there
fore carry on a never-ending struggle to 
enlarge their share of the product. As 
a result the forms of exploitation change, 
and with them the whole structure of society,46

h h‘Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of U. S. Foreign 
Policy, p. 6.

^Sweezy, Science and Society, VI, Bo. 1 (1942), 
pp. 18, 19,

^Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or
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The class struggle thereby causes not only transitions 
from one historical stage to another, it also partially 
accounts for movement within each stage„ The overall 
tendency of this movement is toward a more centralized 
mode of production controlled by increasingly fewer 
people„

The primary focus of Sweezy's polemical work 
is monopoly capitalism in the second phase of imperial
ism; especially on the contradictions within this phase. 
In all phases of capitalism, capital represents wealth,
thus "accumulating more and more capital means adding

■ '4 7to society's productive capacity." And since wealth 
is primarily produced not for use, but for exchange in 
the form of capital, there is no limit to the amount of 
wealth, or capital, that capitalists are motivated to 
acquire, The result is an economy far more productive 
than any which has preceded it.

This very productivity, however, is one of the 
major contradictions inherent in capitalist development. 
The same profit motive which results in increased wealth 
production leads the ruling class to try to minimize 
the wealth possessed by others. Prom the ruling-class 
point of view, one obvious advantage of this is that 
wealth not owned by others can come into its own posses
sion. Another advantage is the' creation of a labor

47Ibid., p. 8.
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force which has little or no wealth reserve and is 
therefore anxious to work no matter how poor the con
ditions or meager the wage„ Finally, and most important
ly, the fact that many have little wealth enhances the 
status and power of those who have a great deal. Clearly, 
it is in the interest of the ruling class to limit ac
cumulation of wealth by the vast majority of the popula
tion. -

Yet the ruling class is committed to a system 
which demands ever-increasing production. "We, there
fore, have the paradox that capitalism steps on the 
brake as far as consumption is concerned and on the
accelerator as far as production is concerned. This is

48its basic contradiction . » . „" As a capitalist 
system matures it becomes, as described by Edward R. 
Murrow, increasingly "unable to digest the produce of 
its burgeoning storehouse." For Sweezy, this is the 
most central and significant fact of capitalist develop
ment .

Under monopoly capitalism, the "brake" and the 
"accelerator!' are controlled by the few true capitalists 
remaining— the monopolists and oligopolists. If allowed 
to follow its inherent laws of development, the system 
results in the rich growing fewer and more wealthy and

^ Idem.
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the poor getting poorer and more numerous» The problem 
of surplus becomes Increasingly acute and eventually
leads to "what Kautsky called 8 a state of chronic

49depression8"; a condition In which the economy Is 
continually depressed or on the verge of depression, 
Finally, monopoly capitalism plunges so deeply into de- ■ 
pression it is unable to emerge.

In the second phase of imperialism "it is ob
vious— and probably would not be denied by anyone— 'that 
if the predominant capitalist power actually got into
a state of chronic depression and remained there, world

50capitalism would rapidly disintegrate. The stability
of a social system, Sweezy implies, rests on the consent, 
or at least the acquiescence, of most of its people. A 

depression of severe proportions and long duration would 
shake the general acceptance of monopoly capitalism and 
threaten the foundations of society; throughout.the 
capitalist world, revolution would be standing in the 
wings.

"How to counteract the tendency to chronic de
pression, therefore, is a life-and-death problem for 
capitalism, and the responsibility for solving the prob
lem falls squarely on the shoulders of the predominant

51capitalist power11; its class position forces it to

^Sweezy, Monthly Review, II, Ho. 7((1950), .p. 337.
50Ibid., p. 338.
51Idem.
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deal' with the enormous proximity of depression. Upon 
Its response rests the character of social and political 
relations within and between all capitalist nations.



CHAPTER II
THE AMERICAN CLASS SYSTEM: THE AMERICAN RULING CLASS

Between the years 1910 and 1930, Sweezy argues, 
the United States entered monopoly capitalism and the 
first phase of imperialism. The forces of production 
are now in the hands of a few hundred "multinational 
corporations which have become increasingly the de
cisive factor in the economic and political life of 
this, the most advanced capitalist nation."1 Until 
1945 these corporations were engaged in a vicious 
struggle for control with the corporate interests of 
other national systems.

Following World War II American monopolies 
and oligopolies clearly emerged as the dominant powers 
in the capitalist sphere. Other capitalist countries 
can no longer seriously compete with the economic power 
and influence of the United States; their national 
existence has in fact become dependent on American 
political and military decisions. In an important 
sense they are appendages of the United States, crucially

1Sweezy and Huberman. Theory of U. S. Foreign 
Policy, p. 21.

37
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tied to American domestic and international affairs.^
The second phase of imperialism has come into being. 
Because of this, an analysis of American class relations, 
and of the way in which American monopolists have dealt 
with the facts of their class position, should reveal 
a great deal not only about the United States, but about 
the entire capitalist orbit.

The specter that haunts the American ruling class, 
the fundamental reality of its class position, is not 
political or revolutionary opposition but the inner con
tradictions of monopoly capitalism; not the proletariat 
but a depression so vast that world capitalism would be 
destroyed. Sweezy sees two possible methods by which 
the corporate rulers can cope with the threat of chronic 
depression: both involve massive spending in the public
sector of the economy.

Contrary to popular fiction, Sweezy asserts, 
capitalism is not automatically eliminated or even en
dangered by public spending. Such expenditures may be, 
and in fact, have been, highly beneficial to capital 
interests. "The extension of government activity in 
economic affairs, taken by itself, proves nothing for 
or against the capitalist character of the society in

*This condition is currently referred to as 
"The Atlantic Community."
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2which it occurs." What is crucial is the way in which 

the money is spent.
One possibility is large-scale governmental 

financing of public works and services, thereby trans
forming the United States into a welfare state built 
on capitalistic foundations. This is the logical ex
tension of the notion of "pump-priming11 often advocated 
by American "liberals".• The amount of spending neces
sary would be vast. In 1950 Sweezy estimated it would 
have required from fifty to one-hundred billion dollars 
merely to begin a program of adequate proportions.^
Such an approach, he contends, makes economic sense, 
but economics cannot be separated from social and politi 
cal realities. Beyond minimal palliatives the ruling 
class will not allow this approach.

Prom the capitalists’ point of view there are 
compelling reasons for hostility to the welfare state. 
Broad welfare and service spending would markedly de
crease the vulnerability of the working class to ex
ploitation— a labor force more secure and less hungry 
would not be as likely to toil cheaply for the profit 
of others. A welfare state tends to equalize wealth, 
not only by helping those in need, but because the 
necessary funds, to be consistent with the aims of the

2Sweezy, Science and Society, VI, Uo. 1 (1942),
p. 14.

3Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, I, Ho. 10 
(1950), p. 290.
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program, would primarily come from a more sharply scaled
progressive income tax. This equalizing tendency would
jeopardize the status and power of those who currently
enjoy a disproportionate share, lew criteria for meas--
uring status might even develop, a frightening prospect
for those who now possess it. Morever,

the capitalists themselves are always 
telling us that their system cannot he 
expected to care for the welfare of the 
people; it requires enormous rewards at 
the top and the spur of poverty and in
security at the bottom to keep it going.
And, though of course their self-interest 
leads them to exaggerate, there is every 
reason to believe that there is a hard 
core of truth in what they say. If you 
are going to maintain capitalists and 
let them run the economy, you cannot at 
the same time tax.away most of their 
surplus values; if you expect workers 
to work hard and conscientiously for 
the profit of others, you cannot at the 
same time guarantee that their welfare 
will be provided for by the state.4

In the welfare state, the ruling class perceives an 
inherent threat to the capitalist system. Its percep
tions are accurate. The two are fundamentally incompat
ible.

The second method of controlling chronic de
pression is spending on war and war-preparations. Aware 
of the dangers of the welfare state, the American ruling 
class has clearly chosen this path: "capitalism's
'limitless striving for expansion of production' is no

4Ibid.t p. 291.



longer kept In check by- * the restricted consumption of 
the masses'; It Is now spurred on and finds the conditions 
for Its realization In the va.st demand for weapons of 
destruction," fhe ruling-class answer to the challenge 
of chronic depression Is to transform America Into 
Lasswell1s "garrison state," "Hot only the armament 
Industries themselves hut also the basic Industries 
which supply the materials and the equipment for the 
armament Industries must be vastly expanded, and their 
expansion provides the 'attractive investment oppor- 
tunities' which are so dear to the capitalists' hearts" 
and so necessary to the continuation of monopoly capi
talism.

It is not beyond ruling-class mentality to lead 
the country into actual war to save the system. The 
only dissuasion is the possibility that such a war 
might not be won: "it is not internal popular pressure
but fear of the external consequences--loss of allies 
and ultimate defeat— that has prevented the ruling 
class from plunging us into a world wa'r,"̂  Gold war 
is preferable because it yields the same benefits but 
avoids certain of the dangers.

Besides serving as a feasible alternative to

^Sweezy, Monthly Review, II, Ho. 7 (1950), p. 340,
^Leo Huberman and Paul M, Sweezy, "Reply to Mr.• 

Bittelman," Monthly Review, III, Ho, 7 (1951), p. 219,
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welfare spendings, the war-= preparations state, has several 
other advantages for the rmling elass0 A large military 
force allows more effective world-wide control' over raw 
materialsj markets, and investment outletse Exploita
tion of foreign lahor is made easier0 large armies are 
also useful for manipulating the domestic labor market 
by drafting surplus manpower in times of heavy unemploy
ment and releasing it when it is needed0 Military 
production is based on a system of planned obsolescence0 
Equipment is rapidly outmoded and the demand for new 
goods is constants In addition, the creation of war 
conditions allows much to be hidden behind the cloak of 
"patriotism*" Social discontent is suppressed in the 
name of "national security*" But most importantly, 
the war-preparations society controls the movement of 
monopoly capitalism toward chronic depression while 
protecting the status, privilege, and power of the rul
ing class: "American capitalism has at last found its
panacea in the creation of a permanent war-preparations 

7economy*"
Since a social system is operable for only so 

long as the population tolerates it, it has been necessary 
for the ruling class to sell the American people on the

^Aithough the ideas in this and the preceding 
six sentences are not directly stated in the portion of 
Sweezy's work which has been examined, they seem to be 
legitimate inferences to draw from what has been found*

7Sweezy, Monthly Review* II, Ho* 7 (1950), p* 340*



need for war preparations„ In Bendiner's jargon, they 
have had to "engineer consent." This they have accom
plished through the hard sell of "the Communist menace" 
through the creation of fear of internal and external 
dangers; a fear which has gripped American life since 
1945.

The primary instruments used in this venture 
have been foreign policy and mass media. The central 
role of American foreign policy, Sweezy argues, is to 
justify the interests of the ruling class. These 
interests must be rendered palatable to the majority 
by dressing them in the garb of the -public interest.
The image of a hostile, aggressive, enemy power with 
designs on the sovereignty of the United States is 
useful— -indeed, is essential— in this kind of enter
prise. Such an image causes people to perceive their
interests as protected by the status quo. It produces

/a horde impulse and renders criticism intolerable and 
disagreement treason. By building a foreign policy 
aimed at "containing" the Soviet Union in its "lust" 
for "world domination," and by saturating the ptiblic 
with this view of "international reality," the ruling 
class has captured the mind and feeling ;.of America.
The American people have been sold anti-0ornmunism and 
"relatively easily mass-persuaded into accepting it as
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a patriotic duty„11 The result is an America dominated 
by an either-you're-with-us-or-against-us bi-polar 
psychology, suppression of traditional liberties and 
an eager acceptance of the war-preparations economy,

Sweezy does not take the position, however, that 
this is simply a plot whereby the ruling class is cyni
cally perpetrating an elaborate hoax on the American 
people„ To a significant extent, he argues, the capital 
interests believe their own propaganda, Acculturated 
to capitalist values, members of the ruling class can
not discern the contradictions in their system. They 
accept the validity of their own fictions and "justify— ■ 
as much to themselves as to others--the war-preparations 
economy as necessary to defend the 'free* world against 
the aggressive threats of 'Communism.* "Anti-Communism 
is therefore much more than a convenient doctrine to 
justify the cold war and the arms race; it is also the

10combined ideology and religion of monopoly capitalism."
Despite the fact that most people in the West 

see Communist aggression and subversion as the central 
problem of the mid-twentieth century, for Sweezy it is 
a phoney issue. In one way, however, the freedom-versus- 
Communism picture painted by the American ruling class

^Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of U. S. Foreign 
Policy, p. T.

^Sweezy, Monthly Review, II, No. 7 (1980), p. 343.
10Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of. U. S. Foreign

Policy, p. 29.
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comes surprisingly close to actual fact. "In form. If 
not in content, this justification closely mirrors re
ality: they have merely transformed capitalism into
freedom, and the spread of socialism into the aggressive

11threats of Communism." The real conflict is between 
the decline of capitalism and the growth of socialism.

The great success of anti-Communist propaganda 
on both the American people and those who manufacture 
it notwithstanding, it has had little popularity through
out the world, and what effect it has had is slipping. 
Indeed, in nations "over most of the world's surface 
the trend is now visibly away from private enterprise 
and toward public ownership of the means of production, 
away from market-dominated economics and toward economic 
planning."12 In both industrialized" and underdeveloped^^

11Sweezy, Monthly Review, II, No. 7 (1950), p. 343.
I^Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or 

Ruling Class?, p. 11."” ' ’ “ ’ - —
Outside of the NATO powers and Japan which for 

Sweezy are extensions of American capitalism.
,H'Sweezy accepts Lenin's thesis that foreign im

perialism and the internationalization of bourgeois in
terests effectively internationalize the exploited classes. 
As a result the struggle for socialism takes the form of a 
world-wide conflict against international capitalism 
which enables certain areas to skip the capitalist stage 
of development, Paul M Sweezy, "A Marxist View of 
Imperialism," Monthly Review, IV, No. 11 (1953), pp. 4l4- 
424, bfV. I. Lenin, Imperialism; The Highest Stage of 
Capitalism; A Popular Outline, new, revised translation 
(Little Lenin Library”, %V; New York; International Pub
lishers, 1939).
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areas socialism is fast becoming the basis of most na
tional systems.

Trading with socialist countries is not as 
profitable for American ruling interests as doing bus
iness in places where it can invest in the economy and 
thereby gain substantial economic, social, and political 
control; instead of dictating terms the capitalists are 
forced to negotiate and settle for a reduced margin of
profit. Consequently, the stress is on investment not 

Ittrade, " and American capital interests prefer to deal 
only with the non-socialist world.

But this world is steadily growing smaller, and 
as-'.time passes, the spread of socialism "will undoubtedly 
hurt, /the American ruling class/ more and more, by 
constricting the vital living space of the multinational, 
corporations . „ . ." It is clearly in the long-range 
interest of this class to develop trade relations with 
socialist powers. American capitalists, however, do not 
see it this way. They prefer to ignore the economic 
possibilities of these areas. Instead of co-operating 
with the forces of moderate social change in places 
where they still dominate, they choose to suppress all 
threats to the status quo regardless of the people’s 
ambitions and desires. Because they fear that any change

11k3weezy and Huberman, Theory of TJ. S. Foreign
Policy, pp. 22-23.



will lessen their power* they guarantee themselves no
14ehanee for at least partial long-range control.®

Such short-sightedness* Sweezy points out* is 
not surprising« In private-property soeial systems the 
immediate interests of those wk© control the means of 
production determine public policy* and the immediate 
consequence of trade with socialist nations is lower 
prices and less profits= But objection to such trade 
is more deeply rooted® Most crucially* the ideological 
commitment of the ruling class to the maximization of 
profit is offended o Thus American policy-makers prefer 
reactionary puppets to the movements of people, war 
preparations to expanded trade®

The United States still controls four-fifths of 
the markets of the world* but its policies of reaction 
are gradually costing it both the markets and the good 
will of the world’s population® American advocacy of 
anti-0ommunism and the cold war is deeply resented in 
industrialized nations* even those that are capitalistic 
and counted among America’s allies® It is doubly of
fensive to people of the underdeveloped areas* especially 
those in the process of emerging from colonial condi
tions* who* seeing little of value offered by the United 
States* are rapidly turning to other ideas and commit
ments® A policy based on fear of socialism is actually
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speeding its development. Social transition— -what John 
Boyd Orr has termed "hunger becoming articulate"--pro
ceeds, despite the fact that America arms against it 
and labels it "Communism." The policies of the American 
ruling class have not only failed.in their intention, 
they have caused the world to despise America as a force 
for reaction. American power and influence has been 
steadily undermined in the arena of sovereign states.

Clearly, to bring about a change in these con
ditions the American ruling class must be removed from 
its position of power, a removal which implies a funda
mental shift in present class relationships. Sweezy1s 
prognosis regarding this shift primarily rests on his 
analysis of the internal conditions of the American 
system under the sway of monopoly capitalism. The core 
of his doctrine of social change is provided by this 
analysis.

Contemporary America, Sweezy asserts, cannot 
be understood without employing the concept of social 
class. In America, social life is class life; economics, 
class economics; politics, class politics. Quoting from 
Lincoln Steffens, Sweezy portrays the American system.,: 
as "'an organization of the privileged for the control 
of privileges, of the sources of privilege and of the
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15thoughts and acts of the unprivileged As

every class system, its chief characteristic is exploita
tion.

But this is far too general. Sweezy recognizes
the need for more information about the American class 

16system and is aware that much of his own analysis is 
often on the level of rough hypothesis. Too little 
attention has been paid the-American class system be
cause "in the past, American social scientists have been 
all too ready to deny the reality of social classes, to 
assume that they exist only in the mind of the observer."
This is particularly true when it comes to the ruling 
class. "Unfortunately, American social scientists, 
with but a few exceptions, are not interested in study
ing the ruling class; on the contrary, this is a ’sensi
tive1 subject which they avoid like the plague. The
result is that relatively little valuable work has been

17done on the ruling class." -
About the only work available is that produced 

by the American left-wing. But this tends 'to run in 
terms of an oversimplified theory of Wall Street control 
of the country. This theory has many merits, especially 
for mass propaganda purposes, but it can hardly be con
sidered an adequate substitute for a scientific analysis

1̂ Sweezy, Monthly Review, HI, HO. 2 (1951), p. 62.
16Ibid., p. 64.
17Sweezy, Monthly Review. Ill, Wo. 1 (1951), pp. 12, 10.
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18of the structure of the American ruling class»" The 

paucity of knowledge about both the American class system 
and the American ruling class forces Sweezy to conjec
ture s, "hints and suggestions, some of which may turn 
out on closer,investigation to be mistaken or at any rate 
out of proportion."^

In recent years, however, empirical research has 
begun to break through the pall of ignorance which-sur
rounds American class relations.' On the level of com
munity social structure "recent sociological field work 
. » has shown conclusively that America is a class
society and that the American people know it is a class 

20society." The evidence further indicates that these- 
classes are functional, and that they are seen as play
ing particular roles by the actors in the system.

It is also clear that every locality has an 
upper, or ruling, class and that the basis of its rule 
is property. "Every community study shows clearly the 
existence of an upper social crust which is based on' 
wealth." The nucleus of these local ruling classes "is 
always the 'old families’ which have transmitted and
usually augmented their fortunes from one generation to 

21the next," These are the commonly known "old rich"

1̂ Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, No, 2 (1951), p. 59. 
20Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, No. 1 (1951), p. 12.
O 1Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, No. 2 (1951), p. 58.
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who dominate the society and polities of American towns
and small eiti,es»

In addition, sociological inquiry has probed the
general milieu surrounding local ruling classes. Hovering
around them have been found 11 the nouveaux riches, the
solidly established lawyers and doctors, the more suo~
cessful of the social climbers and sychophants, and
people whose family connections are better than their
bank accounts,In short, these are the people who con-

22stitute M 8society8,1 in any community; the local "who8s 
who,8’ well known to the inhabitants, butcften quite 
unknown to social scientists bent on "proving” the 
egalitarianism of American life,

Sweezy wants to push this kind of analysis to 
the national level, but aside from the polemical writ
ings of the left, next to nothing has been done on the 
subject. Sociological class studies "all suffer from 
one fatal defect from our present point of view; they 
are confined to single communities and have almost noth-

23ing to say about social classes on a nation-wide scale,”
Early sociologists such as Sumner and Ward hinted at the -

24existence of a national class system in America, but 
their modern successors have bothered little with the

'Idem,
2^Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, Wo, 1 (1951), p, 11, 
24Idem,
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idea. This is due, some might say, to the fact that 
American national classes do not exist. Sweezy dis
agrees. The problem, he asserts, has never been investi
gated: "contemporary sociologists and social anthropolo
gists seem, almost as if by. common agreement, to have
decided that national classes are not a proper subject

25of investigation" because such inquiry is fraught with
economic and political danger. They have decided that
hands off is the best policy.

Despite this, sociology has made it obvious that
American local life is dominated by ruling classes;
"certain other thingshowever, are not so obvious. It
is not obvious, for example, that these local 'upper
classes' are in fact merely sections of a national upper
class, nor that this national upper class is in fact the

26national ruling class. let, though systematically 
gathered evidence is sparse, there are strong indications 
"that what happens in the. United States today depends 
crucially on the will and decision of a relatively very 
small group which is essentially self-perpetuating and 
responsible to no one but its own membership. Sweezy 
further notes that the evidence suggests that this na
tional class is part of an international class which

25Idem.
2^Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, Eo. 2 (1951), p. 58, 
27Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or 

Puling Class?, p. 23.
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rules the capitalist world, but he does not pursue this 
line of thought.

Having "no feudal hangovers to complicate the 
class system," the United States is "the purest capital
ist society that ever existed." "Independent producers 
(working with their own means of production but without 
hired labor) there are, but both economically and socially
they constitute a relatively unimportant feature of the

28 _American system." It therefore follows that modern 
America is clearly characterized by the class relations 
of capitalism. Although during the nineteenth century 
America was made up of two distinct class systems (in 
the North and the South), the conflict between them has 
long been resolved by the industrial revolution. Today 
the United States is a highly, developed industrial civil
ization and "two social classes, at bottom shaped by the 
very nature of capitalism, determine the form and con
tent of the system as a whole „ These are the ruling
class and the working class. Since the 1930's the ruling 
class has been made up of those who control American 
monopolies and oligopolies and who, through this control, 
have dominated the American scene.5°

2®Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, No. 1 (1951), p. 14.
29Ibid., p. 16.
-^Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of U.. S. Foreign 

Policy, p. 6.
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This is the basic picture, too simple to be of 

much analytic values Probing deeper, Sweezy finds that 
the working class and the ruling class each are cores 
around which revolve conglomerations of fringes. - “The 
core of the ruling class is made up of big capitalists 
(or, more generally, -big property-owners, though the 
distinction is not very important since most large ag
gregates of property have the form of capital in this 
country today)," and around this core congregate fringes 
of "smaller property-owners, government and business 
executives (insofar as they are not big owners in their 
own right), professionals, and so on . „ „ ." The core 
of the working class is the traditional city proletariat 
of Marxist literature, "wage laborers who have no produc
tive property . . beyond the sweat of their brows.
The fringes surrounding this class are the "petit 
bourgeoisie, in the original sense of the term"; "indepen
dent producers (artisans and small farmers)
"petty traders," "small shopkeepers and providers of

' 3 1services In short, persons who today are com
monly thought of as members of the lower middle class.

In addition to the two basic classes "there are 
a variety of types which stand somewhere between the 
capitalists and the workers and cannot easily be class
ified with either: government and business bureaucrats,

•^Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, Ho. 1 (1951), pp.
16, 14, 16, 14.
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professionals, teachers, journalists, advertising men, 
and so on.11 Functionally, these people fall into a 
separate category and "are often, and not inappropriately, 
called the new middle classes— 'new* because of their
spectacular growth, both absolutely and relatively to

32other classesin the last 75 years or so."
The American middle class fills the "wide so

cial space ..." between the lower fringes of the 
ruling class and the upper fringes of the working class. 
This, Sweezy implies, is its basic function. Some of 
its members may control small productive properties or 
be minor owners of the means of production, but funda
mentally Sweezy1s notion of the middle class could be 
considered to be not a class at all. "Indeed we might 
say that the middle class consists of a collection of 
fringes, and that its social cohesion is largely due to 
the existence in all of its elements of a desire to be ' 
in the ruling class above it and to avoid being in the 
working class below it." The middle class "has no solid 
core, and it shades off irregularly (and differently in
different localities) into the fringes of the class above

55it and the class below it."-
"Finally, there are what are usually called de

classed elements--bums, gamblers, thugs, prostitutes, and

jCbid. , pp. 14, 14-15. 
-̂ Ibid., p. 16.
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the like— who are not recognized in the official statis
tics hut who nevertheless play an important role in cap
italist society, especially in its political life,"̂ "̂
These people have a function which affects the class 
system, but, in a sense, they live outside of it.

This is Sweezy’s general formulation of the class 
structure in the United States. But there are two addi
tional elements which are vital to his view of America, 
elements which might conceivably be considered additional 
classes, though Sweezy does not treat them as such. The 
first of these is the "nouveau riche Americanus.11 ̂  Not 
clearly defined, the nouveaux riches for Sweezy apparently 
are people who have moved from the working or middle class 
to significant control of the means of production and 
substantial wealth— -with assets at least on the millionare 
level— and whose social values are grounded in a crass 
and ostentatious materialism.

The nouveau riche plays a significant role in 
American life. Because wealth alone cannot gain him ac
ceptance into the ruling class<— as G-atsby never realized, 
those who so aspire are "boats against the current, borne 
back ceaselessly into the past"— a nouveau riche "tends

34Ibid., p. 15.
-5%eo Huberman and Paul M.. Sweezy, "Review of 

the Month: The Roots and Prospects of McOarthyism,"
Monthly Review, 7, Ho. 9 (1954), p. 422, .



to be aggressive, unscrupulous, vain; he develops feel
ings of jealousy.and even hatred for the aristocracy 
which refuses to accept him as equal." Such persons are 
ripe for reaction;... "Self-important and yet frustrated, 
craving power and prestige commensurate with his wealth, 
longing to humiliate the snobs who don't appreciate his 
true value, the nouveau riche finds a natural outlet in 
political support of a movement which is simultaneously 
reactionary, brutal, vulgar— and shows signs of succeed
ing, Though McCarthy had support throughout society, 
his real backing came from the nouveaux riches. Unlike 
previous right-wing movements in America, McOarthyism
nearly attained national power because it was underwrit- 

37ten by wealth, wealth that could buy the people and 
the media necessary for the big smear and the big lie; 
the wealth of the nouveau riche. "The characteristic 
qualities and attitudes of the nouveau riche j/Swee.zy. 
concludes/ dispose him toward fascism in the present-day 
capitalist environment."^®

Another element in the American system which

36Ibid., pp. 423, 423-424.
37Ibid», pp. 421-425. .
Particularly, Sweezy points out, that of newly 

wealthy oil millionaires, Ibid., p. 422, C.f., Sweezy's 
analysis of McOarthyism with a similar interpretation by 
Peter Vierick, "The Few American Right," Arizona Quarterly, 
XII, Fo. 3, (1956), pp. 197-212.

Sweezy, Monthly Review, V, Fo. 9 (1954), p. 423.



58
seems to incorporate class qualities is the military 
establishment. On this subject, Stteezy vacillates. At 
times he sees the military as a nearly autonomous class 
posing a great threat to the liberal and democratic in
stitutions remaining from the days of free enterprise.
On other occasions he depicts it as a mere appendage of 
the ruling class, its potential danger blown-up and over
popularized.

In 1950 Sweezy argued that "a large military 
machine in a capitalist society tends to acquire a cer
tain measure of independence, to develop a professional 
interest in waging war, and to acquire influential allies 
and spokesmen in certain sectors of the ruling class.
Such a process /he felt was/ . , . now under way on an 
unprecedented scale in the United States.” The danger 
it posed was "very real and will in all probability grow

*XQwith the military machine itself,"
Sweezy thought this machine quite capable of 

developing its own ideology and infecting society with 
it. For instance,"the doctrine of preventive war does 
not arise directly and spontaneously from the interests 
of American Big Business. The more sober spokesmen of 
the ruling clas8--people who are in no sense opposed to 
the war-preparations economy in general-~are fully aware 
that it is a doctrine which, if put into practice, would

•^sweezy, Monthly Review, II, Ho. 7 (1950), p. 3 4 3.
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result In irreparable disaster for world capitalism.11 
Yet, the idea of preventive war had gained dangerous 
popularity in the public mind, and it was in the mili
tary that the roots of these "ominous tendencies . . . 
could be found„ If the ruling class is indeed unable to 
control the side-effects of its own ideology, and pre
ventive-war sentiment becomes dominant, serious questions 
might be raised about Sweezyf s concept of a ruling class 
that does not really rule, but is overrun by a military 
class or faction.

However, ten years later Sweezy*s view of the 
military has become more consistent with his general 
conception of the American class system. It is true, he 
rescinds to 0. Wright Mills in 1960, that for fifteen 
years the ruling class has "accepted, nay created and 
sold through all the media of mass communications a '‘mili
tary definition of reality* . . , ." It is equally true 
that "for this purpose, they have lavishly subsidized and 
encouraged the military, which . . . has . . . grown 
vastly in size . . . . "  But to conclude from this that 
the armed forces are becoming non-subservient to the ru
ling class is to seriously misunderstand the essence of 
the American system, "The picture of 'warlords* exer
cising a 'military ascendancy' is fanciful; our warlords

40Idem.



have no fundamental values or purposes different from
41those of their corporate colleagues . . in the

ruling class.
In this later view Swe.ezy sees the American mili

tary as fundamentally disinterested in attaining autono
mous power. In fact "the crowning achievement of a mili
tary career today is.the board chairmanship of a billion- 
dollar corporation.11 Military leadership "has become the 
most loyal defender and promoter of the ‘free-enterprise1 
system" and the functions of high-ranking officers are 
"virtually indistinguishable ..." from those of top- 
level corporate executives. America has

nothing even approaching a unified military 
order or caste seeking to impose its "mili
tary metaphysics" on the nation. The most 
famous of our "warlordsPresident Eisen
hower, is now the most peaceful of our in
fluential politicians; while our most 
strident "militarists" are civilian Sena
tors Symington and Jackson whose closest 
affiliations would seem to be with the , 
multi-billion-dollar aircraft industry.

According to Sweezy’s most recent analysis, the military
is a highly-paid errand boy of the ruling class; its
role is to support and perpetrate the policies and ideology
of America's rulers.

Because it lies at the core of the American

^1Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or 
Ruling Olass?, p. 2?. ' *"

42Ibid., pp. 27-28, 27, 28.



condition, the ruling class in monopoly capitalism is 
the central focus of Sweezy‘s analyses and polemics; more 
than any other aspect of the American system this class 
captures his attention and interest. Certainly the in
separable factors of the internal structure of the ruling 
class and its functional realities are vital ingredients 
in his doctrine of social change. Though evidence is 
sparse, what is known must be utilized.

In Sweezy's view, the local ruling classes un
covered by sociological research are actually interrelated 
parts of a national ruling class. But these parts are 
not all equal in influence and power.. There exists in 
fact "a hierarchy of upper crusts which has a fairly def
inite organizational structure, including lines of author
ity from leaders to followers."̂  At the bottom of this 
hierarchy are the ruling classes of small towns, moving 
up through the ruling classes' of smaller cities to those 
of a few very large cities. These last constitute the 
leadership of the national ruling class.

Very small communities can be eliminated;from 
this picture, and even towns of five and ten thousand 
include very few members of the national ruling class. 
Persons born to this class prefer cities and proportion
ately more of them are found here than in towns. Moreover

^Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, Ho. 2 (1951), p. 58
jiltIbid., p. 59.
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Hthose who live in smaller cities look up to and seek
guidance from and actually follow those who live in large

45cities.11 This hierarchical pattern, Sweezy adds, con
tinues on an,international scale within the capitalist 
orbit, but again this aspect is not. explored.

In towns and small cities ruling-class repre
sentatives are easily identified and the population is 
acutely aware of who they are.

You can always tell such a representative. 
Typically, he is a man "of independent
means"; he went to a good college; he has
connections and spends considerable time 
in the state capital and/or the nearest 
big city; he takes his family for part 
of the year to a resort where it can 
enjoy the company of its social equals.
And, most important of all, he is a per
son of unquestioned prestige and authority 
in his own community: he is, so to speak,
a local lieutenant of the ruling class.46 ■
Ruling-class members in large cities are not so

noticeable, but their power is substantially greater.
Oities such as San Francisco, Cleveland, Chicago, and
Boston function as regional capitals of the ruling class.
The ruling classes of these cities are the locus of
authority for their region and set the pattern for other
members of the ruling class living within it.

Regionalism within the ruling class is relatively
new. Rot long ago it would probably have been accurate
to say that the ruling classes of the larger cities

45Idem. 
46■ Idem.
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followed the lead of Hew York, and to some extent this
may still be the case, "At any rate this is the kernel
of truth in the Wall Street theory." But Sweezy1s"own
guess, for what it is worth, is

that economic and political change in the 
last thirty years (especially changes in 
the structure and function of the banking 
system and the expansion of the economic 
role of the state) have reduced the rela
tive importance of New York to a marked 
degree, and that today it is more accurate 
to describe New York as primus inter pares 
rather than as the undisputed leader of 
all the rest.4-7

The structure of the American ruling class is currently
characterized by regional capitals.

Sweezy is particularly concerned with techniques
of ruling-class control. In economic matters, he argues,
"its members either directly occupy the positions in ,
the economy where the key decisions are made or, if they
don't occupy these positions themselves, they hire and
fire those who do." And in politics, regardless of the
American fiction that a broad range of interests are
represented in government, ruling-class personnel "either
directly occupy the key positions (largely true in the
higher judiciary and the more honorific legislative jobs,
increasingly true in the higher administrative jobs), or
they finance and thus indirectly control the political
parties which are responsible for staffing and managing

47Idem.



64
aqthe routine business of government„"

The political role of the ruling class has become 
more overt in recent years: "prior to the Great Depres
sion and World War II, the' corporate rich left politi
cal and military matters largely (though by no means ex
clusively) in the control of hired hands and trusted 
agents; but since the highly dangerous economic brealc-
.down of the 30's, the Big Boys have increasingly taken

49over the key positions themselves." The present flood
■ of scions of established families into political office
lends support to Sweezy's contention.

An American ruling class, totally homogeneous
and without "divisions and conflicts . . ."is not one
of Sweezy's assumptions. Indeed, he perceives within
this class numerous splits and factions.

Aside from more or less accidental rival
ries and feuds, the divisions within the 
ruling class are of several kinds: re
gional (based on economic differences 
and buttressed by historical traditions, 
and memories— the Worth-South division is 
the clearest example of this kind); in
dustrial (for example, coal capitalists 
vs. oil capitalists); corporate (for 
example, General Motors vs. Ford); dy
nastic (for example, Duponts vs. Mellons); 
political (Republicans vs. Democrats); 
and ideological (reactionaries vs. liberals). 50
The lines of these divisions are irregular and

/^Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or 
Ruling Class?, p. 27.

5°Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, Ho. 2 (1951), p. 63.
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constantly shifting. They do not lend themselves to 
simple analysis, and they 11 introduce elements of in
determinancy and instability into the behavior of the 
ruling class and make of capitalist politics something 
more than a mere puppet show staged for the benefit 
(and obfuscation) of the man in the street.1 Conflicts 
within the ruling class are real; they are deeply felt 
and bitterly fought.

Blit, Sweezy warns, their depth must not be exag
gerated. At bottom, these warring factions are united. 
"Overshadowing all these divisions is their common in
terest in preserving and strengthening a system which 
■guarantees their wealth and privileges. In the event 
of a real threat to the system, there are no longer .class 
differences— only class traitors, and they are few and 
far between.The ruling-class depiction of Franklin 
D. Roosevelt is a good illustration of Sweezy"s point. ■

Drawn together from a variety of local and re
gional ruling classes, split by divisions and factions, 
the American ruling class nevertheless demonstrates 
terrific cohesion in its perceptions and ideology. This 
is primarily due to the fact that "the ruling-class 
hierarchy is not based solely on personal or family

5^Idem.
52lbld.~, p. 64.



relations /but/ . . . is bulwarked and buttressed by a 
massive network of institutional relations.

Among the most important of these bulwarks “are 
the corporate giants with divisions9 branches, and sub
sidiaries reaching out to all corners of the country."
The outstanding example of such a giant is the American .
Telephone and Telegraph Company, all the more powerful

54because its operations permeate the nation, and, Sweezy 
might add, the entire capitalist sphere. Within A. T.
& T. great pressure is placed upon large owners and 
upper-level managers to conform to ruling-class mores 
and expectations— it is a self-policing mechanism in 
which the price of non-conformity is expulsion. The 
same pattern prevails in lesser corporations. National 
business associations play a similar role in creating 
and enforcing cohesion. These are not as significant 
a force as the corporations where a person's position and 
income are directly involved, but the difference is merely 
one of degree.

The press and other mass media are also major 
institutions of ruling-class solidarity. “To be sure, 
not all organs of the press figure here: the great ma
jority „ , . are instruments for controlling the lower 
classes," but there are certain media which articulate

53Ibid., p. 59.
54Ibid., pp. 59, 59-60.
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.the ideology of the ruling class for the ruling classe

The soljder kind of newspaper (of which 
the Uew York Times is,of course, the 
prototype), the so-called quality maga
zines, the "business and technical jour
nals, the high-priced newsletters and 
dope sheets /are all/ .. . . designed 
primarily for the ruling class and are 
tremendously important in guiding and 
shaping its thinking..

Sweezy is not suggesting that a handful of publishers 
determine the content of ruling-class ideas. These are 
the product" of class•position as influenced by culture 
and historical tradition. But he does take the view 
that certain publications "standardize and propagate, 
the ideas in such a way that the entire ruling class 
■lives on a nearly uniform intellectual diet."55 Beyond 
the strict limits of this diet little is absorbed or di
gested.

The major political parties are. another insti
tutional support for ruling-class homogeniety. But par
ties are really a minor factor here. "Their main function 
is quite different, namely, to provide the channels through
which the ruling class manipulates and controls the lower

56 ' ■ ■classes." Election campaigns in today's America may 
seem to involve meaningful social issues,1 but in fact 
they reflect nothing more than the clash of two personal
ities, both of whom share the same outlook with, perhaps,

55ibid., p. 60.
56Idem.
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minor variations„ Moreovers the American people are so 
saturated with ruling-class ideology that a candidate 
who fails to pluck the chords of the cold war has almost 
no chance of election. "Under present circumstances, 
this biennial ritual seems . . .  to have become little 
more than an aspect of an elaborate and complex process 
which has no other purpose than that of giving the ap
pearance of political power to the people while reserv-

57ing the reality to a small property-owning class."
The vehicles of this hoax are the major parties; "com
pared to this function, their role within the ruling 
class is of quite secondary significance."

By far the most important cohesive institution 
in ruling-class America is "the mechanism by which the 
class passes its ideology on from one generation to the 
next".— the educational system. Here the family is 
directly and fundamentally involved because the factors 
of education and intermarriage are inseparable. "Ruling- 
class families are jealous protectors and indoctrinators
of ruling-class ideology; the public school system

\

faithfully reflects it and even, contrary to popular be-, 
liefs, fosters class distinctions; and private prepara
tory schools and colleges finish the job of dividing the

57Leo Huberman'and Paul M, Sweezy, "Review of the 
Month; Post-Blection Thoughts," Monthly-Review, X, Ho.
8, (1958), p. 289. —

58Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, Ho. 2 (1951), p. 60.
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59ruling-class young from their compatriots0"

The fact that a considerable number of working 
and middle-class children attend the "right" preparatory 
schools,'colleges, and universities should not cloud the 
issue; a ruling class always seeks to recruit "the ablest 
elements of the lower classes into its service and often 
into its rankso" Sweezy does not elaborate the reasons 
for this, but they clearly involve decadence and loss of 
power due to in-breeding, the draining off of potential 
revolutionary leadership, and the simple fact that the 
ruling class may not produce enough talented offspring to 
handle the reins of power6 Education "is probably the 
most important /method of recri#ing/ 0 „ 0 in the United 
States today, having replaced the older method by which 
the abler lower-class young people worked their way 
directly up in the business w o r l d . T h e  attractions 
of status and wealth are strong and there is little to 
prevent the conversion of hardly class-conscious members 
of the lower classes into loyal fringes of the upper 
class. To those in the ruling class, of course, such 
new talent is always nouveau riche; real acceptance is 
an honor reserved for future generations.

This is Sweezy11 s portrayal of a system whose

Ibid., p. 61.
6°Idem,
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expansive forces are petering out;̂  ̂whose rulers must 
grapple with the continuing threat of depression while 
defensively protecting their world holdings in the face
of "a young, vigorous, and.rapidly expanding international

62socialist system."' The class leaders of America have 
tied its destiny to the cold war and a perennial arms 
race; to brain-washing the public into believing that 
domination has not replaced competition and that free 
enterprise still prevails; to the suppression of consti
tutional freedoms in the persecution of "Communist sub
versives" who, with Orwell, cannot agree that two plus 
two is five, and who dare to raise Lasswell's questions 
of who gets what, when, and how. If the trend to fascism 
is to be replaced by social change, for Sweezy, such 
change must revolve around the facts of class reality 
as they are currently manifested in the American system.

61Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of U. S. Foreign 
Policy, p. 28.

Sweezy, Monthly Review, 111,1. Ho. 2, (1951), p. 63.



CHAPTER III

SOCIAL CHANGE: CURRENT FORCES

The foundation of Sweezy* s doctrine of social 
change is his interpretation of dialectical materialism. 
Through the use of this method, he argues, it becomes 
clear that "social reality is the historical process 
. . it is possible not only to comprehend "the

*Jactuality of historical development . . . ," but more 
specifically, to understand "the underlying laws of

Ohapitalism" by searching out their"roots in the mode 
of production . . , .11 As Marx pointed out, dialectical 
materialism is an attempt "'to lay bare the economic law 
of motion of modern society* . . . .

At the core of dialectical materialism is a 
cosmological system built on the presupposition of con
tinual motion and development. Failure to grasp the 
essential validity of this presupposition leads to a 
paucity of insight into social change and causes men

1Sweezy, Theory of Capitalist Development, pp. 20,
supra, p.,2, 15.

2

-̂ Sweezy, Theory of Capitalist Development, pp,
15, 12.

2Sweezy, Monthly Review, II, No. 7 (1950), p. 358,
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to accept static and distorted notions about their own 
times. "It is a characteristic feature of non-Marxian 
thought that it can comprehend the transitory character 
of all earlier social orders, while this same critical 
faculty fails when it is a question of the capitalist 
system itself.11 "To the Marxist, on the other hand, 
the specific historical (i.e. transitory) character of 
capitalism is a major premise. In addition, Marx 
and Engels perceived that "each form of society was 
related to the one that went before and to the one that 
came after, and yet each had its own peculiar structure 
and hence its own laws and tendencies,

The process of social change is rooted in the 
forces of production and is dialectical in form. The 
Hegelian rejection of Aristotle's law that a thing can
not at the same time be itself and its opposite has a • 
great influence on Sweezy1s thought; social and material 
conditions are presupposed to contain within themselves 
the seeds of their opposites or contradictions. For 
Hegel, anything in the material or social world both is 
and is not at precisely the same time; it remains intact 
while constantly moving towards its own contradiction, 
and to the extent that it changes, it is no longer what

4Ibid., pp. 21, 22.
"’Paul M. Sweezy, "Origins of Present Day Socialism, 

Science and Society, XII,-No. 1 (1948), p. 80.
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it was, but has become something else. Because of this, 
physical and social realities are said to be both them
selves and their opposites, and are typified by internal 
conflict. As development proceeds this conflict becomes 
increasingly apparent. For instance, Sweezy points out, 
the development of capitalism has been so effective in 
socializing the means of production, its own success is 
the greatest obstacle to its continued existence. "Cap
italism has created productive forces that can only be 
maintained and further developed under socialism."^

Social transition is thus a reaction to stimuli; 
the forces of contradiction reacting against the condi
tions from which they derived. Eventually, the clash 
between the original conditions, the thesis, and the 
forces of contradiction, the antithesis, produces a syn
thesis in which what is undesirable has been refined 
out and the best of what has gone before is retained.
This in turn becomes the new thesis, and so the process 
of change and improvement moves on.

Throughout social history the most significant 
forms of theses and antitheses have been social classes, 
and the form of conflict between them has been the class 
struggle. When the second stage of socialism is achieved

^Dobb and Sweezy, Science and Society, XVII, Ho, 
2, (1953), p. 163.
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the class struggle will cease because men will have ar
rived at a classless society, and the overwhelming misery 
and dispair caused by this struggle since man emerged as 
a social being will disappear along with it. Dialectical 
transitions in the social and physical realms will con
tinue, but in more positive and creative forms; forms \ 
which focus on the refinement of mankind's potential hu
man capacities, Men will be freed to deal with problems 
of personal growth and development.

The material side of Sweezy1s dialectical mater
ialism is based on his presupposition that human ideas 
are rooted in the material conditions of life. He does 
not accept the position of ethical materialism, or ego
ism, that the object of every human desire is the attain
ment of pleasure and the avoidance of pain, and that 
people accordingly organize their lives to maximize 
pleasure and minimize pain. Instead he assumes that 
people have both egoistic^and non-egoistic motives and 
that these motives derive from material factors, an as
sumption which places his work in the category of his-

7torieal materialism.
Material needs, Sweezy implies, are primary needs. 

Conceptualizations in response to these may become psycho
logical or secondary needs. In terms of sociological

^C X , Sidney Hook, Towards the Understanding of 
Karl Marx; A Revolutionary InterpretatTon^[Hewr̂ rorkTThe 
John Day Company, 19331, p. TW 7 ■
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significance 9 primary needs are first order phenomena; 
secondary needs are phenomena of second and third order; 
they are snperstructures built on the foundations of 
material existence9 reflections of reality and reflections 
of reflections* Admittedly, commitments to second and 
third order needs often supersede primary needs„ Much 
of human history demonstrates that men suffer and die for 
philosophic and ideological causes in defiance of their 
material well-being* But the etiologies of these causes 
are found in the material needs and conditions of man
kind ; the most profound historical shifts come here *

To a large extent, men. are trapped by the con
ditions of their existence; even their perceptions of 
social reality are culturally determined interpretations* 
Beople see what they have been acculturated to see* They 
act as they have been taught to act* Their lives are a 
series of reactions to environmental stimuli* But 
Sweezy1s thought is not grounded in a super-organic no
tion of historical will; social and political events do 
not unfold in dialectical progression regardless of what 
human beings freely think and do* Historical development, 
social and political change, partially result from human 
will and action* Only animals are trapped by conditions; 
men, to an extent, transform them*®

®For an insightful discussion which develops 
Engels1 argument that the principal difference between 
human beings and animals is that animals can only collect 
their environment while human beings are capable, to an 
extent, of transforming it, see„ V* J* McGill, "Dialectical 
Materialism and Recent Philosophy," Science and Society*
71, lo* 1 (1942), pp* 150-163,
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fhe preeess ©f seeial eiiange „ 0 » is 
not purely mechanical£ it is rather the
produet of human aetlons hut action which
is definitely limited by the kind of 
society in which it has its roots» efMen 
make their own history9M Marx wrote g "but 
they do not make it Just as they please? 
they do not make it under circumstances 
chosen by themselves9 but under circum
stances directly found, given and trans
mitted from the past/*

The social milieu both circumscribes and makes possible
areas of action* Change results, in part, from the logic
of conditions, and in part, from men’s knowledge of the
potentialities for change within these conditions and
their willingness to act upon them* "Society both is

9changing and, within limits, can be changed."
The stress in Sweezy1s polemical writings is on 

human forces of change or contradiction. Its focus, for 
instance, is on the fact that capital’s need for in
dustrial labor has led to the creation of an ineipiently 
organised class of wage-workers, the proletariat, which 
is one force of contradiction within the capitalist 
system, and aims at moving this class to significant 
activity,, Sweezy1 s notion of the dialectic in social 
history stresses the element of men choosing to act 
against conditions set by other men, conditions which 
themselves have made the discontents strong enough to 
pose a threat to the established order.
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Every culture contains seeds of stability and 
seeds of change— there is constant pressure in each 
direction, Gonditions may develop to a point where so
cial transition is possible, but it can only be achieved

1 0through human will and action, To the extent that
change does "not come automatically , = , , not as the
result of the blind decrees of fate /but only/ , , „ as
the result of the conscious, organized activity of work-

11ing people, the vast majority of mankind," it is neces
sary to know as much as possible about these conditions—  
about the possibilities for change and the limits of 
these possibilities— in order to take effective and mean
ingful action. Such knowledge is best gained through 
systems analysis on a national scale, Those who espouse 
social change and ignore this kind of analysis, do so at 
the peril of their own cause,

From his analysis of the American system, Sweezy 
finds that American life is dominated by the position 
and ideology of the ruling class; that social, transition 
depends upon the removal of this class from power; and 
that if such removal does not take place the system will 
continue its present tendency toward fascism. He therefore

0,f,, Hook, Towards the Understanding of Earl 
Marx, pp; 82-83»

11Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Hite or 
Ruling Glass?, p, 10,



focuses on the possibilities of dissipating the power 
of the ruling class in the hope of eventually bringing 
about fundamental changes in the system which this class 
has built = SweezyVs doctrine of social change argues 
for a new system of human relations based on the intro
duction of socialism,

fhe traditions and culture of a system have a
significant effect on the manner of bringing about social
change within that system, wIt is not essential, in fact
it is wrong, to assume that the transition to socialism
will be exactly the same in all countries undergoing the

12transition from capitalism to socialism," In the so- 
called backward or underdeveloped nations, for example, 
social change must be accompanied by at least some violence. 
In these areas the techniques of suppression are so brut
ish and the extent of exploitation so great, nothing 
short of violent upheaval can have much effect— the res
ponse must be in relative proportion to the stimuli,

Ihe first step must be social revolution, 
the throwing off of the incubus of para
sitical ruling classes, and blood-sucking 
foreign imperialisms, fhe second step 
must be sweeping industrial and agricul
tural reforms which will release the 
creative energies of the people and sub
stitute comprehensive planning for the

12Leo Huberman and Paul M, Sweezy, "Freedom 
Under Socialism:. A Comment," Monthly Review, II, Ho, 
8 (1950)., p, 395o'



anarchy and waste of the old order»
Finally$ there must he a huge and sus
tained national effort, involving all 
potentially productive elements of 
society and firmly disciplining those 
who. continue to insist on putting 
their narrow personal interests_ahove 
those of the group as a whole„'5
But suppression of personal freedom, physical 

force, and a call to nationalism are out of place under 
certain conditions<, Those who "have studied history, 
o o o know that there have heen innumerable occasions 
when the forcible overthrow Cf governments has been both 
necessary and unavoidable^ but "no one but idiots 
and comic-book anarchists, with whiskers a mile long 
and bombs under both coattails, preaches violent over
throw of government as a matter of principle o '’ 10 "Marxists 
are unequivocally against the use of force and violence—  
to overthrow governments or for any other purpose„ So 
long as any opportunity for peaceful change exists, they 
are in favor of utilizing it to the maximum possible ex- 
tent o

Sweezy is of the opinion that opportunities for 
peaceful transition exist in the United States* It was, 
he contends, precisely the growth and spread, of Anglo-Saxon

^Sweezy, Monthly Review, III* lo* 12 (1952), p» 393 
14Lee Huberman and Paul M* Sweezy, "Review of the , 

Month: Capitalist Freedom," Monthly Review* III, Ho* 3
(1951), Po 67*

1ĈHuberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review,. I, Ho* 7
(1949), Po 195 o —  --  --—

1 %uberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review* III, Ho* 3
(1951), PPo 66-67o
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legal traditions and the subsequent emergence of politi
cal democracy in certain parts of the world that caused 
Marx to reconsider his argument that all transitions 
from capitalism must be violent, and to adopt the posi
tion that social revolution might be achieved in some 
areas through political processes: "’we know . » . that
special regard must be paid to the institutions, customs, 
and traditions of various lands; and we do not deny that 
there are certain countries, such as the United States
and England, in which /social change can be brought

— 17about/ . . . by peaceful means.’" "The masses have
the vote, and they can use it to influence the policies
of the government and to bring pressure to bear on the

18administration in power,"
Because of this, despite the fact that the 

American people have "the right to revolt and overthrow 
a specific government under particular historical cir
cumstances . . . that "patching up the present system 
is not enough, /and/ that only a profound change in the 
structure of social relations can set the stage for a 
new advance in . . . material and cultural conditions  ̂, .

17Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or 
Ruling Class?, p. BT~

1 qSweezy, "Illusion of the Managerial Revolution," 
Science and Society, VI, Ho. 1 (1942), p. 15.

^Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, I, Ho. 7 
(1949), p. 195.

20Paul M. Sweezy, "John Maynard Keynes," Science
and Society, X, Ho. 4 (1946), p. 405.

.. . 20
9
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Sweezy Is confident that the transition to socialism in 
the United States is possible without violent upheaval, 
nationalistic conformity, and suppression of traditional 
liberties.' Whether this continues to be true depends

p 1upon "the course pursued by the American ruling class" 
and to what extent it is willing to tolerate viable in
stitutions of political change,

The inherent contradictions of monopoly capital
ism, which have brought America to chronic depression, 
the cold-war way of life, and an erosion of personal rights 
gained in the age of free enterprise, "cannot be elimin
ated except through changing the system from one of • 
production for profit to one of productinn for use„"22 
But this is socialism, and American capitalists correctly 
see socialism as endangering their wealth, status, and ' 
power. It is "useless to expect the ruling class to act 
against its own interests . . . , " or what it perceives 
to be its interests, no matter how cogent the argument 
that the long-range benefit of its members, not as rulers 
but as human beings, is best served by doing so. Those 
who rule never take kindly to the suggestion that they 
should cease to do so.

^Huberman-and Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, lo.
3 (1951.)» P, 67. —

ppSweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or 
Ruling Glass?, p. 8.

^Sweezy, Science and Society, XII, Bo. 1 (1948),
P. 76.
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In fact, the American ruling class is so consumed

by immediate self-interest, it cannot even plan ahead
enough to avert a crisis; it can only react when one oe~ 

24eurSo In the event of a serious economic breakdown, 
the stubborn commitments and shortsighted mentality of 
the big capitalists would propel them not toward social
ism but into a fascistie type of state capitalism as a 

25solution<, The multinational corporations could then 
withdraw into militaristic isolation, sit on their capi
tal and underproduce, and control the demands of the 
people through force, purges, and mass patriotic appeals* 
Expanding production in a contracting market would cease 
to be a problem* That this is the total negation of 
capitalism would matter very little to the ruling class*
What would matter is that the ”special rights and privi- 

26leges * * ,.tt of those who now possess them would be 
preserved*

Glearly— a few individual exceptions aside—  
forces of social change cannot emanate from the ruling 
Class* These forces must be found elsewhere in the 
American system, and though at this point violence is 
avoidable they must be prepared for a vicious and pro
tracted struggle for power*

24Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of TJ* S* Foreign 
Policy* pp* 8-9*

26Ibid* o pp* 3©.=>31 *
26Ibid** p* 6*



83
For Sweezy it is apparent "that a fundamental

change /can/ , . . be brought about only by those who
/ar^/ . . . the special victims of the existing order,

27the propertyless working class"; those who control no
forces of production except their own capacity to do
productive labsr„ This class "has a social character

28which is impressed upon it by the act of exchange," 
a character which makes it a fundamental force in the 
battle for socialism, leadership must come from the 
working class, particularly from workers' organizations. 
If there is to be social change in the United States, 
organized labor must fulfill Deb's notion of the union 
movement as a social and.political force for the general 
improvement of human life„ "It is only labor that can 
ultimately transform American society and Americab place 
in the world . . . .

But Sweezy is not unaware of realities, nor does 
he wish to ignore them. He knows that Deb's view has 
had little success in the United States. He understands 
that American labor has accepted the Uomperian argument 
for bread-and-butter unionism, for concentrating on wages 
and working conditions, for getting a slice of the pie

^-Sweezy, Science and Society, XII, Ho. 1 (1948),
p. 76.

28Sweezy, Theory of Capitalist Development, p. 27.
29Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, X, Ho. 8

(1958), p. 293.
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of profit; that it has shied- away from political action 
and positions which might offend the ideology of the ruling 
class.

In capitalist systems, Sweezy points out, people 
learn to identify the public interest with their private 
interests„ The only ones who escape this conditioning are 
members of revolutionary groups and classes,who, be
cause they are class conscious, cannot be tricked into 
accepting it. Wage laborers in the United States should 
constitute such a class. But the American labor movement 
has secumbed to capitalist acculturation; it is not class 
conscious'’5’ and thereby unaware of its real interests;""* 
it pursues immediate goals with no concern for the larger 
social picture; it has become an integral part of the 
capitalist system, acting like all other capitalists in 
the continual quest for profit.

The result is that unions in America have great 
political potential and little political power, the least, 
Sweezy might add, of any unions in the Western world. 
Objective American conditions are ripe for left-wing 
politics, but the subjective conditions within organized 
labor, the necessary core of such politics, are not; the

-^Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of U. S. Foreign 
Policy, p. 8.

*Supra, p. 19.
*&*$«•Ibid., p. 11, n. 5, p. 19.
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31will to act is missing, "Politics are concerned with

power, and it is a simple fact that in this sense there
is no such thing as left-wing politics in this country 

32today": American labor is not a force to be reckoned
with; it has sold its political role for a series of 
minor concessions. As a result, party politics are fun
damentally meaningless, and "the United States, the most 
advanced capitalist country in the world, may be the 
last country to enter the socialist epoch”; indeed, 
"there is no assurance that it will arrive"-^ at:.all. 
America may instead become an authoritarian police state 
in which all avenues of peaceful transition are blocked, 
If this happens, Sweezy1s argument that contradictions 
occur in proportion to the stimulus suggests that only 
wide-spread armed revolution could than overthrow the 
domination of the ruling class.

In part, the political anemia of the American 
union movement is rooted in the open frontier and ex
panding economy of the nineteenth century. The continent 
was ripe for development and free enterprise was the 
most efficient way to seize the opportunity— the'market

-^Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, X, Ho. 8 
(1958), pp. 290-291.

32Ibid., p. 293.
35Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, Ho.

7 (1951), p. 219. -- -- -------
34Sweezy and Huberman, Theory Of U. S. Foreign

Policy, p. 30.
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was open to anyone with initiative and little else„
Accordingly,,

a rising material standard of living-- 
together with relatively considerable, 
though now declining, opportunities for 
individual workers to rise in the class 
structure— goes a long way toward ac
counting for the weakness of the American 
socialist movement. It has had a large 
share in shaping the psychology of the 
American worker; it helps to explain the 
character of our labor movement.35

The possibility of being a worker one day and a boss the 
next created a lack of class consciousness within Ameri
can labor. This has become traditional. Workers do 
not think of themselves as workers on a permanent basis-- 
instead they identify with the capitalist class or the 
amorphous middle class— classes above them to which they 
aspire. As free enterprise matures into monopoly capi
talism the chances of becoming an entrepreneur dim, but 
old myths continue to prevail.

Another reason for the failure of American labor • 
to "'.fulfill its potential as a force for social change is 
the seeming inability of its leadership to grasp the facts

^^Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, No.
7 (1951), p. 217. For a similar but more extensive 
analysis of American socialism, c.f., Daniel Bell, "The 
Background and Development of Marxian Socialism in the 
United States,11 Socialism and American Life, eds. Donald 
Drew Egbert and Stow Persens, Vol. iHTSvols.); ^Princeton 
Studies in American Civilization," No. 4;. Princeton, New 
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1952), pp. 213-405.



of the twentieth century, especially the implications 
of America's entrance into the phase of imperialism, 
monopoly, and oligopoly. Hot only is access to the mar
ket closed to all but a very few, but the ruling class 
is no longer bifurcated by national sovereignties. There 
is now one ruling class in the capitalist orbit, its 
leadership composed of these who concurrently own and 
control American corporate and financial institutions. 
Significant social and political realities have become 
international in scope and effect. Under such conditions, 
the working-class position makes it a revolutionary class; 
labor's role should be revolutionary on an international 
scale, albeit non-violent where possible. Only this 
kind of labor movement can achieve the true long-range 
interests of workers in the modern world.

But American union leaders prefer to refight the
xybattles of a hundred years ago, 1 battles which were 

profound in their time, but which have long since been 
substantially won. For minor improvements in wages, hours 
and working conditions, relatively small-scale invest
ment opportunities, and the protection of its now-com
fortable position, the leadership has kept the rank-and- 
file ignorant of their interests and unsophisticated in

•^Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of U. S. Foreign 
Policy, pp. 17-21.

^Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, X, Ho. 8' 
(1958), p. 291.
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techniques of political action. It has deliberately 
downgraded the effectiveness of such action and kept 
labor 11 out of politics”; either as part of an independent 
farm-labor party or as a militant faction within one or 
both of the major parties. It has successfully pre
vented the emergence of unions as a political force in 
American national life, a force for social transition, 
able to represent positions to which the ruling class 
is fundamentally opposed. And, to maintain their inter
nal control and newly-acquired respectability, labor's 
leaders have. purged as ”pro-0ommunist11 those within the 
movement who favored more politically-oriented, mill-, 
tant policies.

Marx, Sweezy argues, felt that labor's growing 
numbers, importance, and discipline under a developing 
capitalism would transform the working class into a 
force for social change. He realized that for this to 
happen, workers had to organize into a political move
ment, and assuming, men to be basically rational, had no 
doubt that they would. But Marx underrated the capacity 
of the working man to, in Sandburg's phrase, "be tricked 
and sold and again sold both by his own lead
ership and by the ruling class of which it aspires to 
become a fringe. However, the facts as Marx perceived 
them remain the same: to become a force in American
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society labor must develop a "militant organization along

*zQIndustrial-union lines . „ ."; workers must identify 
themselves as workers with a political function to per
form.

For a while militance did exist in the American 
labor movement, especially with the rise of the 0.I.0. 
in the 1930's. In 1945 the 0.1.0. joined the World 
Federation of Trade Unions; "here was a new and impor
tant step toward uniting the workingmen of all countries. 
Workers were at last beginning' to see what their em
ployers had long.ago seen and acted upon— the need for 
international solidarity.Left-wing politics were 
beginning to take form in the United States.

But in the post-war years reaction took hold. A 
civil war broke out within the 0.1.0. and for a short 
time the'organization functioned as a two party system, 
the majority supporting Truman and the Democrats against 
the militancy of the left-wing unions.21'0 With the rise 
of cold-war ideology, non-conformity became intolerable, 
and to gain a semblance of acceptance by the ruling class 
the majority began to tyrannize the minority. The mili
tants were painted with the brush of the big lie; labeled

38Leo Huberman and Paul M. Sweezy, "Review of 
the Month: Oivil War in the 0.I.0.," Monthly Review, I,
Wo. 2 (1949), p. 33.

-̂ Idem.
4QIbid., pp. 33-34,
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as "red" they were driven out of the labor movement, Re
lieved of its embarassing left-wing, the majority lead
ership, now themselves members of the middle class, began

41to grow fat on the job, periodically making the cold-war 
noises expected of all decent citizens of monopoly capi
talism.^

Little has since, occurred to counteract the ten
dency of organized labor toward complacent flabbiness. 
nonetheless, Sweezy assumes, men are capable of performing 
the act of will necessary to rationally perceive their 
interests and act in accord with "right reason." Workers, 
if provided with facts and leadership, will realize that 
an economy of chronic depression which can only survive 
through the perennial threat of war; a society in which 
an overwhelming share of status and wealth accrues to a 
small class by accident of birth; a politics dominated 
by the power of this same class, and epitomized by iner
tia, alienation, and fear, does not constitute a system 
which operates for.'their benefit. As the contradictions 
of capitalism grow more severe; as underemployment becomes 
perennial and the power of monopolies more apparent, the 
American working class should be able to fully see its

4lIbid., p. 34.
"One of the principal "cold warriors" on the 

current national scene is George Heaney, President of 
the A.F.L.-O.I.O. It might even be suggested that Heaney 
has parlayed this position into a career.
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interests and pursue them as a unified political force 
That so far it has not done so is a tribute to the ef
ficiency with which the ruling class and labor's own 
leadership have kept workers unaware of reality and pre
occupied with the Soviet 11 threat" to what little they 
do possess. It is a tribute to the depth of the infection 
of MeOarthyism in the affairs of the United States.

What is needed in labor is a diversity of views. 
Within the internationals local and industrial voices 
should be heard, "The principle of autonomy, especially 
in political matters, has always been sacred in the Ameri
can trade union movement." This principle must be rein
stated and made viable. Upon its future rest consequences 
which go far beyond the immediate condition of organized 
labor.

Union autonomy is the ground on which the 
battle will be fought, but at bottom the 
question is whether the American working 
class is to have the organizational free
dom to develop its own policies in its 
own interests, or whether it is to be 
cribbed and confined by an American ver
sion of a labor front which serves the 
interests of the capitalists the more 
efficiently because its leaders do so 
willingly „v3

Monolithic, authoritarian tendencies, rampant in the

^2Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or 
Ruling Class?, p. 10.

^Huberman and Sweezy, "Review of the Month: 
Civil War in the CIO," Monthly Review, I, Wo. 2 (1949), 
pp. 34, 35.
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unions as they are throughout the country have to be 
challenged and reversed if the labor movement, the politi
cal arm of the working class, is to realize its tremendous 
potential as a force for social transition.

Sweezy doubts that the loose collection of fringes 
which constitute the American middle class can ever be
come a force for positive social change. Indeed; the 
most likely impulse of this class as a whole is toward 
corporate conformity and acquiescence to monopolistic 
rule„ Yet programs of political reform in which the mid
dle class plays a central role, programs such as the Hew 
Deal, lend weight to the struggle for social change. 
Clearly

Roosevelt and the Hew D'&al represent capi
talism if by that is meant that they stand 
ready to protect the general structure of 
capitalist property relations. This is so 
commonly taken for granted that it is 
rarely explicitly mentioned. But within 
the limits imposed by this obligation,
Roosevelt and the Hew Deal represents a 
great deal more than capitalists; they 
also represent workers, farmers, profes
sionals, intellectuals, etc.^
These limits, however, are severe, Socialists

should not lean too heavily on Hew Deal-type programs
which mistakedly assume that control of distribution can

^Sweezy, "Illusion of the Managerial Revolution,"
Science and Society, VI, Ho. 1 (1942), pp. 14-15.
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be effectively separated from control of production, and 
that social and political change can be achieved by man
ipulating distribution and letting production alone„
Such programs can be looked to for aid, but not leader
ship.

But, more fundamentally, middle-class mentality 
is acculturated to a particular set of what Scharr has 
termed "core values."'' The most important of these is 
economic profit, and all legislation, no matter how demo
cratic its intention, must cohform to this value.^ Demo
crats and Republicans, "and that includes just about 
everybody who amounts to anything in both major parties 
. . . ,”̂  are committed to monopoly capitalism and the 
ideology which seeks to preserve it. Hew Dealers, Fair 
Dealers, and other middle-class reformers are no excep
tions. Consequently, they cannot truly come to grips 
with chronic depression and unemployment, the cold war, 
encroachments on civil rights and liberties, the politi
cal alienation of the majority, and other symptoms of

"’‘"Scharr defines core values as a complex of 
values and attitudes reposing at the center of any society 
which is regarded by the inhabitants as superior to pos
sible options, John H. Scharr, Loyalty in America (Berkeley 
and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1957),
P. 31 e

45Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of IT. S. Foreign 
Policy, p. 8.

46Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, I, Ho. 10
(1950), p. 290.
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monopoly domination/' They cannot create a welfare 
state because it would threaten the social and political 
power of the ruling class. The best they can offer are 
stop-gap solutions. They can only tinker with the machine 
because they dare not tamper with the fundamental causal 
factor of present American conditions, the nature of 
capitalist class relations. They cannot, or will not, 
realize that class society and democracy are mutually 
exclusive.

Moreover, middle-class based reform programs have 
certain negative effects on the possibilities for real 
social transition. Forces of. change are drained off by 
"directing the discontent.of the masses into relatively 
safe reformist channels." Programs of social reform 
dissipate working-class threats to the capitalist system 
and thereby help maintain it: to this extent, the long-
range result of these programs is to serve the interests

"For views which see greater possibilities for 
social change in the middle class, c.f., Maurice Dobb, 
"Review of Paul M. Sweezy, The Theory of Capitalist De
velopment; Principles of Marxian Political Economy %Few 
York: Oxford University Press, 19̂ 2)«" Science and
Society, VII, Ho, 3 (1943), p. 274, who argues that 
Sweezy sees the middle class as more homogeneous and 
necessarily reactionary than it really is; Arthur M. 
Schlesinger, Jr., The Vital Center; The Politics of 
Freedom (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 19497, es
pecially chap. vii, "The Restoration of Radical Herve," 
pp. 131-156, and chap, viii, "The Revival of American - 
Radicalism,” pp. 157-188; and Mario Einaudi, The Roosevelt 
Revolution (Hew York: Hareourt, Brace and Company, 1959).



47of the rmling class. Most monopolists realize this,
and though a substantial number of them see such programs
as intrusions they would rather destroy but must put up 

48with, "the great majority of the American ruling class,
which doubtless feels tempted from time to time to seek
salvation through fascism, may decide that after all its
best interests are served by Democratic-style fair deals 

„49and cold wars,
But the overall effect of social reform programs 

favors non-violent social change and should be supported 
by those who wish to see the eventual introduction of 
socialism, They whittle away at exploitation, slow down 
the march to fascism, and, since the greater the ex
ploitive practice the fiercer is the resistance to change 
and the more probable is the need for revolution, they 
increase the possibility of peaceful transition. Most 
importantly, such programs activate the potential forces 
of American social changes through them the frustration 
and alienation the majority feels about being politically 
effective is cut into; people become aware that chances

^Sweezy, "Illusion of the Managerial Revolution, 
48 -Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, lo, 2 (1951),

pp, 61-63 o .
^%uberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, V, JTo, 9 

(1954), p, 434,
50Sweezy, Monthly Review, II, Ho, 2 (1950), p, 49 

quoting from Oox, Paste, Glass, and Race, p, 581,-
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for improvement.are real. It is this, and not the legis
lation passed, that members of the ruling class hated 
and still hate about Franklin Roosevelt and the lew Deal, 
“They saw behind the lew Deal that specter which they 
have good reason to dread, an awakened and militant work
ing class,

Above all, Sweezy sees education in the realities 
of politics as the greatest force for social change„ In 
this sense, he is basically, by temperament and inclina
tion, a teacher. He recognizes the tremendous need in 
America for left-wing propaganda to stimulate working-class 
political action. But, he argues, there is as pressing a 
need for education:52 -the desire to act is the vehicle 
of social transition; this desire is limited by environ
mental conditions; it is expanded by a knowledgeable 
awareness of these conditions, American conditions are 
moving toward the possibilities for socialism^but there 
is no guarantee that socialism will be the outcome— men 
must act to bring it about,

Marx and Engels, Sweezy points out, knew that

" 51sweezy, "Illusion of the Managerial Revolution," 
Science and Society, VI, Ho. 1 (1942), p. 15,

COHuberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, X, Ho. 8 
(1958), p. 294.

55gweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or 
Ruling Class?,, p. 13.
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social change depended upon a comprehension of current 
reality and that "a thorough study of history was the 
only way to understand the present . . , They saw 
the necessity for widespread understanding of "why 
things were as they were, how they were changing, and 
whither." they were tending; for only through such under
standing could they lay the basis for rational and ef
fective action"-^ "Understanding is the basis of ef
fective opposition „ . only with insight into the.
operation of the system can the working class become a 
viable force for the overthrow of the status quo.

Moreover, since human action is itself 
responsible for the changes which the 
system is undergoing and will undergo, 
a critical attitude / o n  a broad scale/ 
is not only intellectually possible, 
it is also morally significant— as, for x 
example,.a critical attitude toward the 
solar system, whatever its shortcomings, 
would not be „ . . .56

Socialists have an obligation to teach the facts of 
politics, and a responsibility to undertake the kind of 
inquiry which forms the foundation of such teaching.
They cannot go on repeating worn-out formulas and 
cliches. They must instead come to grips with the par
ticular realities of the American experience. And

54-gweezy, Science and Society, XII, Uo. 1 
(1948), pp. 80, 77.

Sweezy, Monthly Review, II, Ho. 7 (1950), p. 343.
Sweezy, Theory of Capitalist Development, p. 22.
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soeialists must come to realize that they cannot depend
on the universities to provide significant research a=
bout the system»

As the labor movement^ American universities are
overcome with the need to be respectable0 The one place
where ideas should be openly espoused and carefully eon=
.sidered has come to be a stultifier, not a stimulus,, of
creative thought0 Academic freedom, based not on the
right of the individual to speak, but on the right of
the university community to listen to any ideas which

57might be of interest or importance "-tan integral part of 
the larger democratic notion that society itself posses™ 
ses the same right="=elearly does not exist on the cam
puses of the American ^democracy0M Thus, when asked why 
he left thez Economies faculty at Harvard after twelve 
years, could Sweezy reply, M8I got bored,*" Thus, is
Sweezy well known in intellectual circles in industrialized

59as well as underdeveloped nations abroad, and almost 
totally unknown at home,

In the social sciences especially, because of 
the "sensitive" nature of their subject matter, conformity

57Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or 
Ruling glass?, pp»" 5-6»

58 '"Viewing H, S» Economy with a Marxist Glass," 
Business Week, Ho, 1754 (1963), p, 67, Sweezy taught - 
economies at Harvard from 1934 to 1946, He'has since been 
a visiting professor at Cornell (1959-1960) and Stanford 
(1961-1962), ..

~*%dem.
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is the order of the day and unpopular ideas are met with 
disinterest and disdain. Few have the courage to voice 
what is out of vogue; those who do face tremendous econ
omic and academic pressure, subtle and overt/'' But the 
disease is not new, though it may be- getting worse.

American academic social science has a 
long and inglorious tradition of evading 
the burning social issues of the day.
The powers-that-be hold the purse strings 
and on occasion crack the whip; the social 
scientists, bowing respectfully, either 
elaborate justifications of the existing 
social order or else escape into the 
relatively innocuous study of other 
times and other systems.§0
As a consequence, academicians have contributed 

much "to an understanding of- the largely pre-capitalist 
societies of other continents /and little to a compre
hension of/ . . . the high capitalist society of the 
United States, American scholars have avoided the 
discomforting point which Hans Morgenthau, certainly no 
radical, has made about political science, a point which 
has application to all the social sciences: they prefer
to ignore the fact that "a respectable political science- 
respectable, that is, in terms of the society to be 
investigated~~is in a sense a- contradiction in terms,

The academic careers of Veblen and-Beard come 
to mind in support of this point.

^Sweezy, Monthly Review, II, Ho 2 (1950), p. 40,
^'Leo Huberman and Paul M. Sweezy, "Memo to

Graduate Students," Monthly Review, III, Ho. 6 (1951),
p. 182.
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/that/ » o„  a political science which is faithful to 
its moral commitment of telling the truth about the 
political world 0 « »M and dedicated to penetrating 
"the veil of ideologies which /Justif/Z «, 0 » the exist
ing power relations , e » 911 11 ought at the very least 
to be an unpopular undertaking /and that/ at its very 
best, it cannot help being.a subversive and revolutionary
force with regard to certain vested interests-^intellee-

62tual, political, economic, and social in general,8
Searching inquiry, as Socrates knew, is seldom favorably
received by those in power,

$o Sweezy it is clear that most American social
scientists have yielded, to 8the temptation to sacrifice
the moral commitment to the truth for social advantage,11 ̂
The result is aitorrent of respectable triteness, and a
paucity of meaningful contributions to an understanding
of the system, especially at the national level; few
academic studies of scope and importance are being pro«

64dueed about American social and political life.

Hans J, Morgenthau, ’’Power as a Political 
Ooncept,” Approaches to- the Study of Politics. Twenty- 
ffwo Contemporary Essays Exploring the Mature of Polities 
and Methods by Which It can be Studied, ed, Poland Young 
"(Evanston, Illinois: northwestern University Press,
1958), pp, 72,.73, 72,

63Ibid,, p, 72,
64Gof,, remarks by Andrew Hacker regarding the 

inconsequence of American political science, as reported 
in Uewsweek, 1%1. Ho, 10 (1963), pp, 90=92,
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It is ture, Sweezy admits, that
there have always been a few who have 
insisted on dealing with the crucial 
issues of their times and on telling 
the truth as they see it, regardless o 
of whose toes may be stepped on or whose 
sensibilities may be injured. They 
have prevented the complete stultifica
tion of academic social science and in 
the long run have exercised an influence 
on American life put of all proportion
to their numbers,®

Such exceptions indicate that a handful can have a 
significant effect in the long run. But they cannot 
nullify the fact that American universities, unlike 
universities in certain other countries, do not provide 
an educational force for social change, A few pro
fessors may employ Laski's weapon of scholarship tot de
fine the great issues of the time, but the brunt of this 
responsibility must be borne by socialists outside of 
the academic world.

Socialists have a very serious obligation 
in this matter. They have to explain to 
the working class again and again why the 
economic system on which their livelihood 
depends is so completely unreliable. They 
have to explain . . , that the capitalist 
economic system itself is inherently un- . 
stable; that living conditions will re
main insecure as long as capitalism continues in existence,66

^Sweezy, Monthly Revilew, il, No, 2 (1950),
P » 40 . '

Huberman and Sweezy, "Review of the Month: 
Depression? Ees, No, M a y b e Monthly Review, I, No. 2 
(194-9), p. -36.
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As proponents of transit!on9 socialists must diagnose 
contemporary American power.relations9 show the direc
tion in which they are moving8 and clarify the choices 
people have regarding them* "It follows that the role 
of socialists is not to sell socialism as a more just 
and humane form of society hut on the one hand to demon
strate that it is the next step in the historical devel
opment of the human race, and on the other hand to teach

6Tthe working class how to hasten and ease the transition*M 
Sweezy does not specify the communicative means 

to he used9 hut he implies that socialists should seize 
any opportunity to he heard hy a reasonably receptive 
audience 9 he it through mass mediag politiess books9 
articles9 forums* or universities* What they have to 
say should he primarily directed to the working class* 
hut sympathetic elements in the middle class should not 
he overlooked * fhe fact that Swe.ezy left college teach
ing to devote most of his time to the publication of a

68monthly magazine * suggests a strong commitment to pop
ular political education*

More than any class or political movement* Sweezy 
sees such education as the most profound force for social

^Sweezy* Science and Society* XII* lo0 1 (1948)*
p* 81.

68Monthly Review* edited hy Leo Huherman and Paul 
Me Sweezy; first issue* May* 1949; 1963 circulation* about 
8* OGOo



change „ A, well-informed majority., sophisticated in the 
power realities of national systems, is vital for the 
transition from capitalism. Of longer-range import, 
it is the necessary bed-rock for building a new system 
of human relationships.



CHAPTER IV

SOCIAL CHARGE: PROJECTION

In a doctrine of social change, ends are as 
fundamental as means; a polemicists *s conception of a 
desirable state of affairs is as central to his doctrine 
as how he proposes to get there„ Although Sweezy1s 
polemics are primarily a series of reactions to pre
sent' conditions and are therefore addressed to these 
conditions, he occasionally makes suggestive remarks 
about the character of a future socialist system. In 
addition, a more precise notion of his socialism can 
be extrapolated from the inferences and implications 
of particular statements.

As with most socialists, social and political 
equality are central considerations for Sweezy; egal
itarian values and attitudes* permeate his work. The 
democratic doctrines of.popular sovereignty, equal 
rights, and majority rule— built on the presupposition 
that all men are basically; rational and equal in their

"Attitude" here refers to a conscious or un
conscious -psychological set. "Value" is used to indicate 
a conscious rationalization of.one or more attitudes.

104



potential for rational behavior--are implied constantly 
throughout his work. Sweezy clearly agrees with A1 
Smith that 11 the only cure for the ills of democracy is 
more democracy." But of similar clarity is his convic
tion that the chief American maladies are results of the 
fact that less, not more democracy, is the major story 
of the twentieth century; that the incipient egalitarian 
forces which once threatened to break through middle-class- 
liberal ideology and transform the United States into an 
industrial democracy have been suppressed by monopoly 
capital; that the labor movement has been bought off by 
an improved living standard of relatively small propor
tions, purchased at the expense of colonial and ex-colonial 
peoples. Despite fictions of equality, the American 
people do not reign, They are exploited and dominated, 
allowed to know little and say less about decisions upon 
which their livelihoods and indeed their lives depend.
The majority of Americans are pawns in the game of the 
rich and the powerful.

Sweezy is in no way opposed to the fuller exist
ence made possible by money; "it is not wealth that is 
wrong with America: but poverty, . . . what is reprehen
sible about the rich is not that they enjoy the good 
things of life but that they use their power to maintain 
a system which needlessly denies the same advantage to
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others.""' Social and political equality are pos
sible only when based on economic equality; if men 
are not to be controlled by the whims and interests 
of the wealthy, if they are to become the enlightened 
political men of the democratic dream, they must be 
released from the shackles of finance by being able 
to assume a decent level of income. The freedom to 
starve is semantics, not freedom.

But economic equality is impossible under 
capitalism. Far from being "needless,inequality 
is the essence of a business culture. The fear of 
poverty is necessary to spur investment in a never- 
ending search for expanded capital; it provides a 
cheap and willing labor supply which enhances pro
fits; it preserves the distinctions between the ruling 
class and the remainder of the population.^ Regard
less of whether the economy can produce only scarcity 
or is capable of yielding abundance, capitalist so
cial relations demand that the majority exists in ■ 
poverty or in danger of it.

In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuhies,~ 
when access to the market was fairly widespread and

Ŝweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite 
or Ruling Glass?, p. 22.

2Supra, p. 105.
^Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of U. S. Foreign

Policy, p. 6.
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the dominance of a few had not yet crystallzed, it 
made some sense to claim that American capitalism con
tained egalitarian tendencies. At this time the system 
indeed encouraged movement by members of the lower 
classes into more desirable relations to the means of 
production. But the logic of elimination inherent in 
competition made such opportunities transitory. The 
free market has closed; the system has become one of 
dominance and stratification; control of the means 
production is increasingly based on the aristocratic 
principle of inheritance. Monopolistic realities have 
eliminated any possible concurrence of capitalism and 
equality.

Monopoly capitalism has a tremendous produc
tive capacity. While the majority of the American people 
live in poverty, on the edge of it, or in fear of it, 
the economy can produce enough to provide everyone with 
a high level of consumption. But it does not function

A11 for the greatest good of the people as a whole" be
cause those who rule will not allow it; their stake in 
deprivation is too great. Production is wasted and dis
tribution curtailed so that a systam of inequality and 
privilege can be maintained.

^Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite or 
Ruling Class?, p. 9~



Sueli irrationality abomt "the objective factors 
of overcapacity,, mnderconsumptions and struetural dis-. 
proportionalities @ 0 0Sl. makes Ma mockery of omr age 
of scientific precision and all its marvellous aee©m=

- ■ ' ' C
plishments about which we hear so mmeh boastful talk®1 
Yet protection of ru;ling«elass interests through an ela
borate system of economic and human waste is precisely, 
irrational» War=preparatioms is a desperately poor 
answer to chronic depression^-the price of preserving 
the inequality necessary for capitalism is mationiand 
international danger and anxiety, a price the capitalists 
willingly pay® Beonoaie equality and the economy of 
abundance which underlies it are not socially or politi
cally possible under capitalism® 2hey necessitate a 
transition from production for exchange to a system of 
production for use— a transition to socialism®

When Sweezy advocates economic equality he is 
not speaking of absolute equality of personal income» 
Since 1875, he points out, when Marx published his
Qritioue of the. Gotha Program® the goal of literal fi-

-  ̂naneial equality has been rejected by socialists® fhe

5  'Huberman and Sweezy, "Heview of the Month;
depression? Yes, Ho, Maybe,*1 Monthly Review® I® H©»
2 (1949), p® 35® -

Sweezy, -Illusion of the Managerial Revolution,n 
Science and Society® 71® lo® 1 (1942), pp® 10-11®
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notion of "'from each according to his ability, to each 
according to his need1 clearly infers that under so
cialism people will desire, and should be able, to live 
at various income levels. In the final analysis, ma
terial "need" is a personal matter, the result of a 
particular combination of environmental and individual 
factors. But if material well-being is assured and 
status and power d.o not accrue from wealth, men will tend 
to "need" only what they can use, and the chances are that 
a rough economic equality will automatically emerge. In
sistence that all possess precisely the same amount is 
neither essential nor desirable. The crucial considera
tion is not income, but assurance that the motivation of 
certain people for an expanded income does not eventuate 
in social and political domination over others„

Planning, for Sweezy, is essential to social
ism. It is a manifestation of man in rational control 
of his economic life and a major factor in creating 
abundance by encouraging "standardization, simplifica
tion, and the elimination of wasteful methods of pro
duction and distribution . . . .  Particular^ our 
distribution system is shot through with inefficient 
and wasteful methods, the elimination of which would

^Ibid., p. 11.



"bring a large net gain to the economy as a whole =»11 If
the enormous American capacity for production was rea- .
sonably employed through economic planning, it would he
currently possible to provide for "every one a standard
of living which no more than a few short years ago would

8have been thought altogether Utopiam/*
But planning is only one more proof of the 

impossibility of bettering the human condition under 
capitalism^ In capitalist systems collective fore
sight is tolerable only when the immediate sacrifices 
of those who count— the controllers of large productive 
properties— are negligible, and there is an attractive 
profit to be made, If sacrifices are substantial and
benefits social, history is replete with evidence that 

' qthere will,be no planning6 This is the basic reason
why meaningful public spending and capitalism are an

10'unlikely marriage: capitalists are thoroughly com
mitted to the demands of their system and 11 planning” 
in present-day America can be nothing more enlightened 
than multinational corporations planning for increased

g ,
Paul Me Swee zy, - "Rationing'" and the War Economy,11 

Science and Society* Til, -Ho» 1 (194-3), pp. 69, 65o
g  . ' " ■ ■ ■  . . .Swee zy and Huberman* The cry of. ¥»,, S. Eoreign

Policy* p. 8 .
10Per a concise analysis of the paucity of wel

fare spending in the Fnited States aince 1939, see Morris 
K a Mall, “Whereas the Welfare State?*” The lew Republic, 
eXHIl, lo» 14 (1962) , pp. 13-14. • ..
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future profits„ To have socially-oriented planning
the public must control the dominant -forces of pro- 

11duction,
Sweezy is careful to point out that this is

not an argument for the abolition of private property.
On the contrary, he argues, one important reason for
Marx's advocation that private control of the means
of production be eliminated, was to encourage increased
consumption of goods by the majority of people, and
hence make possible a literal expansion of privately

12owned commodities. Under socialism nearly everyone 
will be more affluent. Only those who now control 
the instruments of production stand to lose property. 

When the people control the forces of pro
duction, social classes and exploitation, character
istics of all previous societies since the stage of 
primitive communism, can for the first time be elimin
ated. Of course, particular people with various types- 
of expertise will be necessary to actually operate the 
productive machinery under socialism, but these people 
need not constitute a class; at least they would not 
be driven by the logic of their position to use what

11Sweezy, Science and Society, VII, Ho„ 1 
(1943), p. 65.

12Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite 
or Ruling Glass?, p. 9.
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control they have in an exploitive manner,

While it is correct that the ruling 
class is made up of those who control 
the means of production, the converse 
is not necessarily true, Control over 
the means of production is by no means 
synonomous with exploitation of one 
part of society by another. If the 
relation of exploitation does not 
exist the concept of a ruling class 
is inapplicable; the society is saidto be classless,13
The classless society, however, by no means 

signals an idyllic end- to politics. Interests and 
factions continue to clash in the political process, 
but free from the pervading influence of an exploitive 
ruling class. lor is the permanent elimination of 
exploitation guaranteed. Though he assumes that 
needs and conditioning in a socialist system will 
encourage the value of cooperation and lessen the quest 
for domination, Sweezy is not content to rest his case 
on this. He exhibits a healthy distrust of government- 
socialist government included— feeling that constant, 
informed surveillance by the people is the only in
surance against the emergence of a new ruling class.
The same egalitarian forces that usher in the socialist 
stage must remain operative if democracy is to be main
tained and developed. Socialism' clears away the

^Sweezy, “Illusion of.the Managerial Revolution,11
Science and Society, VI, Ho. 1,(1 942), pp. 16-17.
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blockade of class disease and makes mass-industrial 
democracy possible. The translation of possibility 
into fact, and the preservation and sophistication of 
that translation, always depends on the political aware
ness of the people.

Sweezy assumes that once people begin to real
ize their capacities they will move in the direction , 
of a viable democracy; that the "common man" possesses 
the necessary core of an egalitarian system, the talent 
for self-government, What is needed in the United 
States, he contends, is less bureaucracy and more di
rect popular participation in making and carrying out 
policies regarding economics^ and other public matters. 
Capitalist administrators!claim to be concerned about 
the expansion of bureaucracy, "but they have apparently 
not yet thought very seriously about asking the Ameri
can people to take a hand managing their own affairs.
If and when they do, I think you will discover that 
the American people are a good deal less helpless than 
the bureaucrats imagine." ^

Sweezy clearly favors the maximization of 
literal self-government, and where that is impossible, 
keeping government as accesible, to the people as is

^Sweezy, Science and Society, VII, Ho. 1 (1943), pp. 69-70,
15Ibid., p. 70.
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feasible» But to expect such a system to be introduced 
while a ruling class has interests to protect and the 
power to protect them is absurd, a politically active, 
publlely»oriented people would jeopardize the in
terests of monopoly capital and is therefore intolerable« 
Under socialism, however, a vast expansion of popular 
activity in the area of public policy becomes possible* 

Planning and other public questions should be 
decided and implemented at a minimum level of govern
ment; the level closest to the people involved on which 
the job can be handled* Socialists, Sweezy argues, 
have never been dogmatic about the form of public con
trol of the instruments of production, they only in
sist that

ownership must be by public bodies, but 
that does not necessarily mean only the 
central government; local governments, 
special public authorities of one sort 
or another, and cooperatives can also, 
own means of production under socialism*
And there can even be a certain amount 
of private ownership, provided it is 
confined to industries in which pro- 1 ̂  
duction takes place on-a small scale*

Certainly there is no incompatibility between federal
or regional group principles and Sweezy"s conception
of socialisms American socialism can function within

1^Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite 
or Ruling Class?, p* 9*
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the constitutional structure of division of powers 
and along the lines of a "mixed" economy<, Real plural
ism would in fact he enhanced* She current American 
trend toward nation-wide conformity would he slowed 
down and perhaps even reversed by the elimination of
national ruling-class interests^ and creative forces

17of local and regional democracy would he released6
Interstate and international technology woulds 

of course* continue to make a large role for the 
central government as necessary under socialism as 
it has become under monopoly capitalism* Many "basic

*  -i'f ■55-industries . would he nationalized* and planning for 
their utilization— not unlike current planning by cor
porate giants* but for public use instead of private

17For a suggestive discussion of possibilities 
for democratic regionalism in the United States* see 
lewis Mmmford* I he Culture of Uities (Hew York; Ear- 
court* Brace and*^@o^any”, 1938)* especially chap„ v*
"She Regional Framework.of Civilization*" pp. 300-547; 
chap* vi* "She. Polities of Regional Development*11 pp» 
348-401| and chap* vil* "Social Basis of the Hew-Urban 
Order*" pp0 402=493.

*These are generally loosely defined as those 
industries upon which the bulk of technology and pro- 

1 duetion depends* Iron* steel* coal* oil* atomic energy* 
rubber* aluminum* plasties* timber* most minerals* 
chemiclas* drugs* utilities* transportation vehicles* 
and transportation networks would probably be included. 
Whether Sweezy would also include agriculture is not 
clear, infra, chap. vc

Hot all basic industries would have to be lit
erally nationalized; some would better lend themselves 
to local* state* or regional organization. They would, 
however* all have to be publicly controlled.



116
profit— would have to take place at the. national level. 
Whether this government-— or, for that matter, govern
ments at more immediate levels— are run by a new 
ruling class, various elites,, or democratic processes 
is a -question of the people's relationship to them. 
Active and continuing popular control remains the only 
antidote to the aristocratic and oligarchic tendencies 
which might develop in socialism as in any other system.

Although Sweezy prefers the most direct rela
tionship possible between the people and government-- 
ideally a condition where those affected by a policy 
actually formulate it and carry it out— he is well 
aware that public affairs- in the twentieth century in
volve too many decisions and people for rational dis
cussion, voting, and action by all concerned. American 
socialism, Sweezy implies, will have to function largely 
through a representative system based on the demo
cratic doctrine of popular consultation. The proper 
role of elected officials will be to implement the 
majority opinion of their constituents, who are assumed 
to be fully informed about all interpretations of the

“Sweezy plainly presumes that this will be 
grounded in the doctrine of one man one vote. However, 
as suggested supra, p. 115, he is not opposed to ad
ditional representation according to region, such as 
found in the United States Senate and most state houses.
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facts and all recommendations for policy, and who, be
ing reasonable men, will arrive at rational conclu
sions .

The administration of modern forces of produc
tion will require a profusion of experts«, Sweezy never 
indicates how these experts are to be selected under 
socialism, but he would plainly favor safeguards a- 
gainst rule by technological elite. Technicians un
doubtedly possess superior skills and knowledge regard
ing problems of production and distribution, but only 
those affected by a policy can determine what their 
needs are and if these needs are being adequately served 
by the experts. Management of the instruments of pro
duction must be deliberately kept in, not out, of 
politics. The authority of these who make technologi
cal decisions must be delegated directly by the people 
or by their representatives, subject to removal if 
the delegators come to feel that the "contract" be
tween themselves and the technicians has been abrogated. 
Clearly, the current practice of establishing agencies, 
commissions and public corporations to control the 
complex machinery of the industrial age could be em
ployed under socialism, as could most of the forms and 
procedures of American government. The difference Mil 
be not in the structure, but in__the society which the
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structure represents® It will no longer serve those 
with a stake in war •“■preparations* underemployment* and 
exploitation; it will instead perform vital functions 
in a system of economic equality and genuine industrial 
democracy*

The charge is frequently made that socialists 
are concerned with equality at the expense of the in= 
dividual; that they care little if at all about deserete 
tastes and talents; that their overriding ambition is 
to turn each into a carbon copy of all* If this accu
sation ever makes sense* it makes none when applied to 
Sweezy0 The fundamental thrust of his thought is hu
manistic * steeped in the intellectual tradition which 
assumes that man is different from other animals 
through his ability to reason and conceptualize * and 
that the purpose of the good life is to fulfill the 
unique potential each man possesses by virtue of these 
distinctly human characteristics* In Sweezy's infre
quent statements about a socialist America there is 
far more conscious stress on the integrity of the in
dividual than on equality* In fact* the purpose of 
equality* and of the socialism which makes it possible*
is to achieve the core social value of "freedom and

1Arespect for the dignity of the individual * *■

18Sweezy* Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite 
or Euilng glass?« p* 1'7»
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At bottom, what is wrong with capitalism is 

the severe limitations it imposes on individual free
dom and personal development. In capitalist system, 
Maugham’s contention that "money is like a sixth 
sense without which you cannot make a complete use 
of the other five," has precise application, yet the 
ethics of the system condemn these senses to atrophy. 
Hot only do the losers live in or on the brink of
want, but the ever-fewer "winners" are ridden with

19constant anxiety about plunging into the depths.
Because capital continuously expands, even the "secure" 
must pursue more wealth or lose their relative posi
tion, and consequently their status and power. And 
among those stnrich that outside of total revolution 
such decline is inconceivable, the chase for the dollar 
still goes on, perhaps for the future of the family,
but more probably because of habitual acceptance of 

20the cash nexus. Capitalism becomes its own jus
tification-- the game is played for the sake of the 
game.

^For a graphic concurring depiction of cap
italism, see the coach scene in'Edward Bellamy,
Looking Backward; 2000-188? (Hew "fork: The Modern
Library, 1951), pp. 3-6? "Sweezy would probably not 
agree, however, that a seat on the coach can be lost 
quite so easily.

20An interesting example of this habit is con
tained in the report of an interview with Jean Paul 
Getty, Hewsweek, LXI, Ho. 10 (1963), p. 58.



The trouble with the capitalist game is that 
it devastates what is best in mankind = Desorete per
sonalities and humanistic capacities are frustrated 
in a system which compels men to behave like a horde 
of animals in the economic jungle 9 victory going to . 
the most carnivorous„ The stunted potentialities of 
the poor are apparent, but the fact which Sandburg has 
noted, that 11 the quest of lucre beyond a few easy needs 
has twisted good enough men sometimes into dry thwarted 
worms,” is more subtle and less understood«, All mem
bers of the system are gripped in a vise of persistent 
financial anxiety; the unique qualities in each man 
are pressured to conform to a mean preoccupation with 
material acquisition in the midst of possible plenty, 
are eventually destroyed, and dumped on the rubbish 
heap of social carnage0 To those who value individual 
human beings, for rich and poor alike, capitalism is a 
barbaric distortion*

In one sense, Sweezy9 s conception of socialism 
is a manifestation of the will of rational individuals 
lifting themselves out of the economic slime and being 
released from the degradations of cap!talism* It is 
a system predicated on the knowledge that exploitation 
traps the takers as well as the taken; that individualism 
is suffocated by economic fear; that 118the free development



of each, is the condition for the free development of
all' . . . a"21

The transition period between capitalism 
and socialism, which is to he measured 
in generations and not merely in years 
or even in decades, could be described 
in terms of a struggle to wean people 
away from the allegiance to capitalist 
"Freedom," with all that it implies in 
way of social disorder, economic depres
sion, and human destruction, and to win 
them to an acceptance of the more com
plex conception of socialist freedom, 
with all that it implies in the way of 
social harmony, economic health, and 
human progress,

What men are and what they may become cannot be sep
arated from the social systems in which they live„
"The individual can"develop and blossom only as a part

it PPof a vigorous'and harmonious society . . .  such as 
made possible by socialism.

Sweezy's concern with the value of the individ
ual is further suggested by the emphasis he places on 
American constitutional liberties. Assuming that a 
rational majority would not tamper with the rights of 
individuals or minorities, Sweezy nevertheless harbors 
the reservation that what Sandburg has labeled "debauchery 
of the public mind ..." could lead, even, under social
ism, to tyranny by a majority of unreason. Until human

P 1Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite 
or Ruling Glass?, p. 10,"" - —

opHuberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, II, Ho.
8 (1950), p.- 394.
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beings are perfectly acculturated to the attitudes of 
the open mind and the free exchange of ideas, until 
information about facts with which people have no im
mediate sensory contact is complete, freedom must be 
safeguarded by due process of law,4’" especially by "the 
right to a fair trial, that basic right without which 
all other rights can easily be turned into a sham.

A point of civilized development where legal 
protections are no longer necessary will, Sweezy im
plies, probably never arrive, Socialism vastly in
creases the opportunities for people to live in a ra
tional manner, but acculturation and human reason are 
not.perfects and if they were, Sweezy's commitment to 
the self-correcting, open-ended method of science would 
never allow it to be established as an absolute fact.
He therefore argues that traditional safeguards for 
individuals and minorities must be continued and ex
panded in a socialist society.

How far can socialism adapt to its require
ments the legal forms and principles which 
many socialists— and we believe it could 
be shown that Marx and Engels were among 
them— believe to be among the great

When Sweezy refers to due process of law he 
makes no distinction between procedural and substantive 
due process, the latter defined either as a sense of 
justice or as those prohibitions on the national govern
ment applied to the states through judicial construction 
of the Fourteenth Amendment. It can probably be assumed 
that Sweezy has all these aspects of due process in mind.

2b̂Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, I, Ho. 7
(1949), p. 195.
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achievements of bourgeois civilization?
Are these forms, and principles irrevo- - 
cably tied to the content of bourgeois 
"Freedom" or are they equally compatible 
with the content of socialist freedom?
For our part, we do not see any inescapable 
reason why socialism should not be able to 
enforce its necessary discipline by "due process of l a w . "24
Sweezy's position on individual liberty is 

further revealed when he expresses himself about the 
Soviet Union. Unlike many American socialists, Sweezy 
is empathetic with the Soviets, approaching them as 
human beings who like all people are coping with tre
mendous problems in the best way they know. They have
"blazed the trail to socialism under historical condi-

2Stions which have been extremely difficult . „ . ," 
and it is useless to deny that they have much to teach 
the West. But, though acutely conscious of the behav
ior-shaping impact of history and environment, Sweezy 
is not past ethnocentric outrage at Russian violations 
of Anglo-Saxon libertarian values. In the Pasternak 
debacle, for instance, he sees the Soviet leadership 
as having acted in "vulgar, anti-intellectual terms

24 —. Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, II, Fo.
8 (1950), p. 395.

*?$*Sidney Hook, for instance, who habitually pre
faces his work with an assault on the Russians for 
selling out Marxian socialism.

25Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, il, Ho,
8 (1950), p. 396.



which would do credit to a Goehbels," finding “cen
sorship of books and persecution of authors . . . bar
barian practices /which/ . . . are in no way improved 
when a socialist country engages in them"^

He is all the more perturbed by members of the 
American left who rigidly insist that the transition 
of the United States to socialism must duplicate the 
pattern of the Soviet Union. He is able to

see plenty of reason why Soviet Russia 
and the other countries in the socialist 
world actually do use methods which often 
flagrantly violate the western idea of 
due process. Their historical back
ground, the bitter social struggles of 
the last three decades, the obvious 
hostility and bellicosity of the sur
rounding capitalist world!' all these 
factors and many others have to be taken 
into account if we are to understand how 
these countries have developed and the 
methods their regimes use to reach so
cialist goals.27

The Bolsheviks had to rapidly create the basis of an 
industrial technology or be overwhelmed by antagonistic 
capitalist powers; since their cultural heritage con
tained no traditions of democracy and civil liberties, 
authoritarian techniques were acceptable and efficient.

Leo Huberman and Paul M. Sweezy, “Review of the 
Month: The Pasternak Affair," Monthly Review, X, Ho./ _  % , _ y ........ . ib i   ^ *8 (1958), pp. 294, 295-296.

^Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, II, Ho.
8 (1950), p. 395.

ooSweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite 
or Ruling Class?, pp. 1f-12. ' "



But Sweezy does not understand Americans who
would suspend constitutional freedom to facilitate the

29introduction of socialism*
We concede that the process of transition 
is bound to be long and difficult* But 
we are not persuaded that all or even the 
larger part of the suppression and coer
cion which characterize the socialist 
world today is explained by this process 
of transition, still less that it is an 
essential accompaniment for all times 
and all countries*

Those taking the "far too dogmatic * * *" position that 
every nation must move through identical transitions 
and arrive at uniform results,fail to.realize that sup
pression of individual liberty is less "related to the 
building of socialism /than to the/ * * * other factors" 
of culture and history*

Bo the background and traditions of a 
country play no role in the quality 
of the freedom it will achieve under 
socialism? Why can't we accept the 
great accomplishments of the Soviet 
Union * * * and yet work for a form 
of socialism here in America which 
both preserves as much as possible 
of what we love in our own past and 
comes closer to meeting our ideal of the good soeiety?30

29ETo more than he can comprehend what is "'fan
tastic8 or 'monstrous8 or even remarkable about the sug
gestion that conflicts among socialist states are possible* 
Where degrees of Industrialization and standards of living 
differ widely— as they are bound to do for a long time, 
even after capitalism has been superseded— there are ob
vious national and regional conflicts of interest over 
many questions of priority and relative rates of develop
ment," Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review* III, lo0 7 
(1951h p 0 215,

^°Huberman and Sweesy, Monthly Review* II, Ho* 8
(1950), pp* 396, 395, 396*
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In his priority of values, Sweezy is clearly unwilling 
to surrender legal rights for socialism,even for a 
theoretically limited "interim" period. Besides im
plicitly assuming that means affect the quality of ends, 
he seems bothered by the historical fact that freedoms, 
once lost, are seldom graciously returned.

However, Sweezy is well aware that constitu
tional liberties, except as they provide social fictions 
for men to follow, have no significance in themselves. 
Whether the law really protects minorities and individ
uals, and which of these are in fact protected, is de
termined. by the power arrangements and the strength of 
various forces within a society. Tremendous power is 
held today by the corporate ruling class and its 
nouveau riche and military compatriots: these, not
the "red§" pose the most serious threat to American 
freedoms. Though, with the financial support of the 
nouveau riche, he turned on his ruling-class masters 
and was destroyed, these were the original forces be
hind McCarthy. They.are still behind the modified 
form of the "ism" that bears his name. This is the 
meaning of the Dennis Case, where the traditional dis
tinction between intention and action was willingly 
violated, and the principle that Intention is not 
punishable in law because proof of it cannot meet the



127
legal test of evidence'^ was blatantly ignored<,

fo Marxists$ the Supreme 0ourt deeision 
/in this case/ furnishes conclusive sup
port for the argument that the freedoms 
which capitalist societies Mguarantee” 
in their constitutions exist only as • 
long as they are not dangerous or em
barrassing to the ruling class» If 
the capitalists feel secure in their 
rule— in "ordinary" times— political 
and economic dissenting opinions may 
be toleratedo But when the ruling 
class feels insecure9 when war hysteria 
must be kept at fever pitch to justify 
vast expenditures on armaments— in 
"extraordinary" times— then dissenters 
are clapped into jail.

As the contradictions of monopoly capitalism grow 
more chronic and severe; as increasing numbers of 
people become economically dependent on large cor
porations and thereby curtailed in what they dare do 
and say; as domination and '’extraordinary times" 
harden into a new version of "the American way of 
life9" "it won't be long before the only people who 
will be ’free" are those who whoop it up for a war to 
make the world safe for capitalism."^2

But$, despite these tendencies, Sweezy finds 
some ground for optimism^ ,fhe ebhie of individualism, 
he contends, is deeply engrained in the American psy
chology and provides a potential counterforce to the

3l-Oe-fe, the dissenting opinion of Associate 
Justice William .0. Bouglas in Dennis v. United States. 
341 W. S. 494; 95 lu Ed. 1137s~TT“a —  — —

32Huberman and Sweezy,
3 (1951)a p. 66.



ruling-class Interest in snuffing it out„ Men, how
ever, must have the will to employ this ethic in 
political action, "The behavior of the inquisitors 
themselves shows that the First Amendment is still 
very much alive. It is up to us, and |eou, and every
one who values what is best in the American democratic 
tradition to see not only that it is kept alive but 
also that it is used in the struggle against American 
fascism. The battle for civil rights and liberties
and their utilization are integral parts of the battle 
for socialism. For Sweezy, freedom of thought, speech, 
and political action is not only compatible with social 
change, but the preservation, broadening, and sophis
tication of this "bourgeois" freedom is what social 
change is all about.

Sweezy* s notion of man in a future socialist 
system is not unlike the Greek idea of the citizen 
as an inseparable part of the state. In Sweezy1s 
view, however, a few need not ride to civilization 
on the backs of the many. Technological progress has 
made citizenship possible for all. He is also more 
preoccupied with the concept of the individual, and



is aware9 as the Greeks were not9 that personal human 
development is stymied when based on the exploitation 
of othersa But in many important ways the motion is 
the same-«= the citizen is the whole man who finds his 
identity and humanity in the good life which results 
from organic involvement in the politics of the good 
society0

She end of capitalism does not guarantee the
good life9 but it makes it possible; the good society
cannot be constructed until the human devastation caused
by the old order is removede Shens men will have a
choiceo Whether or not they create what Marx envision-
eds "a society of abundance and brotherhood in place of
the society of scarcity and alienation which the human34
race had always been condemned to live in," is a mat
ter of democracy® Apologists for capitalism claim that 
men find individual fulfillment through private profit 
and possession; if the price of achievement for the 
talented few is the degradation of the many, then, unfor
tunately, the price must be paid® Shis view, Sweezy 
argues9 sells men short and leads to a perversion of 
human possibility® A person is truly fulfilled only 
when immersed, in the life of the community; when he

34Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite 
or Ruling.Glass?® p® 10®
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plays a meaningful and creative part in social and
political affairs„ The ideal of the whole man finds
the road to reality only through a democratic order
grounded in the assumption of economic plenty.

For Sweezys men are largely reasonably, and
if made conscious of a choice will seek to develop
their capacities through public involvement and self-
government, But, as with the means of attaining social
change, the key to the desired and is education: once
material well-being is assured, men must be educated
to the values of democracy, the values of individual
development predicated on a rough equality of wealth
and a real equality of rights, A person so educated
"will gladly accept the obligations and duties of
collectivism and will find freedom in the increasing
fulfillment of the human desires and aspirations of

35himself and those around him." He will become the 
humanistically creative man in the divilized society. 
Social-dialectics will proceed andjproblems will con
tinue, but on a qualitatively changed and higher level. 
Matters of survival will give way to questions of 
individual achievement and growth; and, because human 
effort is no longer wasted in class struggle, great

•^Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Heview, II,
No. 8 (1950), p. 394,
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energies will be released for the attempt to grapple 
with the problems of mankind, That which Sweezy con
stantly implies to be the central value of socialism 
has been precisely stated by Sidney Hook; "man ceases 
to suffer as an animal and suffers as human. He there
fore moves from the plane of the pitiful to the plane 
of the tragic,

This, in general outline, is Sweezy1s doctrine 
of social change. It should be noted, however, that 
this doctrine is not fully accounted for by simply 
adding his statements about a future socialist system, 
and the implications and^inferences of these-statements, 
to his polemical arguments regarding the possibilities 
for current action. Certainly the most precise ex
position of what must be changed is found in his de
piction of the American class system and the structure 
and function of its ruling class. Factors which are 
vital to the strategy and tactics of a movement for 
social transition are made clear through his formula
tion of the social, political, and institutional 
symptoms of monopoly domination. Only in this formu
lation is the problem defined and dissected to the

36Hook, Towards the Understanding of Karl Marx,
p. 101.



extent the evidence allows. The essence of Sweezy's 
doctrine of social change Is his description and anal
ysis of the. central realities In the American system.



CHAPTER J

EVALUATION: SWEBZI AS POLEMICIST

At the eore of the polemical genre is the con
stant invitation to controversy and debate0 Plainly8 
Sweesy8 s work is no exception. Each of it is open to 
question and criticism9 most importantly that which 
focuses on his foundational concepts of the structure 
and function of the American class system. That such 
susceptibility is an inherent part of polemics9 in no 
way allows the avoidance of critical evaluation.

One outstanding flaw in Sweezy's outline of 
the American system is his failure to deal with a 
major sector of the economy—= the farm sector— and the 
related problem of chronic depression in capitalist 
agriculture. He consequently overlooks excellent 
polemical possibilities, federal programs since 1933 
have rewarded the farmer for curtailing production. 
"Surpluses'* rot in storage while many both within and 
beyond the borders of the United States are malnurished. 
Here are telling examples of the wasteful techniques 
through which capitalists deal with the contradictions

133
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of their system. At best, Sweezy dismisses all this 
by inferring that since some food surpluses are di
verted into the cold-war effort, agricultural depres
sion is simply part of the larger question of industrial 
depression. He implies that socialism in industry will 
be followed by socialism on the farm.

Yet, in the only article found where he directly 
addresses himself to agricultural questions, what Sweezy 
argues does not completely square with these inferences 
and implications» To the extent that he advocates more 
social security, improved welfare legislation, and de
cent industrial jobs for subsistence farmers who must 
get off the land, along with unionization of labor on 
the larger farms, indicating that these constitute 
early steps toward a socialized agriculture, he is 
consistent. But when he espouses the preservation of 
the small .commercial farmer through a vaguely defined 
cooperative movement, suggesting that this too is part 
of socialist development, his argument is inconsistent . 
with the rest of his doctrine, and his conception of 
socialism becomes hazy,

SweezyVs treatment of agriculture is far less

L̂eo Huberman and Paul M, Sweezy, "Review of 
the Month; Capitalism and AgricultureMonthly Review, 
VIII, Ho. 1 (1956), pp. 11-12.
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detailed and thorough than his.analysis of the indus
trial sector— his interest in it is clearly peripheral 
to his occupation with industry. But this does not re
lieve him of the responsibility of explaining his im
plication that agricultural production is exceptional; 
that the small farmer can survive under modern condi
tions of centralization through voluntary associations? 
while the small businessman cannot. It does not free 
him from having to show how a system of small independ
ent farms fits into a socialist society; how decisions 
about the national distribution of products are to be 
made in a sector of the economy where an essentially 
free market will apparently continue to exist. It does 
not excuse him from defending his implied assumption 
that the tendency toward monopoly in agriculture will 
be automatically cured by the elimination of industrial 
monopoly. It does not remove an obligation to evaluate 
the influence of rural thinking in the decision-making 
processes of the ruling class, especially in Congress 
where most key committees are dominated.by representa
tives of farm regions. Sweezy's failure to treat these 
factors creates a significant vacuum fnihls. .fhrmulsrtlion 
ofv' the Amekl-can scene.

Other functional characteristics of the system



are ignored or dealt with in a perfunctory way„ The 
tendency of automation to render large sections of the 
labor force outmoded and unemployable certainly height
ens the possibilities of depression and lends weight 
to Sweezy's position, as does the apparent inability 
of the ruling class to cope with the problem. On the 
other hand, the broad expansion of consumer credit 
and installment buying probably has a reverse influ
ence on America’s depressive tendencies. In addition, 
there is a significant possibility that the ruling 
class can control chronic depression through enormous 
spending on space research, eventually for peaceful as 
well as military purposes, thereby preserving the sys
tem while avoiding the constant risks of a cold war, 
Sweezy does not indicate why this, instead of a growing' 
warfare state and fascism, could not be the future foun
dation of capitalist economics. He states that gangster 
elements play an important role in the American system, 
particularly within the ruling class, but never elabor
ates this point or provides details about their function. 
The influence of nationality, religion, and race in the 
American system is not dealt with.

It is conceivable that Sweezy has considered 
these factors, concluded they have no important impact 
on American society, and has consciously omitted them.
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But if so, he must show why they are not important 
and on what basis they have been discarded, especially 
when he mentions them himself. As it now stands, they 
represent considerations which may mitigate, and even 
refute, much of Sweezy's analysis of the American sys
tem.

Important criticism can be directed at Sweezy's 
depiction of the internal realities of American classes 
and elements and of the relationships between them.
In regard to the ruling class, the primary weakness in 
his view is lack of specific evidence. Precisely which 
families and individuals have what kind of policy-making 
influence, and the exact nature of that influence, is 
outside of a few remarks, undeveloped. How corporations 
and business organizations enforce class discipline is 
not elaborated, Sweezy is quite conscious of this 
paucity of detail, and admittedly, information about 
these subjects is extremely difficult to obtain and to 
evaluate for truth content. This, however, does not 
lessen its impairment of his polemical effectiveness.

Sweezy1s argument that the ruling class is lead
ing America into "fascism" is confusing. The term 
"fascism," as Sweezy employs it, does not correspond 
to its accepted usage in political philosophy: the



notion, emanating from the pens of certain Italian 
writers, that the state is a manifestation of the 
creative genius and folk-will of the national people, 
each individual submerging himself as an integral part 
of the organic nation. Though this distorted off
shoot of the egalitarian, expansionist nationalism of 
nineteenth-century Europe may apply to contemporary 
America,' it is not what Sweezy is talking about. The 
authoritarian political structure controlled by monop
olistic and oligopolistic interests which Sweezy pic
tures as the logical outcome of monopoly capitalism is 
more accurately labeled "state capitalism." Indeed, 
Sweezy frequently refers to it by this term. Despite 
the fact that state capitalism would undoubtedly incor
porate aspects of fascism'— particularly the appeal to 
nationalism, but protectionist, and inward-seeking 
rather than expansionist--Sweezy1s use of this term 
weakens his polemics by obscuring the more tangible and 
immediate dangers to America.

Aside from the problem of correctly labeling 
the direction in which the ruling class is moving,
Sweezy has certain conceptual difficulties in defining 
this class. At times he implies a distinction between 
the concepts of elite and class. "Elite" applies to 
the claim that certain people possess innate or acquired
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"qualities" which make them "superior"- and consequently
"qualified" to rule others, at least in the realm of
their "superiority." The notion of "class" specifies
a person's relationship to the means of production and'
his resultant social and political power, facts which
are determined not by a person's "qualifications," but

2by the position of his paretits in the social system, 
Sweezy indicates that both these concepts are applicable 
to the American situation, often implying and at times 
directly referring^ to the role of economic and politic 
cal elites within each class, especially within the 
ruling class. But he never clearly formulates this con
current notion, nor systematically applies it in his 
analysis, preferring instead to stress the single con
cept of class. A carefully drawn theory of elites opera
ting within the American class structure could be a 
valuable tool for further research into the system.
And, because the problem of leadership within each class 
is a vital consideration, it would add force to Sweezy's 
polemics.

By not employing an idea of elites, Sweezy 
opens his treatment of the ruling class to its most

Sweezy, Marxian Socialism: and Power Elite or

*5Sweezy and Huberman, Theory of U. S. foreign
Policy, p. 17.



significant attack— its failure to really come to 
grips with the claim that ownership of the forces of 
production have become separated from control.. It is 
abundantly clear that Sweezy considers ownership and 
control as synonymous„ He flatly denies the factual 
basis of Burnham's thesis that control of the corporate 
structure has slipped away from the owners and into

4the hands of those who function on managerial levels. 
Bor Sweezy, managers are the hired hands of the aris
tocracy, not the new masters. Their decisions about 
day-to-day business matters may be relatively unham- - 
pered, but in matters which have broad economic, social 
and political effect, the jurisdiction of the managers 
is strictly limited to the viewpoint of those who have 
inherited their place in the ruling class. Corporate 
managers serve this class or are fired. It might be 
added that those who become managers are unlikely, 
ideologically or temperamentally, to even consider 
>overstepping their bounds.

Sweezy also implies that managerial personnel 
who rise to membership on boards of directors have no 
significant voice in general policy. The reins remain

^Most explicitly in Sweezy, "Illusion of the
Managerial Revolution," Science and Society, VI. Mo. 1
(1942), pp. 1-23.
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always in the hands of the ruling families. Rule is 
based on birth, not ability-class, not elite.

But it is. more likely that the question of 
who exercises control is actually settled by a combin
ation of class and elitist principles„ Sweezy is prob
ably correct when he argues that managers, no matter 
how "qualified," have no significant voice in ruling- 
class decisions. But he is less than correct when he 
implies the same to be true of those who sit on boards 
of directors— too much evidence to the contrary refutes 
this, And not all board members inherit their position—  
if nothing else, the fact that the ruling class does 
not produce enough "talented" offspring ensures that 
some not born to it, who have the needed "abilities" 
and the "right" attitudes.and values, will arrive at 
the director's table. They literally work themselves 
into positions of ownership, influence, and control.

Of course, ownership remains connected to con
trol - - fundamental policy is still made by those who 
both own and control the instruments of production.
But not all of these people are members of the ruling 
class, although in a few generations their families 
will be. Without a concept of elite, Sweezy cannot 
account for non-ruling-class decision-makers, and he 
underrates the role of "talent" as it applies to eventual



entrance into this class,
This in no way negates the crucial importance 

of family heritage. For some generations the behavior 
of the newly ̂arrive d is closely watched by the aristoe<= 
racy; full trust and acceptance comes only with the 
passage of several generations. This implies that 
there are two general types within the nouveaux riches: 
those whos frustrated by their lack of status and power9 
attempt to usurp the ruling class; and those who toler=» 
ate the frustrations to play the game of tradition, 
whose families are finally accepted as blue-blood and 
true, Sweezy deals with the first type, but if he recog
nizes the second, he fails to mention it,

. Despite his portrayal of divisions within the 
ruling class, Sweezy8s notion of corporate control is 
essentially unifactoral. It has been hypothesized, 
for instance 9 that mid-Western corporations dominate 
domestic affairs while Eastern financial interests 
largely determine the course of foreign policy; that 
there are, in effect, two ruling classes, Sweezy would 
doubtless argue that the same family interests run both 
shows. But he merely assumes the accuracy of this mono
lithic view, never explicitly analyzing, if only to re
ject, any eonospt of fractional class control,^ He

An exception to this is the second part of Sweezy, 
Marxian Socialism; and Bower Elite or Ruling Glass?, pp, 
19"31o This, however, deals with an elitist argument, not 
a different class interpretation.
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would be more persuasive If he did so,

Sweezy runs Into more serious conceptual dif
ficulties when he describes the American middle class5 
and the relationship of this class to the working class 
and social change. His analysis here is confusing, 
primarily because he defines the middle class as a col
lection of "fringes," a notion which is never formulated 
with any precision. Yet,’ when dealing with a system 
where the middle class is rapidly becoming the largest 
single social factor--8weezy himself testifies to its 
enormous recent growth— a clear definition of it is vi
tal for the polemicist.

Throughout his writing, Sweezy implies that 
members of the nouveau riche control assets of a million 
dollars or more, and that members of the working class 
have average incomes of about one hundred dollars a 
week or less. From this, the inference can be made 
that his concept of the middle class includes all who 
fall into the broad financial category between.an annual 
income of seven thousand dollars and hear-milllonaire 
holdings. This is the only basis on which Sweezy*s 
view of the middle class can be given an economic con
tent, Plainly, the fact that a small segment of this 
class clips a few coupons does not signify control of



144
the forces of production, and he embues the middle 
class with no other particular relationship to these 
forces—-or, at least, never makes this relationship 
clear.

But economics is not a central consideration 
for Sweezy when he analyzes the middle class. Stress 
is placed instead on its psychological outlook: on the 
frame of mind of its members regarding their own social 
position. Middle-class personnel are characterized by 
the "subjective" factor of what class they identify 
with, rather than by their "objective" relationship to 
the mode of production, or even to wealth.

Moreover, Sweezy argues that the essential 
function of the middle class is to bridge the gap be
tween the "objectively" defined working and ruling 
classes.. This view of "function" differs from that 
applied to the two basic classes, which are in ex
ploitive and functional relationship to each other, 
and middle-class "function" has no direct connection 
to the means of production, it relates to them only 
through its relations with other classes in the systeqi, 
Sweezy1s definition of the middle class thus rests on 
the state-of-mind of its membership and— despite his 
criticism of Warner— its relative social position.
The basis of this formulation is not only vague, it is
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logically inconsistent with the definitional founda
tions of the ruling class and the working class„

Yet Sweezy's view of the middle class as an 
insignificant force for social change, indeed, as a 
force for monopoly domination, is grounded in this 
vague and inconsistent definition. Given the increas
ing size and importance of the middle class, Sweezy's 
negative evaluation constitutes the weakest point in 
his polemics. All of which is not to say that Sweezy 
is "wrong, but rather to suggest that a diagnosis based 
on firmer conceptual footing would be more convincing.

At times' Sweezy does move toward more solid 
ground by implying that the processes of modern tech
nology demand highly trained— if not highly educated—  
people to keep the system operating, and that the mid
dle class acts as a service class for monopoly capital
ism. This picture of the middle class credits it with 
a function specifically related to the instruments of 
production. It also indicates that the middle class ex
ploits the working class and is exploited by the middle 
class, that it has a functional relationship with the 
other classes in the system. Emphasis along these lines 
would strengthen Sweezy1s doctrine of rendering the basis 
of an important part of it more cogent and consistent. 
Unfortunately, beyond a few enticing hints, this emphasis 
is not forthcoming.



la regard to the working class9 Sweezy contends 
that the late erystalization of the American system has 
caused workers to be unaware of their class interests 
and their social and political role* He assumes that 
increasing stratification will force workingmen into a 
consciousness of this role and transform them into a 
viable force for social transition» But he ignores 
the changing technology of American economics which is 
bringing about a continual and literal decrease in pro= 
duetion labor and a vast expansion of service personnelc 
He forgets that members of working-class families are 
fast becoming middle-class in function, income, and 
outlook* in short, he refuses to recognize the fact 
that the majority of Americans are moving toward the 
middle class.-that, increasingly, American socialism 
must arrive on middle-class wings*

The problem here is that Sweezy1s notion of the 
worker is too narrow for the twentieth century» Hot 
all labor is. performed in factories, nor is it neces
sarily manualo What is required is a new definition of 
the working class0 Faced with contemporary realities, 
it makes sense to argue that anyone who earns his 
living through his own labor, rather than by exploit
ing the labor of others, is in fact a member of the 
working class; that whether a person is an .artisan,
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technician, white collar worker,, or "professional,11 
his social and political interests make him part of 
the labor movement„

It is possible that training cannot be com
pletely divorced from education. The mass technologi
cal training necessary for the creation of a service 
class for monopoly capital may be rendering the middle 
class somewhat conscious of its "objective" interests. 
Its members may be' growing aware of the fact that they 
live on the basis of their own labor, not others; that 
their finances are underwritten by umecessary and con
stant insecurity and anxiety; that their chances of 
joining the aristocracy are slim, and the price of its 
continued existence is vast, They may be more amenable 
to socialism than Sweezy thinks.

A corollary to this is Sweezy1s depiction of 
the petit bourgeoisie, He classifies independent opera
tors of small service businesses as "fringes" of the 
working class, implying they are as useless as the mid
dle class in the struggle 'for social change. The every
day realities of business life, however, may be impres
sing them with the fact that small and even moderately- 
sized businesses are. quickly disappearing or exist 
only at the whim and convenience of large corporations. 
They may be starting to grasp their lack of influence



in government— to understand that public policy is 
made by and for the ruling class; that, for example, 
the tax structure, through such lawyers' terminology 
as "capital gains" and "depletion allowances," is 
rigged to favor those with large amounts of venture 
capital at the expense of those who depend upon income 
from their own business. They may be awakening to the 
fact that competition between the corner grocer and 
A&P is not the way the true economic principles of the 
free market are supposed to work.

Conceivably, the petit bourgeoisie can be 
made to realize that free enterprise has been destroyed 
by monopoly capitalism; that those who lead the clamor 
for a competitive system are the ones effectively and 
knowingly preventing it. Like the middle class, into 
whose ranks— not the ranks of the working class— its' 
children are rapidly assimilating, the petit bourgeoisie 
may also come to distinguish between those who labor 
and those who exploit. 'It too may cease to identify 
with a class which produces nothing and serves none but 
itself; a class whose members shuffle a few papers and 
come to possess wealth they do not create and the power 
to manipulate millions of lives; a class which protects 
its interests by loudly favoring "red-blooded Americanism, 
thus successfully diverting attention from socialist
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solutions„ Sweezy may seriously underrate the ability 
of the small businessman to overcome his conditioning 
and face reality, especially when that reality tramps 
him underfoot.

In essence, Sweezy's prognosis for American 
social transition is rather dismal. He puts all his 
cards on a working class which far from growing more 
class conscious is becoming saturated with middle-class 
values and aspirations; a class which is shrinking both 
absolutely and relative to a rapidly expanding middle 
class.

Most of the people Sweezy categorizes as middle 
class or petit bourgeois are actually workers of one 
kind or another. The challenge to the polemicist is 
to make them realize the implications of this fact-— to 
make them understand they have to make a political 
choice, consciously or by default, that their interests 
lie not with the monopolies but with themselves. To 
meet this challenge Sweezy must take American realities 
as they exist. He must either turn to a Fabian-type 
of middle-class socialism, or broaden his conception 
of the working class regarding both membership and 
range of values. If he feels that the middle class is 
so corrupt and attached to ruling-class ideology that 
such a formulation would be meaningless, and if the
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rest of his analysis is correct, then, except for the 
erystalizing impact of a major depression, which war 
preparations have made highly unlikely, there are no 
significant forces for American social change„ The 
implication can only he that state capitalism is as
sured as the next step in the road for the United States*

To the extent that Sweezy hints at a future 
American socialism, he opens the subject for examina
tion* Irving Howe has pointed, out that'Marxist writers 
will too often apply the corrosive test of the 'sociology 
of knowledge' to everyone but themselves 0 » * «
This charge applies to Sweezy, at least, some of the 
time* Consequently, at these times, he takes simul
taneous and contradictory positions about both the

(achievement of socialism and socialist society itself*
Environmental determinism often seems to be the 

theoretical foundationi of Sweezy8 s work* Yet, he never 
deals with the logical problems of this position* He 
fails to explain how, if perception, a characteristic 
of personality, is a matter of cultural conditioning, 
a particular formulation about the conditioning process

^Irving Howe, "Neither Compromise Nor Happiness,"
The New Republic* CXLHI,/ No* 24 (1962), p* 17* • -
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itself can be considered more accurate than any other 
formulation. Indeed, he does not show on what grounds 
validity can be claimed for certain perceptions of 
any subject within the social and material realms.
But his polemics are clearly built on the assumption 
that certain perceptions of social behavior are valid.

Sweezy equally fails to come to grips with an 
internal dilemma Inherent to environmental determinism. 
This revolves around the argument, which the environ
mental determinist must make if he is logically con
sistent, that a definition of what is physically and 
socially "real." depends upon the perceptions or inter
pretation of the observer; that there are no universally 
"objective" standards of evidence and consequently no 
positive statements about reality are possible. But, 
if such is the case, then a positive statement to this 
effect is itself inadinissable „ The dilemma is the same 
whether perceptions.are regarded as made by autonomous 
individuals, or as claimed by the sociologists of 
knowledge, by individuals taught to perceive in certain 
ways through acculturation into a social group.

In a similar manner, Sweezy implies that social 
progress is the increasing ability of men to arrive at 
rational ends through rational means, but he never 
squares this with his conception of the dialectical
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process of history. He recognizes 11 the inevitability
of ups and downs /and is committed to doing/ . . .
whatever is possible to maximize the ups and minimize 

7the downs," implying that the dialectical nature of 
the social world, and by inference, the material world, 
can to some extent be controlled through the applica
tion of human reason. If Sweezy is presupposing that 
the development of man's reason, both in the histori
cal and individual sense, is dialectical in form and 
motion; that the dialectical processes themselves can 
be effected by this reason; and that, although human 
behavior and perceptions vary widely, their basis is 
found in a universal rationality that exists among men 
of all cultures, he does not make it clear. The evi
dence instead indicates that he is presupposing that 
personality traits and qualities are products of en
vironment and culture, at the same time he presupposes 
that rationality is an inherent characteristic of all 
men who, through education, can arrive at the same per
ceptions of social reality and agreed upon solutions ' 
to the problems of society.

On balance, however, the weight of his work

7Huberman and Sweezy, "Review of the Month:
The Pasternak Affair," Monthly-Review, X, Ho. 8
(1958), p. 295.
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suggests that for Sweezy the polemicist social rela
tivity gives way to the concept of a universally ra
tional man. His polemical appeal presupposes such a 
man, a presupposition.which is evident and constant.
By adhering his doctrine to one horn of the dilemma 
he avoids the difficulties in his position. But this 
does not mitigate the fact, that problems of logic and 
coherence which Sweezy the scholar, could not avoid, and 
which many who consider themselves Marxists too easily 
overlook, make the polemics built on them less per
suasive .

These seeming digressions are pertinent be
cause for Sweezy socialism is the rational product of 
rational men. Of course, it might be charged that 
this infers Sweezy assumes he knows better than others' 
what is rational, and this makes him an elitist and 
not the democrat he. pretends to be. However, it should 
be noted that the same accusation could be made about 
anyone who takes it upon himself to impart information 
and ideas to others--that is, to teach. Within the 
limits of the situation, such a person is assuming pos
session of a "superior quality"--knowledge— which is 
not at the moment possessed by those being taught.
If Sweezy is an elitist, his behavior is at least pred
icated on the idea that all men can be members of the
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elite because all men. have equal potential to think 
and act reasonably. The thrust of his actions is to
ward making everyone a member of the elite, thereby 
effectively eliminating it. Moreover, if Sweezy is 
right about men's rational capacities, they will 
function.as a corrective to the errors in his assump
tions as well as his arguments.

The less shop-worn criticisms of Sweezy1s 
socialism,are political, not logical. His notions 
about a future system are greatly influenced by the 
norms and experience of American politics, a fact 
which is not surprising, but which frequently leads 
him to too easily make certain assumptions. For in
stance, he never specifies how public appropriation 
of the means of production should be carried out, merely 
implying his satisfaction that it. will be accomplished 
through due process of law. He assumes that the pre
sent structure of regulatory agencies, commissions, 
and public corporations can be satisfactorily employed 
in a socialist system. Serious questions might be 
raised about this. There is much evidence to indicate 
that independent agencies and commissions are becoming 
exactly what Sweezy would avoid--techublogical elites. 
Because of the technical nature of their jurisdictions 
many of them are effectively free of any legislative,
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executive g or judicial restraint-— they have emerged 
as a "fourth branch of government,11 in effect res
ponsible to no one but themselves. Sweezy'would un
doubtedly contend that all; this matters little because 
ruling-class interests dominate these structures as 
they dominate the rest of government. Such may be 
the case. But it in no way solves the problem of how 
to control the experts upon whom a highly industrial
ized socialist society would depend. Sweezy himself - 
implies that although men under, socialism are ac~ 
culturated to cooperative values, they still cannot 
be trusted with unchecked authority. The structure of 
a mass democracy built on a complex technology is a 
central problem which Sweezy never really considers.

This is because, as most socialists, Sweezy 
is primarily concerned with the relations and distri
bution of power within government, not its structural 
outlines. Yet, aside from commissions, agencies, and 
public corporations, Sweezy also implies that the ideas 
set out in the United Statds Constitution— -the prin
ciples of separation of powers and division of powers,^ 
or federalism--are applicable to American socialism;

As a point of political semantics, it should 
be made clear that the term p̂owers," when used in a 
discussion of American constitutional structure, refers 
to legal power or authority, \



that current local, state, and national forms can con
tinue unchangedo leaving out the question of whether 
the framework of the Oonstitution has really worked—  
especially if the various tranches at any level have 
ever actually represented different interests and 
policy position's— -it is significant that Sweezy is un
bothered by the fact that this framework was largely 
an elaborate attempt to frustrate democratic majorities* 
Gonsidering its historical derivation, it is incumbent 
upon Sweezy to explain the relationship of constitu
tional structure to democracy, as well as to modern 
technology and a shrinking world*

The fact that he does not explain this relation
ship reflects a certain aspect of the American political 
tradition in Sweezy8s thought* This is the perennial 
conflict in democratic ideology between majority rule and 
minority rights; between a belief that man is fundamental
ly rational and therefore good and to be trusted, and the 
conviction that men are irrational, banal, and cannot be 
trusted, especially with power— that political .authority 
is necessary, but must be severely limited through bifurca
tion and written constitutions* Thus Sweezy expounds the 
cause of rule by the majority while stressing due process 
of law to protect individuals and minorities not only from 
factions, but from that very majority, a majority which
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he does not completely trust and suspects at any time 
might go wildo Because of this dilemma he joins in a 
long-standing American confusion by applying the term 
"democratic" to First Amendment freedoms, apparently 
unaware that constitutional guarantees are not part of 
democratic doctrine but manifestations of the concept 
of minority and individual rights, a concept which often 
thwarts the will of the majority©

It could9 of course, be wondered if Sweezy 
would demonstrate the same concern for minorities if 
his was the majority viewpoint© But how a person might 
act under certain conditions is more properly a ques
tion for the. psychoanalyst© It is not a legitimate 
part of a study of polemicse In any case, this tradi
tional conflict underlies Sweezy6s arguments in many 
areas© fhe federated ideals he advances about American 
trade unions are rooted in the fear that majorities 
are not always rational, that they might be swayed and 
misled under certain conditions into becoming tyran
nical© In the same way, his preference for maximizing 
the role of local governments under socialism, enabling 
the people affected to keep a closer check on those in 
authority, is in one sense a democratic argument© Yet 
it clearly suggests a distrust of anyone holding public



office, including the rational representatives of ra
tional majorities. It reveals once again the deeply- 
rooted American doctrine that even the majority must 
be controlled; that the plural distribution of power 
is the only real safeguard of liberty.

Sweezy never suggests that due proqess of law, 
intensive and continual public scrutiny of office 
holders, and the bifurcation of power and authority 
are stop-gap measures, to be used until men become more 
fully rational under socialism. On the contrary, his 
stress on the role of individual will in bringing about 
social change, and the importance of the integrity of 
the individual in preserving and furthering it, does 
not allow this. He implies instead that protection of 
individuals and minorities will be a perennial need; 
that though this need may be minimized, the conflict 
between majority and minority will always be a puzzle 
for a civilized order. To the extent that he implies 
this, the socialism he advocates, despite his conten
tions, is not democratic.

: Plainly, Sweezy's polemics are open to substan
tial criticism. But they can also be defended, and 
much of that defense is best made by Sweezy himself. 
Regarding his concept of the American class system,



Sweezy is aware of many of the important problems and 
articulates this awareness^ He knows that standard 
Marxist categories fail to provide “a strictly accurate 
description of the actual living social classes which 
we observe about us9n that American classes "are not 
identical with the economic classes of capitalist so
ciety ̂ 8 and that the divisions between them "are not 
sharply drawn » , » e#®

Sweezy sees intermarriage as the primary cause 
of this conceptual fuzziness„ 0©asidering people likely
to marry one another as being on the same "social level,” 
he admits that observation frequently shows

that people who from an economic stand
point belong to the new middle classes 
are actually on the same social level 
as the larger capitalists; that smaller 
capitalists are socially indistinguish
able from a large proportion of the new 
middle classes? and that the working 
class includes without very much social 
distinction those who perform certain 
generally comparable kinds of labor* 
whether it be with their own means of 
production or with means of production belonging to othersa9
What is neededg Sweezy asserts^ is a notion of 

social class which accounts for deserete American char
acteristics; a formulation which reconciles the criterion 
of relation to the forces of production with the cri
terion of Intermarriage, or at least explains why they

8Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, Ho* 1 (1951), pp* 15,
%bid0„ pe 15o
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are at odds; "a scheme which both highlights the fun
damental economic conditioning of the social-class 
system and at the same time is flexible enough to en
compass the anomolies and irregularities which actually 
characterize it,n Meaningful inquiry must be grounded, 
in a conceptual framework which treats unique variables 
"without at the same time obscuring the fundamental 
outlines and character of the class system itself,"
Only through such a framework can observers "appreciate 
the decisive role of the economic factor in the struc
ture and behavior of social classes while at the same 
time avoiding an overmechanical (and hence false) econ
omic determinism."^

Further evidence of Sweezy's dissatisfaction 
with his own formulations about American classes is his 
concern that members of the left-wing have been unable 
or unwilling to put dogma aside long enough to make a 
serious and careful study of the social foundations of 
the United States. The central purpose of the magazine 
he co-edits is to fill part of this vacuum. According 
to an editorial statement in the opening issue, reprinted 
in the first number of each succeeding year, Monthly 
Review is "an independent magazine devoted to analyzing, 
from a socialist point of view, the most significant

1QIbid., pp.-16, 17, 15.
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11trends in domestic and foreign affairs„M Along with
bpoks and pamphlets published by Monthly Eeview Press9 
it frequently prints careful research into the real
ities of the American system*

Howeverj as previously pointed out 8 Sweezy's 
primary weakness as a publicist is his failure to solve 
some of the conceptual problems of which he is so con
scious * Beyond suggesting the notions of “cores" and 
"fringes,11 he makes no contribution to the more sophisti
cated descriptive, theory of American classes he feels 
is urgently needed* And. even here, Sweezy develops no 
precise criteria by which to distinguish a class from 
a fringe, and to determine to which class a fringe be
longs * Moreover, he shows no awareness of the problem 
of dealing with the dynamic phenomena of transition
through social categories which, be definition, are
* +. 12 static*

But despite these difficulties; despite the 
fact that social level and relationship to the means 
of production often produce contradictory concepts of

11Leo Huberman and Paul M* Sweezy, "Where We 
Stand," Monthly Eeview* .1* Wo* 1 (1949), p»•1»

- For a discussion which does take cognizance 
of this problem, see Julian H* Steward, "Evolution and 
Process," Anthropology Today; An Encyclopedic Inventory* 
edo A* L* Kroeber Xo hie agoTlli inois: ""ihe^niversi ty 
of Chicago Press, 1953), pp* 313=326*
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class mem"bership9 Sweezy is convinced that Marxian ab
stractions of socio-economic class have vital applica
tion to the American scenee He insists that observation 
yields enough evidence of class conflict and ruling-class 
domination to make these abstractions warrantable asser
tions* This, it could be argued, is merely a stubborn 
unwillingness to look for ideas which are more operation
ally useful, an unwillingness which opens Sweezy to the 
charge of having architected his doctrines on swampy 
ground*

But the question of where else to look is not 
so simple„ The fact is that few recent attempts have 
been made to formulate.general conceptions of the Ameri
can system* Those that.are available fall roughly into 
one of three approaches; groups, elites, and classes*
The problem of which, if any, of these provides the most 
significant clues to American reality is, despite the 
thought of some, far from settled* In academic circles, 
though examples of each approach can be found in each of
the social science disciplines, the penchant of politi-

13cal scientists is for groups, probably because of its 

13Some leading examples of this approach are, E* E* 
Schattschneider, Party Government (Hew York; Holt, Rine
hart and Winston, 1960Y; Stephen Kemp.Bailey, Congress 
Makes A Law; The Story-Behind the Employment Act of 1946 
llew York; Columbia"University Press, 1950); Earl Latham,
11 The Group Basis of Polities; Hotes For a Theory," The 
American Political Science Review* XLYI, Ho* 2(195277 PP» and Bavid B* Truman* The Governmental Process; 
Political Interests and Public Opinion DfewYork; Alfredrrfnopf'n̂ BTT



equililDrimm and therefore egalitarian implications,, and
14elites, while historians, sociologists, and social an

thropologists are more favorable to class conceptions*
The close resemblance, however, between Sweezy's view of
the American system and certain respected academic inves-

15tigations into local class structures does add weight 
to his argument* Sweezy has tried to project these find
ings to national and international levels* He is fully 
aware of the flaws in his effort* But, despite what 
John Kenneth Galbraith has labeled the ”conventional 
wisdom** about those who consider themselves to be in 
the Marxist tradition, he never rigidly insists on the

14For studies which develop this concept, see, 
for instance, Harold 33* las swell, Poll tics; Who Gets What* 
When* How* in The Political Writings of Harold D» lasswell 
(GTencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 195T77~p"pr^85“461,
even though this book does not deal specifically with 
the United States, many American examples are used? and 
Gabriel A* Almond, The American People and Foreign 
Policy (Hew York: Frederick A* Praeger, Publishers,I960)*

15Of*, Robert S* and Helen Merrell lynd, Middle
town; A Study in American Culture (Hew York: Harcourt,
Brace andCompany^ 1929); Middletown in Transition: A 
Study in Cultural 0onfliet¥~lHew York: Harcourt* Brace
and Company, 1937)? and, in particular, compare Sweezy8s 
description of the American class system, less the mili
tary, with W* llpyd Warner and Paul 8* lunt, The Social 
Life of a Modern Community* Vol* I of W* Lloyd Warner,
Yankee City Series T6~vols*; Hew Haven: Yale University
Press,' 194Ty7~chap* v, "How the Several Classes Were 
Discovered, pp* 81-91® ■



validity of a specific formulation* What he' does insist 
on is that class concepts have application to American 
life* For Sweezy* the idea of social class is what Sir 
Ernest Barker has termed ah "angle of approach*" He 
stresses the point that all class systems are molded in
to unique forms by history and culture* Real systems 
are always "modifications » * <, „1,1 ̂  of class abstrac
tions, and it is the abstractions, not the facts, that 
must be adjusted*

It is because Sweezy is not dogmatic about the 
theoretical foundations of his polemics and has a con
sistent interest in improving them, that Business Week, 
certainly no compatriot, depicts him as one of the 
"leaders of an intellectual Marxist movement in the 
Ue So * * * a movement it characterizes as "the 
independent Marxists * * * *" Although, as one of its 
members, Stanford economist Paul A* Baron has noted, 
the entire movement could "'travel away in one taxi 
cab' « * o and "there are economists who wish it 
would," Business Week admits that its members "have an 
influence beyond that suggested by their numbers"; and 
that they produce an analysis "that is thorough-going

^Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, lo* 1 (1951),
p. 15. - ' -
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and tough-minded „ <, » e 11
Sweezy’ s "independence«,11 "influenoe, " and grudg

ing 11 admirers$ 11 result from an unwillingness to he sat
isfied with time-worn, formulas9 from his recognition of 
"the urgent need for a great deal more theoretical and 
factual study of the American ruling class" and American 
classes in general* He attempts to grapple with social 
realities and advance "a few hints and suggestions, some
of which may turn out on closer investigation to he mis-

18taken or at any rate out of proportion*" His interest 
in a more solid foundation for polemics is strong, and he 
is essentially open-minded ahout hoth the problem and the 
people prepared to tackle it, people such as 8* Wright 
Mills, who "like most of the rest of us, has not made up 
his mind about all the problems of American social struc
ture and finds himself with conflicting ideas rattling

.19around in his head*" Clearly, Sweezy does not have all 
the answers about the American system* But he never 
claims that he does*

Sweezy"s specific descriptions of American

^Business Week, Ho* 1754 (1963), ppe 67, 68, 67»
1̂ Sweezy, Monthly Review, III, loe 2 (1951),

PP» 64, 59*
^Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Bower Elite 

or Ruling Class?* pp* 23-24*
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classes are also defensible» It is quite plausible$, 
for instance, that the question of who makes American 
policy is decided only along aristocratic lines. Admit
tedly, people of lower-class background may move into 
positions of power and influence in a single generation. 
But such movement depends upon acceptance by those al
ready there. The behavior of the newcomer is severely 
curtailed as those born to the ruling class stand ready 
to clip his wings for the slightest mistake. This . 
built-in selection process ensures the continuation of 
a certain ideology within the ruling class, even if 
some of its most ardent advocates have reached the edge 
of the ranks through "ability" instead of birth. Thus, 
although elite principles partially determine who will 
be members of this class, they are subsidiary to the 
fact that the "qualified" are those who deep in the 
recesses of their beings incorporate the Weltanschauung 
of the aristocracy.

When Sweezy argues- about the "faseistie" tenden
cies of the ruling class, he is. clearly using "fascism" 
as a term of emotional aversion rather than as descrip
tive of an emerging system. But in one sense its use 
is justified. Certainly, in the contemporary climate 
of America the most effective retort to the charge of
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"communist11 is to label the persecution "fascists" 
Political philosophy aside9 such is the legitimate tool 
of the polemicist,

Sweezy does not elaborate his contention that 
the public schools perform de«=faeto segregation for the 
ruling class, but: it is evident that neighborhood-based 
school districts separate the children of various 
classes— especially those of the ruling class from 
those of the working class. It is also apparent that 
higher caliber teachers are attracted by the better 
salaries and working conditions of upper-class dis
tricts, Consequently, ruling-class offspring are bet-

20ter equipped educationally as well as financially 
to enter the prestige universities and colleges which 
In turn offer superior educational opportunities and 
the right connections. Since people of similar edu
cational background are most likely to meet and marry, 
the public schools do constitute an effective force 
for ruling-class homogeneity,

200fO9 James Bryant Conant, The American High 
School Today; A First leport to Interested Citizens 
TWeiTT^^T" Toronto; London; McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
Inc,, 1 959)$» :especially section IV, "High Schools with 
A Limited Degree of Comprehensiveness," pp, 77-96; and 
Slums and Suburbs; A Commentary on Schools in Metropolitan 
Are"as (WoFlfork; TorontoF^Lond^m^ McGraw-Hill Book 
Company, Inc,, 1961),
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In additions, public school teachers are members 
of the middle class and, if. Sweezy is accurate, oriented 
to ruling-class attitudes and values» This is passed 
on to the children of all classes» It has particular 
influence with children of ruling-class and middle-class 
parents, and also becomes an integral part of the value 
equipment of lower-class children, many of whom will be 
the first of their families to enter the middle class® 
Sweezy1s view that public schools reinforce ruling-class 
ideology is thereby further supported®

Sweezy may indeed be right when he argues that 
the middle class and petit bourgeoisie provide no sig
nificant force for American social change» Most overt 
signs support his position® The inability of the union 
movement to effectively organize white collar workers 
reflects a broad aversion to the image of labor, not 
only in the middle class, but also among those who are, 
strictly speaking, members of the working class® The 
hostility to unionization among "professionals"^ and 
other non-production workers is, if anything, even 
clearer® Moreover, the rapidly growing suburban middle
  — —

Regardless of the fact that some of the most 
effective "closed shops" are "professional associations®"
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elass districts tend to vote heavily Repmblican9 partieu-= 
larly when the candidate has a corporate, international
ist orientation, This supports Sweezy‘s evaluation, at 
least as regards the upper sections of the middle class, 
because, despite the fact that the major parties offer 
no meaningful policy choices, the general conception of 
the Democratic party is as more progressive and pro- 
labor than the Republicans6 The evidence indicates that 
inhabitants of middle-class suburbia prefer the ruling- 
class image of the Republican party. And certainly, 
many petit bourgeois businessmen are turning to the 
radical right, not socialism, as an answer to their 
financial frustrations— rather than recognize reality, 
they yearn for the golden age of "free enterprise,’1 
blaming ’’government" instead of monopoly for its disap
pearance,

Sweezy5s significance as a polemicist can be 
based on more substantial grounds than his ability to 
parry criticisms, Par more important is the scope, fo
cus, and value implications of his analysis.

When Sweezy claims that even though American 
sociologists and social anthropologists have made numer
ous community class studies, few have pursued their 
findings into the political arena, he is incorrect.



Throughout the social sciences a certain amount of 
research has been directed at the influence of local 
class structure on local politics; mostly since 1951 
when Sweezy made his charge, some previous to that time* 
Political scieneep being the least interested in class 
analysis, has made the smallest contribution in this 
area*

But Sweezy is right when he argues that almost 
no attempts have been made to study the national class 
system, to carefully determine whether such a system 
in fact exists, and to estimate the importance or lack
of importance of this system in the shaping of national

21 22 opinion and policy. Research here is sparse be
cause most social scientists refuse to consider the 
problem, simply assuming that there are no national 
classes in the United States, Sweezy8s assertion that 
this is due to the academic quest for middle-class re
spectability is undoubtedly part of the truth. The

21for one of the few inquiries by a political 
scientist into the formation of public opinion, see 
Stanley Kelley, Jr«, Professional Public Relations and 
Political Power (Baltimore; The Johns Hopkins Press, 
l^I^TT^Of course, Kelley does not base his analysis 
on class conceptions,

22One of the infrequent studies by a political 
scientist,into the making of policy on the national 
level is Bailey, Congress Makes a Law, This, however, 
is grounded in group, not class, formulations.
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eoneept of national Glasses, and particularly of a 
national riallng elass, is not In cmrrent vogtie, and the 
impulse to suppress any kind of flews, which, are out of 
step is always present, on campuses as elsewheree How
ever, the/problem of obtaining evidence, and the dif
ficulty, if not impossibility, of controlling nation
wide variables in a manner acceptable to the empirical 
epistemology of social science, must also be recognized 
as powerful factors<, Social and political respecta
bility are not all that is involved. Scientific respect 
ability has to be. considered as well.

Clearly, Sweezy agrees with the present commit-.
' . . ' ' 23ment to positivism and empiricism. His lack of

23 ■ • . ■Of course, as"inferred by the discussion 
suprao, ppo 150-153, the question can be raised as to 
whether what is sensorily perceived are really "facts'1 
or interpretations based on, and thereby effected by,• 
values and attitudes, Jor an excellent discussion of 
the interpretationist. view of perception, see Dwight 
Waldo, "'Values* in the Political Science Curriculum," 
Approaches to the Study of Politics; Twenty-Two Oon- • 
temporary Issays Exploring the Hature of Politics and 
Methods by Which!it Pan be Studied» ed, Roland Young 
TSvanston,"TTiinoisT^"Northwestern University Press, 
1958), pp® 96-11-1 , Waldo refers to attitadimal and 
-value structures as "preferences," Ibid,, p, 10 2s A. : 
good presehtation of the opposing•argument that "facts" 
are separate of both Values and the observer and can be 
"objectively" perceived, is found in Herbert A » Simon, 
Administrative Behavior; A Study of Decision-Making 
Processes in Administrative Organization (2de edT, New 
York; The MacMillan Pompany, 1 95F)%^e^peclally chap, 
ill, "Pact and Value in Decision-Making," pp* 45-60,
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consistency in defining the. various American classes
results from the fact that sense perception takes
priority over logical symmetry, let he does not allow
empiricism to stand in the way of creative speculation.
One fundamental value of his work derives from a will-
ingness to extrapolate from the empirical evidence of
community investigations and to focus on questions of
political power and decision-making in the national
and international spheres. For Sweezy, Marxism is a

24tool of social analysis, and he applies this tool 
within the broad— yet limiting— conception of national 
systems, not only to uncover power distribution and 
relationships, but also to delve into the sources of 
common social attitudes and values which permeate an 
apparent American pluralism. He thereby comes to grips 
with the central problems of political inquiry; who 
rules#, why do they rule#, how do they rule?, and what 
are the social consequences of their rule? "For 
Marxists, the crucial question is precisely 'who runs 
the government8 and 'for what,'

This, of course, places Sweezy in the camp of

24Paul M, Sweezy, Public lecture, Detroit, 
Michigan, 1954,

O P Z Sweezy, "Illusion of the Managerial Revolution,"
Science and Society, VI, lo„ 1 (1942), p0 14„



the "unscientific"j it opens him to the charge of 
building his polemics in the shifting sands of the 
vague and the unverifiedB ':But., aside from the question 
of whether major political issues are to go unheeded 
in the name of science, there are many who agree with 
Einstein that the essence of science is not observa
tion, but the creative Mguess.1’ And surely such a 
guess is the core of the polemicist's function; his 
role is to speculate, publicize, and underline, con
centrating the attention of others where it was not 
concentrated before„ "For it is the nature of politics 
that men must always act on the basis of uncertain 
fact, must make their judgments in haste on the. basis
of today's report by instinct and experience shaped

„26years before in other circumstances.
In the realm of social inquiry the names of 

Marx and Freud emerge with few others as the landmarks 
of the past hundred years. But Sweezy makes no pre
tensions that Marxism is a generalssystems theory.
For instance, it is not equipped, nor was it intended, 
to deal with the broad and vital field of voluntary

26.Theodore H. White, The Making of the President 
1960 (lew York: Atheneum Publishers, 1961), p. vii.
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actions of individuals, an area best approached through
27the methodology of psychoanalysis, Marxism is an 

attempt to comprehend the aggregate problems of social 
systems, an attempt to detect connecting patterns be
tween apparently unrelated historical events. Within 
its sphere, it is capable of producing' valuable insights 
into the operations of society.

Yet Sweezy1s is a unique voice on the American • 
political spectrum, even on the left-wing of that 
spectrum. His is the voice of a non-Communist, Marxian 
socialist, who, unlike most American socialists, is 
not bitter and disillusioned with the Soviet Union be
cause it has acted as a nation-state instead of a 
utopia, Neither is he committed to it. Consequently, 
his analysis of national and international affairs is 
less flavored by a constant need to counterpose the 
United States against Russia, He is not trapped by 
the bi-polar language and perceptions of the cold war, 
and can be critical of both sides without myopic 
compunctions. Within the United States he is there
fore not accepted by the majority to the "right,M and 
frequently attacked by those to the "left," The term"

27Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite 
or Ruling Glass?, p, 29,
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are different, but the essence of the charge is the
same-x-Sweezy is too radical. But for this very reason
he is highly regarded among french intellectuals, there
are "Sweezyites" in Japan, and he has a tremendous ap=
peal in the emerging nations, Sweezy’s refusal to be-

28come a "cold warrior" for either of the great powers 
allows him to indulge less in Orwellian "doublethink" 
and produce a more honest and penetrating analysis. It 
makes his polemics representative of a view not often 
heard and deserving of consideration,

for yet another reason Sweezy's polemics have 
a place in American politics. In a cynical time he 
has not soured on the democratic ideal that men are 
rational, will perceive their interests, and trans
form the social order into one of true equality. He 
continues to insist that men can learn by the exercise 
of their reason without the catalyst of war, depres
sion, and social debacle, for those who confuse 
cynicism with sophistication, Sweezy is naive. Labor
ing under a misinterpretation of freud, who after all 
felt that men’s irrationalities could be understood 
and controlled through reason, they find it obvious,

28Huberman and Sweezy, Monthly Review, I, Ho,
10 (1950), p, 290, supra,, p, 6,
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that human beings are neither rational or equal* To 
the "sophisticated," self-government is fine propaganda, 
but fundamentally impossible„

Sweezy is sufficiently "naive" to be moved by 
the American dream of equality and liberty, his work 
troubled by the age-old dilemma of majorities and minor
ities » He is caught by the nationalistic impulse that
saw the dream extended, the impulse which could cause
MaeLeish to declare that "America was promises," not 
for this continent alone, but with Jefferson, as a 
model for the world* He is "naive" enough to be out
raged by those who manipulate the slogans of this dream
to better gorge themselves at the trough of status and
power* And he is "naive" enough to possess a sense of 
history; to know that the story of humanity has never 
been stability, but unconscious and conscious social 
transition; that the cynics of the business culture 
are the most naive because, as Sandburg has pointed 
out, "the people, move eternally in the elements of 
surprise ' * * * * "

Of 0* Wright Mills, Sweezy has written;
it seems to me that Mills speaks with
the voice of an authentic American
radicalism* He is highly critical of
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the American system and frequently 
lays about him with' strong adjectives, 
heavy sarcasm, and biting invective„

- But he doesn’t hate "the American way 
of life" and turn his back on it, as 
so many of our foreign critics do; and 
he isn’t overawed by foreign authority, 
as so many of our native radicals have always been029

What men say of others often reveals much about them
selves » It is plain that Sweezy is deeply concerned 
with the future of his country, its direction at home, 
its role in the world„ And, in the final analysis, 
an evaluation of his polemics must wait for events.
If Walter Lippmann has argued correctly that the United 
States cannot fundamentally cope with its problems 
"without reviving and renewing the progressive move
ment in American politics, which has been quiesecent

30for some ten years," then these polemics take on 
added and immediate importance, In any case, they 
have a place on the American political scene» Sweezy 
considers his work to be Marxism applied. Perhaps it 
is. But it is as much a reiteration of old American

29Sweezy, Marxian Socialism; and Power Elite 
or Ruling Class?, p* 22, .

•^Walter lippmann, "Change of Course," lewsweek, 
LXII, Ho, 2 (1963), Po 15, ■
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themesthemes always in style, themes always worth 
dealing with.
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Hook, Sidney^ —Towards thê  Understanding: of Karl Marx;
A Revolutionary Ihterpretatioho Mew York: 
"^w7oEnTay^^mpaK^T^%^3T^xiv, 347 p0

Josephson, Hatthew0 The Robber Barons: The Great American 
Capitalists* 186^19010 lew YorkT”  Ear courts 
Brace and Company, 1934c, viii, 474 p^

Kelley, Stanley., Jr0 Professional Public Relations and
Political.Power0 Baltimoreg The Johns Hopkins 
Pris¥, 19560 '247 Po

Kennan, George Pe American Diplomacy: 190Q°1950o
Ohicag©: The University^of Chicago Press, 1953o
ix, 154 po

Koch, Adrienne-,- and Peden, William (edSo)». The life 
and Writings of Thomas Jefferson0 Mew Yo'rkT 
The M^dern hibrary, I9440’~'“xllv7 756 pc

Koestler, Arthurc Darkness at Moonp Translated by
Daphne Hardy% Mew York:.The Macmillan Company,
1941o 267 Po

laski, Harold J0 Faith* Reason, and Civilization: An
Essay in Historical AnalystsT^Mew Ybr^:  The
Tiking^Press, 19440 187 po

lasswell, Harold Do Politics: Who Gets What* Wheno How
in The Political Writings of HaroldD0 LassweirT 
Glencoe, Illinois: Tlie Free Press, 1951 o "
PPo 285=461o



18?
„ Psychopathology aad Politics In The Political 
Writings of Harold Do has swell Glencoe 9 Illinois s 
The Free Presss 1951= -PPo 1=282*

Xjedererj William J0 9 and Burdick9 Eugene * The Ugly
American* . W0 W* Norton and Company9 Inc* $> 195S*
285 p.

henin9 V* I* Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism:
A PopuTar Outline* lew* revised ~trahslatione 
tLittleTfenin library, Yol* XV) lew York:
International Publishers9 1939= . v, 128 p»
* State and ReVoTatioh0 (Marxist Mbrary: Works 

/ of Marxism-Ii'e^5ii£'7”Vol* VIII) lew York:International Publishers, 1932* 103 p*
■ . What Is to Be BoneV: Burning Questions of Our

Movement* ^Marxist Bibraryl^Vol0 XIV) lew York: 
International Publishers, 1929= 176 p*

Iieontiev, A* Marx8s Capital* lew York: International
Publishers, 1946* 160 p*

Lerner, Daniel, and Lasswell, Harold D* (eds*) The Policy 
Sciences: Recent Developments in-Scope and Method* 
With the editorial collaboration of Harold H* Fisher, 
Ernest H* Hilgard, Saul K* Padover, Ithiel De
Sola Pool and C* Easton Eothwell* Stanford, Califor=
nia: Stanford University Press, 1951= xiv, 344 p*

Lewis, Sinclair* Babbitt* lew York: Harcourt, Brace
and Company, 192^* 401 p*
* It Can't Happen Here: A lovel* Garden City,
1ew“To rkT~ Doubleday, Do ran and Company, Inc*,
1936* 458 p*

Lilienthal, David 1* TVA: Democracy on the March* lew 
York: Harper and Brothers, Publisher, 1953=xxiv, 294 p*

Dippman, Walter* Essays in the Public Philosophy*
Boston: -Little, Brown and Company, 1955* 189 p*



188

low!eg Bobert H0 Social Organization  ̂ lew York:
Biaehart and Oompany Publishers Incorporateds 
1953« ix9 464 p0

Lyndg Robert S0 Khowledgre for What?: The Place of Social 
■ ■ Science ihT~femerlcair~0ulture0- Princeton^ lew Jerseys

Princeton University Pressp 1939° x9 268 p<, '
o9 and lyndg Helen Merrell0 Middletown: A Study 

Contemporary American Culture0 lew York:
Harcourt9 Brace and ^ompany7”192’9» xP 550 p0

~̂ GonfiicTs7 lew York: ~~"HaycourtBrace and~~Oompany9 
1937o '”lcviiig 604 p0

Mailer* lorman0 The laked and the Dead* lew York:
The lodernTjilraryP"T9487~ 7 2 1 p0

Mao Tse»Tung9 Selected Worksa Vol, Is 1926^19360
lew Yorks International Publishers* 195^0 336 pe
o Selected Workso Yol0 II: 1937-19380 lew
York: iniernational Publishers^ 195^T" 296 pc
n Selected Works« Vol. Ill: 1939-1941„
lew Yorks” International Publishers* 1 9 5 5 o  260 p0

Marx* Karl. Oapital; A Critique, of Political Economy:
The Process of Capitalist Production  ̂ Translated 
^"sSueI Mooremand Edward Avelingo ̂  Edited by 
Frederick Engels. Revised and amplified by Ernest 
Waterman* lew York: The Modern library* 1906*
869 Po
o 11 The Communist Manifesto*H Canital: The Communist 
Manifesto: And Other Writings* Edited with an 
introduction by Max Eastman* With an essay by 
V0 I* Eenin* lew York: The Modern library* 1932*
PR. 315-355*

Maugham* W0 Somerset* Of Human Bondage* lew York:
The Modern Library7~T915. " 760 p*



189

Me3arings Franz0 Karl Marx; The Story of his Life0 Trans- 
lated with an Introduction by Edward Fitzgerald* 
Hew Yorks 6ovici9 Friedep Publisherss 1935d 
xxvp 608 p0 .

MoodyP John* The Masters of Capitals A. Chronicle of Wall 
.Street* (The Chronicles of America Series*
Edited by.Alien Johnson* Assistant Editorsp 
tiharles ¥* Jefferys and Gerhard B* Iiomer)
Hew Havens Yale University Press9 1919* 
viig 234 p*

Morgan^ lewis .H* . Ancient Society; Or Researches in the 
lines of Human Progress from Savagery Through 
Barbarism to Olvilizatlon* Ohlcago9 Illinoiss 
. Oharles^H%''"Kerr'and Company9 1 9 08* xvi9 570 p*

MorgenthaU; Hans* Scientific Man vS* Power Politics*
Ghicagos The Hniversity 'of~0hicago Pressp 1946* 
ix9 244 p*

Mosca9 Gaetano* The Ruling Glass* Translated and edited 
by Arthur livingston* Hew York and londons 
McGraw-Hill Book Company9 Inc* 9 1939* xli9 514 p*

Mumford9 lewis* The Gulture of Pities* Hew Yorks
Harcourtj Brace and 0ompany9 1938* xil9 586 p*

Myers9 Gustavus* History of the Great American Fortunes* 
Hew Yorks TheModern library*732 p*

Oakley9 Kenneth P* Man the Tool-Maker* 2nd ed* Revised* 
londons Printed by order of "the Trustees of the 
British Museum9 1952* 98 p*

0 ^Hara9 John* Ten Horth Frederick* Hew Yorks 
Random House9 1955* 408p*

0* Henry* The Gomplete Works of 0* Henry* (2 vols*) 
Garden 0ity9 Hew Yorks loubleday and Company9 
Inc* 9 1953* xiii9 viii9 1692 p*

Ortega y Gasset9 Jose* The Revolt of the Masses*
Authorized translation (anonymous)* Hew Yorks 
W* W* Horton and Company, Inc* 9 1932* 190 p*



190

Orwell9 George* Animal Farm* Hew Yorks Harcourt9 Brace 
and Companys l945T°rl8 p *
* nineteen Eighty^Four0 Hew Yorks Hareourts 
Braoe'^and' Companys 19^90 314 p0

Packard9 Vance* The Hidden Persuaders* Hew Yorks
David McKay Companyp Inc* g 1957<, viiig 275 Po

Paineg Thomas? "Common Sense9 M The Complete Writings 
of Thomas Paine* Vol* I*' (2 vols*) Edited
byPhilipS* Foner* Hew Yorks The,Citadel 
Pressg 1945o PPo 1=46*

Paton, Alan9 Cry* The Beloved Cdmntfys A Story of Comfort 
in Desolationo Hew Yorks’ Charles Scribner*s 
Sonsg 1948* irg 278 p*

Peekg George A*, Jr* (ed*) The Political Writings of 
John Adams t Representative Selections *
Trhe American Heritage‘Serlesg edited by 
Oskar Piest9-Ho* 8 ) Hew Yorks The liberal Arts 
Press, 1954* xxxii9 22^ p*

Pirenne, Henry* Economic and Social History of Medieval 
Europe* Translated by I* E* Clegg* Hew Yorks^ 
Haroourtg Brace and Company9 n*d* xii, 243 p*

Plato * Plato" s The Republic* Translated by 1* Jewett*
Hew Yorks The Modern library, n*d* 397 p*

Poincare, Henri * Science and Method* Translated by
Francis Maitland* Hew Yorks Dover Publications, 
Inc*, n*d* 288 p*

Badcliffe-Brown, A* B* A Hatural Science of Society* 
Glencoe, Illinoiss The Free Press, 1957* 
xii," 156 p*

Beedg John* Ten Days - that Shook the World* Hew Yorks 
The Modern library, 1935= xxiv, 371 p*

Bemarq.ue, Erich Maria* All Quiet on the Western Front* 
Translated by Ao^fTliheen* Boston: little, ~
Brown and Company, 1929* 291 p*



191

o The Road Baofc0 Translated by A0 W 0 lheen0 
■‘"^^Terontbs McClelland and Steward Limitedj, 1931o 

320 p 0

Bodell, Fredo line lens A Political listory of the 
Supreme Odurt fromT790 to 1955o lew Yorks 
Random House^ 1955oxii9 335 p0

Rossiter, Clinton0 Marxisms The View from Americao 
(Oommmnism inAmerican Li£e0 Edited Py 
Olinton Rossiter) Hew Yorks Harcourt9 Brace 
and Companys I960* viiig 338 p0

Scharr9 John H0 Loyalty in America0 Berkeley andLos Angeless University of California Press,
1957o viig 217 p,

Schattschneider, 10 B0 Party Government0 lew Yorks 
Holt, Rinehart andTlinstong 1980o xv, 219 Po

Shaw, Bernard (ed0) o Essays in Fabian. Socialism^
(Works,of Bernard Shaw0 Yolo IV) Londons 
Constable and Company Limited, 19320 326 p0

Sohlesinger, Arthur M0, Jr0 The Vital Centers The
Polities of Freedom,, Bostons Houghton Mifflin 
Company, 1949* xT^274 p0

Shubg Eavido Lenin0 Garden City, lew Yorks Doubleday 
- and Companyg Inc0, 1951o viii, 458 p0

Schulbergg Bud0 What Makes Sammy Run? lew Yorks 
Random House, 1941o 303 p„ “ -

Simon, Herbert A0 Administrative Behaviors A Study of 
Decision^MakingBrocesses in Administrative 
Organlzationo ~2(T~edT lew Yorks The MacMillan 
Company, 1958, xlviii, 259 p=

Snow, Co Po The Two Cultures and the Scientific Revolution0 
lew Yo^r^^SE3dgF%nIve5l%y°7^88T°TW5^T^58^T

Spargo, John0 Karl Marxs His Life and Work0 Revised ed0 
lew Yorks : B0 W0 .Huebschg 1912.0' 359 Po



192

Spitzp Davide Democracy and the Challenge of Power0 
-Hew Y or In Go Immbi a Uni verii^~^e s s p 19 sCTiXp 228 p0

Steffensp Lincoln, The Autobiography of Lincoln Steffens; 
Oomplete in HneTolnmeo lew Yorki Harcourtp 
Brace and Company9 19310 xis

Steinheekp John, In Dubious Battle, lew Yorks The 
Modern Libraryp i9367==3 W ==‘po
, The G-rapes of Wrath, lew York: The Modern
Libraryp 1930„ ~Tl9^pT

Stone9 Irving, Clarence Darrow for the Defenses A Bio° 
granhy, Garden Cityp lew Yorks . Garden City^ 
Publishing Ob,9 Inc,g 1943, xi9 576 p,

Straohey, John, Contemnorary Capitalism, lew Yorks 
Random House8 195^7 374 p,

Trumang David 1, The Governmental Process: Political 
Interests and Public Opinion, lew Yorks 
Alfred iCTSopf 9 195B73Cvip 544, xv p,

Veblenp Thorstein, The Theory of the Leisure Classs An 
Economic Study of Institutions, lew Yorks 
W e ^ ^ d e S ° W b ^ ^ T ° % ^ 4 r ^ x v T  404 p,

Wallacep Henry A, Technology, Corporations, and the
General Welfare, Chapel Hills The University of 
Worth Carolina Pressp 1937, 83 p,
,  The_Price of Free World Victory, lew Yorks
L, B, Pischerp 1942, 37^^    ^

Warnerp W, Lloyd, and Lunt, Paul S, The Social Life of 
a Modern Community, Tol, I oTW- Lloyd'Warner, 
Yankee City Series, (6 vols,) lew Havens 
Yale University~Press, 1941, ,xx, 460 p.

White, Leslie A, The Science of Cultures A Study of Man 
■ and Civilization, lew Yorks Farrar, Straus and 
CompanyTl949\r^xx, 444 p.

White, Theodore H, The Making of the President I960,
.lew Yorks Atheneum Publishers, 1961% ix^%00 p.



193

White9 William S0 Oltadelg ghe Story of the S. Senate. 
Hew York: Harper and. Brothers9 Publishers9
1 9 5 7 o xi9 2 1 4  p„0 . .

. .Wrights H.chard0 Hatiye Bon0 Hew York and Londons 
Harper and'==Sroffiers ”Puhlisherss 1 9 4 0  0 
x i g  3 5 9  P o

Articles* Pamphlets, and Periodioals
laker9. Sir Ernest0 "Reflections on English Political 

-fhe©ry? M Political Studiesg She Journal of the 
Polltical""studles Association of the United 
Ilngdom* I* Ho. 1 (1953 K  ni30"CTa~r

Bell9 Danielo "The Background and Development of Marxian 
. Socialism in the United States9" Socialism and 
American Lifel Edited hy Donald Drew EgberlTand 
Wlow Persenso' Vol. 1. (2.vols.) ("Princeton
Studies in American Oivilization9" Ho0 4)
Princeton, Hew Jerseys Princeton-University 
Press, 1952. pp. 215=405o

Bendiner, Robert. "The "Engineering of Consent"=°»A Case
Study o " The ■'Reporter * XIII * Ho. 2 (1955) 9 pp. 14= 23.

Business Week* Ho. 1754 (1963)0

Dobb, Mauriceo "Review of Paul M. Sweezy, "The Theory of 
Capitalist Development; Principles of Marxian 
Political Economy," (Hew Yorks Oxford University 
Press, 1942)*" Science and Society* VII, Ho. 3
(19 43) pp. 270-27 5. *   .

Howe, Irving. "Heither Compromise Hor Happiness,"
The Hew Republic* CXLVII, Ho. 24 (1962), pp. 17-20.

I. P. Stone"s Weekly. X, Ho. 1 (1962) - XI, Ho. 1 (1963).
Lasswell, Harold D. "The Garrison State," The American 

Journal of Sociology* XLVI, Ho. 4, (TplTT”-” * pp. 455^46'8.  "



V.

194

3jatliam9 larlo "fhe fircmp Basis of Politicss lotes For
a Theory,," The Jmeflcah Polltioal Science Review* 

. XLV1, loo i‘2”ll952), ppo 3'76-397o........ . ....
McOloskeyg Hohert Gr0 "American Political Thought and .

the Study of Polltios," Approaches to the Study 
of Politics; Twenty^;Twd Gontemporary. Essays 
Explorihg the^hatureTof Politico"and Methods by 
EEjch^itTGanT^e Studied% Edited P^R^anTYoung 0 
Evanston^ lllinois: Northwestern University
Press, 19580 pp0 155=171o

MeSill, To Jo "Dialectical Materialism and Recent
-Philosophy," Science and Society0 VI, Io0 1 
(1942), ppa-.'150-165o

Morgenthau, Hans Jc "Power as a Political Concept,"
Approaches to the. Study of Politics^ Twenty-Two 
0ontemporary Fssays^SplorTnE"'thF°°&ture^of 
^iltich^ and
Sdited by Roland Youngo Evanston, Illinoiss 
northwestern University Press, 19580 ppe 66=77*

Hewsweeh. LXI, Ho0 10 (1963)0
• " •• o 1X1, Hoo 24" (1963) o

• ' ' .mi, loo 2 (1963L
Oppenheim, Felix E0 "Degrees of Power .and Freedom,"

The.American Political Science Review, DXT,■
. PP o 437=4#o ■ .

Spitz, Davido "Democracy and the Problem of Civil Dis
obedience, " The •American Political Science Review, 

. XLVIII, Hod F11954), ppo 386-403d
Steward, Julian H» "Evolution and Process," Anthropology 

Today: An'Enoyclopedic Inventory0 Edited by 
A0 L<,. Kroeber, Chicago Illinois s - The University 
of Chicago Press, (1955), pp0 313=526* .

f
Udall, Morris K* "Where8s the Welfare State?," The Hew 

Republic o CXLTII, Hbs 14 (1962), pp* Z 3 - l K r ~ '



195

Ylericks- Peter0 "The lew American Bight," Arizona 
Qmarterlyo'.XIIo lo0 5 (1956), ppQ .'if^fTfT

Waldo, Dwighto "^Talues? in the Political Science
.Ourricnliam," Approaches to the Study of Polities § 
gwehty^Two Contemporary Essays Exploring the Nature 
of Politics and Methods by Which it 0an Be.Stndledo 
Edited^by Roland Young0 Evanston, Illinois; ’
Northwestern University Press, 19580 pp0 96=1110

Ward, John William, "Mill, Marx, and Modern Individualism," 
, The Virginia Quarterly Reviewo XXXT, No, 4 (1959), • 
PP. 527“539o .

Plays and Poetry
Anderson, Maxwell, Key Largo? A Play in a Prologue and 

- Two Acts, Washington, D, C,s Anderson House,
1959. 125 p. -
, "Winterseti A Play in Three Acts," Seven Plays 
of the Modern Theater, Edited by Vincent Wall and 
James Patton Modoimick. New York; Cincinnati; 
Chicago? Boston? Atlanta? Dallas? San Francisco: 
American Book Company, 1950, pp. 367=447,

Capek, Karel, "B, U, B,"? Translated by Paul Selver,
. Twenty=five Modern Plays. Edited by S, Marion 
Tucker,- 3rd ed. New Yorks Harper and Brothers 
Publishers, 1935, pp. 641=673.

Ibsen, Henrik. "An Enemy of the People," (1882), A Doll8s 
House? Ghosts? An Enemy of the People? "The Master 
guilder q- New York? TheModern Li b r afy7'T950, pprf75=288.

Kingsley, Sidney, "Dead End," Sixteen Famous American
Plays. Edited by Bennet A, Cerf and Van H, Oartmell, 
New York: The Modern library, 1941. pp. 449=?531.

MacLeish, Archibald. "America Was Promises," (1939)
Collected Poems? 1917=1952. Boston:- Houghton 
Mifflin Company, 1952, pp. 333=341,



196

" o MIIie Trepan Horsej A Play911 (1952) 9 Oollected 
ems: 1917°1952o Bostons Houghton, Mifflin 

Company5, 1952o" ppQ 371=407*
Millers Arthur» All My Sonsg A Play in Three Acts*

Hew York: BeynaX and Hitchcocks, 1947* 83 p*
o "Death of a Salesman; Certain Private Conversa
tions in Two Acts and a.Requiem*M Twenty-five 
Modern Plays0 Edited hy So Marion.Tucker0 
3rd ed0 lew Yorks Harper and Brothers Publishers, 
1953* ppo 953=1002o

lice, Elmer I»0 ’’The Adding Machine," British and American 
Plays; l850=1945o Edited 'by .Willard Higley Durham 
and Aohn wZDodds0 Hew Yorks Oxford Wnivarsity 
Press, 1947* pp0 505^534o

Shaw, Bernardo "Major Barbara," Bernard Shaw; Selected 
Plays.r With Preface So Hew York: Dodd, Mead and
Companys~T94BT"""pp, "297=446*
o  "The Doctor8s Dilemma," Bernard Shaw; Selected
Plays; With Prefaeeso •, Hew York": ' Dddd'7 'Sead amdT^
Company%^l94BT^ppV1-188 0 .

Sandburg, Carl* Comnlete Poems0 Hew York: Hareourt,
Brace and Company, 1950* xxix, 676 pe

Sherwood, Robert E0 "There Shall Be Ho Hight," British 
and American Plays; 1830-1945. Edited -‘by 
Willard“Higley Durham^andJohn Wc Dodds0 Hew York: 
Oxford Iniversity Press, 1947* pp* 723=770*

Tehekhov, Anton0 "The Cherry Orchard"; Translated by 
George Calderon, Twenty-five Modern Plays *
Edited by S* Marion Tu'cker^^'3'^'edT'^Hew York; 
Harper and. Brothers Publishers, 1953* pp* 263=2920



197

Public Documents
Benais ir0 United States0 341 W0S<, 494; 95 1= Mo 11375 

71 Step* Oto^57 (195l)o

Miscellaneous
MurroWg Mward R0 9 Friendly? Fred -W* @ and &udes J0 Go 

“I Gan Hear . It low;fl 1919=1932,
Yolo III, ML43407 Columbia Re cords 9 (1950),


