A Tax Guide
for the Rest of Us

If you
can't give
your papers
to the
National
Archive...
wift said it: "Censure is the tax a
man pays to the public for being
eminent." If so, that appears to
be about the only tax being paid these
days by Citizen Nixon and Citizen
Reagan. The less eminent among us of
course pay a bit more. Noting that
1040 time is again upon us, what follows are a few simple hints to guide
you in the preparation of your tax return. These tips are confined to the
strictly legal, for a simple reason: tax
cheating is highly dangerous, and for
little folk, rarely worth the risk.
General Advice. Assuming that you
want to pay, at most, the minimum
taxes required of you, and that like
most everyone else in the land, you
will be stretching the spirit of the law
while yet honoring its letter, you must
be selective where you do your
stretching. You must never, no never,
conceal income. Our IRS informants
report that nigh onto 99 percent of
tax evasion cases are brought against
income secreters. Inflating deductions
is both more common and more easily
forgiven by the IRS's legion of agents:
witness a recent deduction for "personal papers." Next: spend some time
preparing your tax return, because the
savings are worth it, and once you
learn the tricks, the harvest will be
reaped in each successive year. If you
can't bring any enthusiasm or confidence to the task, and if you are earning $ 10,000 a year or more, hie your-
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self hence to an accountant or lawyer
and pay the $50 or so fee. Avoid the
$5 tax preparers for they know
nothing, and a lot of ignorance is a
dangerous thing.
Capitalizing on Baby Sister. Beginning last year, working parents and
guardians can deduct the costs of caring for dependants. To qualify, you
must work at least 3/4 time during the
month you claim the deduction and
the dependant must be a child under
15, or a spouse or other dependant
who is physically or mentally incapable of self-care. You must also be
maintaining a household—paying 50
percent or more of the rent, groceries,
utilities, taxes and insurance of the
household. Deductible expenses are
limited to $400 a month, and to get it
that high you need three or more dependants under care. One kid gets you
a maximum of $200, and you cannot
hire granny or any other close relative.
If you think you miglit qualify for
this deduction, add up what you paid
for housekeepers, nursery schools,
transportation, babysitters, day camp,
etc., and then check out the fine print
in a tax manual (Lasser's "Your Income Tax" [$2] is good, as is the
book the IRS publishes called "Your
Federal Income Tax"). You will need
form 2441, not in the package of
forms sent you by the IRS.
"C" Stands for Cottage. Schedule C
is not included in that little package of
forms they sent you, but is easily obtained by a phone call to your local
IRS office. This form is used for professional and business income and expense, including little cottage industries which are often nothing more
than disguised hobbies. The rich use
this form to write off their Bahaman
vacations, hobby farms and other fictions, and the poor can more modestly
use this form to write off the lumpen
equivalents—pottery, weaving, writing,
research, whatever.
Since business losses are deducted
from gross income, rather than simply
taken as deductions- by those who
itemize their deductions, business
losses are especially valuable to little
taxpayers who take the standard ten
percent deduction and do not itemize.
If that's confusing, read it again.
What's a business and what's a
hobby? There are two tests: you must
have intended to make a profit from
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the activity, and you must actually
make a profit in two out of every five
years. If this is a new business, odds
are you can lose money for awhile
without causing the IRS computer to
tilt, but be prepared a few years down
the line to have your business losses
thrown out if you should be audited.
Your intentions may be inferred by
your conduct of the business, and
doing such things as getting a state resale license, selling a few pieces of
your work or your time, printing some
letterhead stationary, etc. is all to the
good. If you decide that you qualify as
a businessperson, pick up Schedule C,
buy a copy of Lasser, turn to page 52,
and invite your neighbors in. You will
be amazed and delighted with the variety of things that can and are deducted by your fellows in the business
community: entertainment, travel,
gifts, employee recreation. On the
other hand, if yours was strictly a
hobby, you do not qualify to sup at
this table.
Wage Slave Quarters. Most any expense that your job required of you,
and your boss did not reimburse you
for, is eligible for deduction. Since
these deductions come off your gross
income, they are usable by taxpayers
who do not have enough deductions to
itemize them (that is, those who take
the ten percent standard deduction). A
favorite candidate is that room in your
house which you use as an office. To
qualify, your boss must require you to
use your home for business purposes,
but this does not mean that you need
do anything more than use a room as
an office for yourself. The calculation
is fairly simple: determine what percentage this room is to the total living
space of your house or apartment, and
apply that percentage to the actual
costs of rent, utilities, and casualty insurance premiums, housepainting,
maintenance. If you use the space, say,
half-time, divide your answer in half
and claim that as a deduction. Use
form 2106.
Bad Debts. These are deductible, up
to a total of $1,000 per year. The debt
need not be related to business in any
way—it can be a loan to your brotherin-law (but not to your children, for
the IRS narrows its eyes on those).
The test of whether there really was a
debt that went bad will include some
evidence that a debt actually existed,

er items not to be overlooked. Remember, the marginal tax rate, at the
bottom of the income ladder, is fourteen percent (14%) and that every
$100 in deductions that you can find
saves you $14. I know, 1 know, the oil
companies only pay two percent in
taxes, but they can afford real tax advice, and can afford to buy themselves
some decent taxbreak legislation as
well.
Clothes can be taken as a deduction
under the severe restriction that the
clothes must be used exclusively for
your work, and not be suitable for
general daily wear. If so qualified, you
can claim as deductible not only the
cost of such clothing, but also laundry
and drycleaning. This one sounds like
a deduction that skirts the edge of acceptability, with a number of cases
being tried in tax court, and decisions
falling both ways. Use Schedule A, in
your tax package.

rather than a gift—such things as as
lOU or promissory note signed by the
defaulting debtor. Next you should be
prepared to explain why the debt had
some value at the beginning of 1973
(if it's an old debt) and why it lost
that value during the year 1973. The
debt is bad if there is no likelihood
that you can collect on it ever. It is
not necessary that you sue the person
that took your hard-earned money, so
long as you are reasonably sure that
getting a judgement would do you no
good, since he/she has nothing to seize
in payment of the debt to you. Bad
debts are written effusing Schedule D.
Political Contributions. In what
now seems a futile and ironic gesture,
the Congress passed a law permitting
you to deduct paltry contributions to
political campaigns, or to take a credit
against the taxes you will pay (that
bottom-line figure on form 1040). Unless you made a handsome income last
year, at least $15,000, you are better
off taking the credit rather than listing
your contribution among your itemized deductions. The limit is $25 on a
joint return, $12.50 on a single return,
and if caUed upon to prove your
credit, you will be expected to have a
written receipt. Fund-raising dinner
tickets qualify, and you can have given
the money to most any committee,
national, state, local, Left, Right,
crazy. Also, you may designate $2 of
your taxes to be paid over to the Presidential Election Committee, which
will split it up among the parties.
Acts of God and Other Blessings.
The list of deductible casualty losses
runs from Avalanche to Zyclone, via
smog, shipwreck, mugging and unusual
quarry-blast. There is a S100 exclusion
per disaster, and the law says you must
be able to prove the loss, though in the
case of a theft, that does not necessarily require you to file a police report or insurance claim. Shrubbery
damaged by freeze, drought, or insecticide all qualify, if the value of your
property (you must own it) is decreased as a result. Stolen cars, bicycles, TVs, dogs and other favorite
choices of vandals are all eligible. If it's
a big loss, you need to fill out form
4684; if it's petty, try plugging it in
under the section on Schedule A&B,
which is in your little package of
forms.

Magazine subscriptions, books. If
required by your job or profession,
these may be written off and professional musicians can deduct the costs
of sheet music, arranger's fees, instrument depreciation and performance
clothing.
Last and least, you may deduct
watch repair if you use it on your job
(is there anyone who doesn't?) and
may deduct the cost of getting someone to help you prepare your income
tax. return. (That will be $10, please.)
And of course you may deduct the cost
of this copy of RAMPARTS that you
are reading. If bought on the newsstand, it cost you $1, by subscription
it probably averaged 75^^.
That about does it. For those of
you itemizing your
deductions
(Schedules A and B) rather than taking
the easy way and lopping off ten percent, here is a table giving you esti-

mates of the average actual deductions
taken by taxpayers in 1968, adjusted
upward by 20 percent to allow for inflation. From this you can get some
idea of what is considered "normal"
by the IRS when their computer scans
your tax return. Chances are that if
your deductions resemble these, you
will be less likely to be selected to endure the trial-by-audit ritual for which
the IRS is so widely feared.
Record-keeping is the sine qua non
of the successful taxpayer. Not only
can you fend off the thrusts of a rapacious and poHticized IRS, in the
most unlikely event of an audit, but
perhaps more importantly, you will
not have to worry in the six years
ahead (during which they retain the
right to audit). Not only should you
have receipts for larger contributions
and deductions for travel, casualty losses, childcare, but where there are no
receipts, you should be able to show
how you made your estimates that
you wrote into the tax return itself.
Nothing elaborate is needed, and
one easy method is simply to have a
worksheet where you write down the
calculations that led you to the totals
that are copied onto the forms.
Where trips, losses and childcare is
claimed, you should try to reconstruct
the approximate dates of these, and
put them into the worksheet. File this
worksheet with your copy of your tax
return, and hang onto them for at least
a half-dozen years. When preparing the
tax return itself, do not write in a lot
of marginal explanations of how you
arrived at the figures there, unless the
instructions clearly call for your filling
out either an additional supporting
form, or supplying an explanation on
an accompanying piece of plain paper.
Good luck, and keep your head
down.

Amounts You Can Deduct, on Schedule A, for
Your Income
From Line 18,
l-'orm 1040
$ 5,000-$
6,0007,0008,0009,00010,000over

6,000
7,000
8,000
9,000
10,000
15,000
15.000

Contributions

Medical
& Dental

Interest

$250
$400
$380
250
360
480
270
360
550
285
340
610
310
350
680
350
325
810
Get yourself a tax accountant

Taxes
$400
480
550
610
675
880

Small Change. Here are a few small-
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RADICAL ECONOMISTS
(From page 30)
kind of confidence and trust which a
leader of a department must possess."
Under these exceptional circumstances, the provost of the University
decided to appoint Dean Alfange to
the position of acting head of the Economics Department.
Following this action, Alfange approached the Department and requested that a committee be established to assist him during his period as
acting head. Again the Department
was badly split even by these requests,
and, amazingly, voted not to establish
a Personnel Committee to supervise recruitment for 1972-73. It also refused
to even appoint an informal advisory
committee to the Dean. However, the
appointment of Alfange by the provost was not a selection of a weakkneed caretaker interested in reconciliation at any cost. "Having found
myself thrust into the position," says
Alfange, "I resolved to act vigorously
in the area of recruitment in order to
dispel the possible image of this Department as one so riven by internal
disagreement that it could not move
forward."
Alfange links what he was trying to
accomplish at U. Mass. with what Galbraith had failed to achieve at Harvard.
"My experience with certain personnel
issues in the Department over the past
couple of years," said Alfange, "has
satisfied me—although 1 know others
involved would conscientiously contend for differing interpretations—that
what was occurring was a manifestation of what John Kenneth Galbraith
described in his AEA presidential address in December as a 'new despotism,' which 'consists in defining
scientific excellence as whatever is
closest in beUef and method to the
scholarly tendency of the people who
are already there. This is a pervasive
and oppressive thing not the less dangerous for being, in the frequent case,
both self-righteous and unconscious.'
Because of this, I had no doubt that
the Department needed to be broadened and balanced in order to reflect
more widely the professional views
that are held in the disciphne at large."
It is with Alfange's appointment as
acting head of Economics for 1972-73
that the wayward trail of Harvard's
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radical economic exiles came to the
town of Amherst. As often happens in
the small circles of American academia, people tend to meet and think
it such a "coincidence." Before long,
Sam Bowles, then on a one year visiting professorship at the University's
Labor Center, met Dean Alfange, and
a coincidence of significant proportions was soon to develop. Nothing
much happened at first. But as winter
came on Bowles let it be known in
Amherst that if things turned black at
Harvard, he would be glad to come to
the University of Massachusetts.
A subtle hint was all that was
needed. The previous spring, the University had received a big black eye in
the college presses of the valley for the
Best case, which was viewed as an attempted poUtical firing. Alfange was
interested in changing this image. Unlike Harvard, the dean was committed
to diversity which included radical
economics on more than a token scale.
Alfange was interested if Bowles was.
When the Bowles' appointment
went down to defeat at Harvard, his
supporters decided that what they
could not win at home, they would
win elsewhere. "Harvard's loss will be
their gain," said Galbraith. Bowles at
this point suggested to Alfange the
possibility of a group of well-known
radical economists joining the faculty
at the University of Massachusetts.
Bowles pointed out that one of the
greatest obstacles to the development
of radical scholarship in economics
was that academics interested in its
development were scattered and isolated from fellow colleagues.
Within a fortniglit Alfange had received a stunning series of recommendations for prospective candidates.
He got letters and telephone calls from
four past presidents of the AEA (one
of whom had won the Nobel Prize for
economics, another who would receive
the same award within the year), a
former editor of the American Economic Review, and several other well
known names in the discipline. They
all certified that, although the candidates they proposed were indeed radical, they were highly qualified and
competent economists. They all
strongly urged Alfange to make the
appointments.
And so it came to be, in the words
of James Kindahl. that the "Radical
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Package" was created, Alfange was
quickly accused of usurping the rights
and powers of the Department. But to
Afange these accusations were ex-,
travagant and ill-founded, and he
defended himself in a long and powerfully worded memorandum to members of the Department: "It seemed to
me impossible," he wrote, "for the
Department to continue to remain insensitive to the ferment taking place
within the discipline of economics, in
which a substantial number of
economists-including some of the
most prestigious members of the profession—were challenging the dominant neo-classical paradigm and caHing
into question the ability of the profession utilizing that paradigm adequately
to deal with many of the most urgent
social problems in the nation and the
world."
"It is hardly for me," he continued,
"to argue that the alternative Marxian
paradigm of the 'radical' economists is
sound and potentially fruitful, and to
seek to add 'radicals' on that premise.
However, it is equally inappropriate to
seek to exclude the proponents of that
paradigm from appointment in the
Department on the premise that their
approach is demonstrably unsound. As
James Tobin explained to me, it is not
clear whether the 'radicals' can devise
the tools adequate to the task of coming to grips with the social problems of
which they wish to work, but, on the
other hand, it is manifest that conventional economists have as yet been unable to devise tools adequate to this
task.
Afange enjoyed substantial support
from Department members who were
glad to see previously non-existent or
weak areas being strengthened. Several
appointments were made that had no
relation to the famous "package."
"Some people express fear that one orthodoxy would be replaced by another," says Afange. "But our intention is to build diversity and quality.
We will have filled our long standing
gaps in macroeconomics and monetary
economics with excellent appointments, we will have added some very
promising younger economists in applied fields, and we will have brought
in a group of 'radical' economists who
are, by general agreement, the very
best representatives of that school of
economists in the United States."

In the end, five radical economists
were hired, joining a faculty of about
30: Sam Bowles, Herbert Gintis,
Richard Edwards, Stephen Resnick,
and Richard Wolff. The first three are
from Harvard and the last two are
from Yale. All but Edwards, who had
recently completed his Ph.D., were
given tenure.
[YALE: GIVING AN INCH]

D

riving up from New York, one
meets the junction of the two
roads at New Haven, Connecticut. A right fork will take you
along 1-95 to Boston, Cambridge, and
of course Harvard. A left fork will take
you on 1-91 to Amherst and the University of Massachusetts, if you take
neither turn, you can stop in New
Haven, and visit Yale University.
Yale, in order not to be left out of
the vintage year 1972-73 in American
economic history, came up with its
own internal tussle over none other
than that long dead but Iraunting
annoyance to the status-quo-Karl
Marx. The Yale story is neither as
complicated nor as bitter as the other
two. People at Yale believe in fighting
battles without sharp weapons. The
tolerance of Yale's administration does
not derive from a philosophy of peaceful co-existence, but rather from a
tradition which holds that, other than
football, no big fight is worth it.
The gentle difficulties of the Yale
Economics Department began in 1970.
Without any apparent reason, the
1970 class of first-year graduate students sprouted an inordinate number
of radical economists. Joined by several younger faculty members, the
students began a number of independent study groups to read Capital and
subsidiary texts. While pursuing their
own self-education, the students asked
the Department to offer a number of
courses where the problems of imperialism, underdevelopment, Marxian
economics, and the history of economic thought could be studied on a
formal basis. The students also urged
the Department to hire interested and
competent faculty to teach these areas
not only in the immediate future but
also for the long run.
In the fall of 1971, a course in the
History of Economic Thought was offered for the first time in seven years.

No new faculty were hired because a
very competent third-year graduate
student was persuaded to teach the
course. A seminar was also oiTered on
the undergraduate level in Marxian
economics. In the characteristic Yale
manner, problems were being solved
by giving an inch instead of a yard.
After persistent prodding on faculty recruitment, the Department
chairman in the spring of 1971
solicited an application from one of
the Harvard group for the post of associate professor. The applicant submitted all the required documents, and
was told he would know by early the
next faU. After months of postponement and departmental dilly-dallying,
he was finally informed that, although
the Department had voted to appoint
him, some obscure senior University
committee had rejected their recommendation. No clear explanation was
given to the applicant or the students
who liad asked that he be invited to
apply. It was Christmas by the time
the news was known and no one
seemed to have the energy to push the
point. Nevertheless, the incident was
remembered among the students.
At the end of the spring term in
1972, David Levine, the graduate student who had taught the course on
Marx and the History of Thought, left
New Haven for a year. With no official
course being offered, 75 students
showed up at a meeting to organize
their own study groups. Under a loophole in Yale administrative rules, many
were able to gain credit by designating
their work a tutorial and finding a
sympathetic faculty member to supervise. Very soon some eyebrows were
raised in the Yale dean's office about
40 tutorials in the same subject within
the same Department. If there were so
many tutorials, why was there not a
course? And as if by magic, there suddenly was a course where there had
been none before. The Department's
embarrassment was quickly obscured
in administrative detail.
In the winter of '72, a series of
meetings began between student representatives and the Search Committee
responsible for recruitment to the Economics Department. The following
spring Yale appointed David Levine to
the position of assistant professor. As
a graduate student, Levine had taught
the subjects before. He had won re-

spect for his scholarship and his aversion to fruitless polemic. Yet never before had the appointment to the post
of assistant professor been so widely
debated and scrutinized within the
Economics Department. For Yale, the
momentary cost of solving the problem was very small. Levine's appointment, unlike the cases at Harvard and
U. Mass., did not involve the question
of tenure.
One characteristic common to all
three schools was br^ought out in a
sidelight to the Yale story. Chairman
Merton Peck of the Yale Economics
Department had repeatedly expressed
to students his difficulty in finding a
"competent" Marxist to teach the
courses they asked for. The competency issue stirred a hornets' nest
every place it was raised. To some it
provoked memories of the chairman
of Stanford's Sociology Department in
the 1950s who, in response to a suggestion that C. Wright Mills be offered
a professorship, said: "But Mills is not
a sociologist, he is a Marxist." At Harvard, Galbraith had said: "Competency is always a disguise for something else."
In early 1971, Peck had written to
Paul M. Sweezy inviting him to give a
graduate seminar in Marxian economics. Sweezy declined the offer and
in a letter to Peck stated that he believed there was a larger issue involved.
He pointed out that current difficulties could be solved, if the practice
of university departments consistently
dropping younger qualified Marxists
from their staffs was changed.
"Every generation of graduate students includes a by-no-means insignificant number of Marxists," Sweezy
wrote to Peck. "But with very few exceptions they are dropped from the
academac world before acquiring tenure. And the exceptions for the most
part find it prudent to keep their
ideology separate from their teaching
and research.. .. That this situation
creates problems for college and university administrators is obvious, and
it seems to me that they have no one
but themselves to blame.
"Under the circumstances, I have
asked myself what my own responsibilities are," the letter continued.
"Should I stand ready, as far as possible, to lend a helping hand by responding favorably to a growing
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Paul Sweezr. Monthly

Review

number of invitations to give lectures
or courses in Marxian economics? Or
sliould 1, by refusing to follow this
course, do what 1 can to impress upon
the academic authorities that if they
want to satisfy their student demands
in this area, it is up to them to encourage younger Marxists and to keep
them on their faculties?" The common
characteristic was that what the
departments claimed they could not
find, more often than not, they already had.
[UNIVERSITY 01' MONTHLY REVIEW]

I

n nearly every discussion concerning the position of Marxian economics within the United States,
the name of Paul Sweezy is raised with
prominence and respect. He edits a
monthly journal which has been referred to as the "most famous unknown magazine of America," the
Monthly
Review.
When
Ned
O'Gorman, the poet and critic, re-
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turned from a State Department trip
to Latin America in 1964, he wrote in
The National Catholic Reporter: "The
Monthly Review's editors. Huberman
and Sweezy, Edgar Allen Poe, Walt
Wliitman, and JFK are the y^iericans 1
hear most spoken of in South America." The Wall Street Journal, in noting
the importance of the journal, called
Sweezy "the 'Dean' of radical economics."
Albert Einstein wrote in the lead article of Month' Review's first issue, "1
consider the founding of this magazine
to be an important public service. . . .
Clarity about the aims and problems
of socialism is of greatest significance
in our age of transition." And according to Business Week, the magazine
represents "a brand of socialism that is
thorough-going and tough-minded,
drastic enough to provide the sharp
break with the past that many leftwingers in the underdeveloped countries see as essential. At the same time
they maintain a sturdy independence
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of both Moscow and Peking. . . . Their
analysis of the troubles of capitalism is
just plausible enough to be disturbing." One radical economist, when
asked where he had done his academic
training, responded "At the only
school that counts- The University of
Monthly Review."
The first issue of Monthly Review
appeared in May 1949 and, besides the
article by Albert Einstein ("Why
Socialism?"), included pieces by New
Deal economist Otto Nathan and editors Paul Sweezy and Leo Huberman.
Over the next 24 years its list of contributors read like a "Wio's Who" of
that generation's leftist intellectuals:
Paul
Baran,
G. D. H. Cole
W. H. Ferry, Jean-Paul Sartre, Edgar
Snow, 1. F. Stone, Anna Louise
Strong, R. H. Tawney, Henry Wallace.
William Appleman Williams, and later
C. Wright MiUs, among otiiers.
Sweezy was 39 when he began the
magazine with Leo Huberman. But unhke Huberman. his family background
was rooted in the American upper
class. His father was a Wall Street
banker and Sweezy himself was educated at all the exclusive schoolsExeter, Harvard, and London School
of Economics. He did his Ph.D. at Harvard under Joseph Schumpeter. one of
the most important economists of the
century. Between 1934 and 1942
Sweezy taught at Harvard and worked
for various New Deal agencies. Wlien
the war came, he joined the Research
and Analysis Branch of the Office of
Strategic Services with other scholars
such as William Langer, Herbert Marcuse, and Edward Mason, later dean of
Harvard's Littauer School of Pubhc
Administration. Sweezy wryly remembers the days in the CIA's infant
forerunner: "We did strictly office
stuff. The OSS was really the Oh So
Social Group,"
In 1945 he returned to civilian life
with two and a half years on his Harvard contract. Despite Schumpeter's
powerful backing, it became clear that
his poHtical antagonists within the
Department would not let him receive
tenure. With tiie Cold War approaching, unconventional thinkers had to
find new liomes.
Under Harvard's "up or out''
system, as it is called, Sweezy, seeing
there was no way "up," decided to live
and study at a family farm in New

Hampsliire. About this time, he began
thinking of the need for an independent leftist magazine which would
develop the flagging cause of sociahst
thought in America. In 1948, his
friend F. 0. Matthiessen, a literary
critic, inherited a substantial fortune.
He offered $5,000 a year for three
years to Sweezy and Huberman to
begin the journal. And in May 1949
"the most famous unknown magazine" began pubhcation.
The early years were not easy ones
at Monthly Review. Under the darkening shadows of the Truman Doctrine,
the Korean War, and Joe McCarthy,
the American Left witnessed an almost
total disintegration. Where once there
were plenty of friends when you
needed them, they were now few and
far between. Huberman was brought
before McCarthy's Internal Security
Sub-committee to answer questions
about his books. He refused. Sweezy
was called before the New Hampshire
anti-subversive squad, interrogated
about his connections to the Progressive Party, and asked to hand over the
texts of lectures he had given in the
state. He dechned and a judge cited
him for contempt of court. He would
have gone to jail except for the intervention of the Supreme Court in New o
u
Hampshire, which allowed him bail.
The case finally reached the U.S. Supreme Court where, in a landmark
to revolt" by an "increasingly insufferdecision, the contempt citation was
able state of poverty and backwarddismissed.
ness to which it was condemned by
the old order." During the Bay of Pigs
Sweezy's reputation was first estabInvasion, Baran denounced American
lished with the publication of his
policy, claiming that "American capiTheory of Capitalist Development in
talism, cornered, threatened, and
1942. In 1971 Cambridge University
frightened, may be incapable ot leavinvited him to give the prestigious
ing the rest of the world alone without
Marshall Lectures. However he is best
so slamming the door that the entire
known for his hook Monopoly Capital
building collapses." Neither Baran's re—an essay on the American economic
marks nor his underlying politics sat
and social order, written with Stanford
very well with a number of Stanford's
University's late Paul Baran. It has
most influential alumni.
been translated into nine languages.
The two men had been friends and col[STANFORD; ONE TOO MANY]
leagues since Baran arrived in the
United States in 1939. Until his death
t was known around Stanford in
in 1964, Paul Baran was the only
1961 that complaints were being
Marxist economist holding tenure at a
brought by alumni. Baran himself
leading American university.
claimed that pressures were being exYet for some people in America,
erted
to discourage him from staying
even one was too many. Wlien Baran
at the University. But no hard evireturned from a trip to Cuba in 1960,
dence emerged; questions about
he gave a number of lectures about his
whether Baran had been pressured by
journey. He reported that the rural
the
University's Administration bepopulation in Cuba had been "driven

I

Paut Baran, Stanford

University

cause of his political views remained
unanswered long after his death. Then,
in 1971, Stanford experienced what
one resident called a "mini-Pentagon
Papers" incident. The University's confidential "Baran File" had been secretly removed from a locked room in the
school's archives. Wlioever Stanford's
Ellsberg was, he or she sent xeroxes of
the file to local newspapers. The Stanford Daily broke the story in December 1971.
The file contained numerous letters
and memos from alumni insisting that
the Administration of President Wallace Sterling take action against Baran
for treason and subversive statements.
The file also documented the careful
efforts by administrators to calm
wealthy alumni, while little or no effort was made to defend Baran's right
to remain on the faculty. A Los
Angeles Superior Court judge wrote to
President Sterling warning that a
friend had threatened to rewrite his
will because of Baran. The angry man's
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will "provides that something in the
neighborhood of a million dollars will
go to Stanford upon his death." In
another letter, a former Texaco executive reminded President Sterling that
his company had given Stanford a gift
of $10,000 the previous year. Since
then, he wrote, the Cuban Government had seized Texaco properties
worth $50 million. He suggested that
future contributions might not be
forthcoming unless something was
done about "a professor who glories
[sicj a sworn enemy of the United
States and a robber of one of the University's benefactors."
Stanford's president was sufficiently concerned about important
alumni reaction to Baran's remarks on
Cuba that he held a special luncheon
to discuss the issue. The file documents
contain a guest list for the luncheon
held on March 6, 1961 at the elite
Pacific Union Club in San Francisco.
Tliose attending included top executives from Transamerica Corp., Standard Oil of California, and California
Casualty Indemnity Exchange. Baran's
position became so sensitive that even
David Packard, who was later to become Nixon's deputy secretary of defense, saw fit to involve himself in the
case. Packard, then a Stanford trustee,
in a letter intended for the school's
newspaper, proposed that Baran's salary "be reduced proportionate to the
amount which can clearly be identified
as having come from sources other
than Capitalism." The letter, however,
never appeared in print. In a memo accompanying a copy of Packard's letter.
Presidential Assistant Frederick Glover
wrote President Sterling, "I'm sure
glad he didn't send it." There are several other paragraphs, he said, "which
would have blown the place wide
open^"
For the moment, one University official wrote of Baran, "We must suffer
him" until he proves an incompetent
teacher "or does something which
would warrant termination of his employment on other grounds." Provost
Temian added in another letter: "The
evidence to prove that Professor Baran
is engaged in unscholarly activities in
the classroom is not sufficient for the
Administration to take punitive action. This is the critical point. To press
for such action on insufficient evidence would risk much greater dam-

56

age." But according to the University's
alumni relations official, Donald Carlson: "1 doubt if he [BaranJ enjoyed
the harassment he lias received because
of it [his Cuba comments]. Shortly
after that speech he had a serious heart
attack."
Another document in the "Baran
File," meant for internal administrative reference only, substantiated
Baran's claim to Sweezy that his salary
had been frozen. In 1956 Baran was
the fourth-higliest paid member of the
senior faculty in economics. In 1964,
the year of his death, he was the lowest paid. Less than a year before his
second and fatal heart attack he wrote
Sweezy, "For next year 1 got a teaching load that is about twice as large as
that of my 'peers,' with pay of about
60 percent of theirs, and all this with a
broad grin: 'look at us, how derhocratic and free and tolerant we are!'
The President observed that there are
no complaints about my teaching or
'scholarship.' but my utterances in
public are 'irresponsible.' I asked to be
given samples of 'irresponsible' statements. If the word means mendacious
or incoherent or outside the realm of
reasonable discourse. I would like to
see any such statements cited with
chapter and verse. If the word means
'not in agreement with liis views,' I
would appreciate having this spelled
out. . . . But all this is for the birds; he
wants badly to squeeze me out of
here; and 1 would be delighted to go
because my nerves won't stand it
much longer but where to go and
how? . . . If it weren't for Nicky
[Baran's sonj, I would quit literally
tomorrow; I would eke out $100 a
week to keep body and soul together
and rather do that than have to tolerate those bastards spitting into my
face all the time. But how can 1 leave
the little chappy, and how can 1 take
him along into nothingness?"
Considering Baran's background,
particularly in government service during the Second World War, it would
not seem that he, much less anyone,
warranted such treatment. From having been 'persona non grata' to the
Stalinist government in the USSR to
the extent the Russians denied him a
visa to visit his dying mother in 1950,
Baran ten years later would similarily
become an "unwelcome person" at
Stanford University for criticizing
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/America's role in Cuba, Vietnam, and
the Third World. When the "Baran
file" story broke in 1971, the Stanford
Daily republished an editorial which
had appeared ten years before. Emtitled "Freedom of Dissent in American Society," it said, "When an alumnus wants to know why Stanford
doesn't fire Baran, the University, in
effect says, "We can't (. . . the University's constant references to tenure
imply he would be fired if he didn't
have it). The tragedy is not the personal one of Paul Baran. He realizes,
perhaps better than anyone, the price
that is paid for real, furious dissent in
American society. That his choice has
been what it is. is his own greatest tribute. The tragedy is our own."
[THEORY: BROAD AND NARROW]

W

hat becomes clear from a report on political conflicts at
Harvard, U. Mass., Yale, or
Stanford is that at the bottom of it all
there exist not just fundamentally different views of society, but even the
ways in which society should be
studied. Of all the academic disciplines, economics has become one of
the most embattled, presumably because in theory it must explain some
of the most basic changes in people's
lives: their wages, their rent, the prices
of their food, their poverty or their
affluence, their unemployment, or the
profits of their employers. To some
economists, their subjects must explain much more than these issues. It
must offer an understanding of why
many men and women can see no
point or purpose in their work; why a
few persons have the power to hire
and fire a worker while a worker often
has little to say; and why race and
ethnic divisions tend to divide people
who seem to share a common economic interest.
On an even larger scale, the critics
of the current orthodoxy say political
economy must attempt to understand
the forces behind the development of
world history. Theory must in some
way attempt to account for the rise of
powerful nations, their .economic dominance over others, and the wars they
figlit for hegemony. The failure to
come up with the answers in a time of
national crisis has brought about the
current attack upon mainstream eco-

nomics in the United States. Wlien
everything is rosy, no one asks. Wlien
times are hard, tlien many are asking
"why."
"Most contemporary economists
feel ill at ease with respect to big
topics—national economic organization, interpretation of economic history, relations of economic and political power, origins and functions of
economic institutions," says James
Tobin of Yale and former adviser to
John F. Kennedy. "The terrain is unsuitable for our tools. We find it hard
to frame meaningful questions, much
less to answer them."
For the post-war generation of
economists, Tobin's admission is a significant one. It was not many years ago
that more than a few American academics spoke so fluently about the
"post industrial" society where not
only had the "end of ideology" been
achieved, but where also the "tools"
had at last been mastered that would
control and maintain a prosperous
world economy led by the American
dollar. Today there is more than doubt
about the "meaningful questions."
There is deep division over the method
and theory by which answers are approached.
The distinction most often made
between the main economic camps is
the one. between "neo-classical" and
"Marxist" economists. This division,
of course, ignores important and
subtle conflicts between those others
who identify themselves as Keynesians,
neo-Keynesians,
Cambridge
"rebels," institutionalists, and aeoMarxists. But for those in the laity and
not in the clergy, an understanding of
the main distinction is most important.
According to Merton Peck, chairman of the Yale Economics Department, "Neo-classicals tend to think in
much smaller terms, while Marxists
have a much broader view." Identifying himself as a neo-classicist, Peck
adds, "Like many neo-classical economists, I'm really a small thinker. I
know more about the price of television sets than 1 do about the broad
economic issues of the world."
For most of the American public
these various issues of economic
theory have maintained an overwhelming obscurity that is matched
only by their genuine importance. But

last spring the broth boiled out of the
pot and spilled onto the Op-Ed page of
the New York Times. In March the
editors of the page began running a
series of articles under the heading
"Capitalism, for Better or Worse." The
series continued for more than a
month and included pieces by such
economic bright lights as Paul Samuelson, Kenneth Arrow, and Wassily
Leontief-all recipients of the Scandinavian prize endowed by Mr. Nobel's
dynamite fortune.
On March 26th, in an article entitled
"Somehow, It Has Overcome," Kenneth Arrow wrote in the Times: "The
new economic ideas of Keynes and his
disciples have been translated into policy with almost unprecedented speed.
The idea that the state, through its decisions to spend, tax, and regulate the
supply of money, could reduce unemployment to levels far lower than
those in the depths of previous depressions was accepted among both economists and political leaders, and has
shown itself to work in practice with
great success. , . . Sophisticated radical
economists, such as Paul Baran and
Paul Sweezy, quickly recognized that
the Keynesian solution would work
but argued that in a capitalist system
the government could spend enough to
insure full employment only on socially wasteful and even destructive ends,
such as war and preparations for
war, . . There is little reason . . . to accept the Baran-Sweezy variation of the
unemployment contradiction, though
perliaps it is too soon to regard it as
definitely controverted."
In an earlier piece entitled "Taking
Stock of War," published in the Times
on March 14, Paul Samu'elson wrote:
"We are almost 40 years into the Age
of Keynes. I believe that Luxemburg
and Lenin (and Hobson and Alvin
Hansen) were right to worry about the
sustainability of full employment in
William McKinley's balanced-budget
laissez faire. However, not a single
mixed economy has had any problem
these last 30 years with chronic insufficiency
of purchasing power. . .
Sweezy and Bowles know what Lenin
and Luxemburg couldn't know- that
the disease of cost-push inflation
which is involved in stagflation has
nought to do with insufficiency of
domestic markets, and cold or hot-war
escapades can do nothing to make it

better."
Sweezy, who lives much closer to
New York City than either Samuelson
or Arrow in Cambridge, thought that
since so much attention was being
given to a critique of his thinking, he
would shortly be asked by the Times
to explain that position and his disagreement with Samuelson and Arrow.
No such request ever arrived. Following tlie Samuelson article, Sweezy
wrote a letter to Herbert Mitgang, an
editor of the New York Times'Op-Ed
page.
He stated in the letter that "since
Paul Samuelson has undertaken to tell
your readers what
'Sweezy and
Bowles know,' . . . I wonder if you
would be interested in having my version? 1 would like in particular to
examine his astonishing statement that
'not a single mixed economy has had
any problem these last 30 years with
chronic insufficiency of purchasing
power.' It seems to me that this is
easily refutable." He added later, "I
don't like being misrepresented, even
out of ignorance."
Herbert Mitgang responded to
Sweezy suggesting that he write a
letter to the editor. In Sweezy's mind
this hardly offered a comparable
forum and in a final note to Mitgang
said, "1 asked if the Op-Ed page would
be interested in having a piece presenting a point of view critical of Paul
Samuelson's article 'Taking Stock of
War.' . . . Your answer . . . avoids the
question altogether."
Following Arrow's piece, where
again Sweezy's position was taken as
the central counterpoint in the discussion, Sweezy wondered "if I might not
now get another letter from Mr. Mitgang, saying something like this; 'Since
all the Nobel Prize economists seem to
think your anti-capitahst ideas are the
ones that have to be refuted, we have
decided in the interests of presenting a
rounded picture to the New York
Times readers to invite you to write an
Op-Ed article. . .' No such letter came,
of course."
In an article entitled "Capitahsm,
For Worse" to be pubhshed in Mon//?ly Review, Sweezy responds to the issues raised by Samuelson and Arrow.
"Let us look for a moment at the U.S.
record," he writes. "It is true that
since World War II there have been no
depressions comparable to that of the
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1930s. But is this because economists
and political leaders have put their
heads togetlier and decided upon appropriate spending, tax, and monetary
policies to head one off every time it
threatened? Or is it because there has
been a tremendous increase in the
general level of government spending,
with armaments and war playing by
far the largest part? . . . To these questions our economist friends would
reply that while for overriding pohtical
or foreign-policy reasons the requisite
amount of government spending has in
fact been for military purposes, if this
had not been the case it would have
been possible to spend a great deal
more for welfare objectives, with
much the same economic results. In
their eyes, the theory of the controllability of the level of economic activity is therefore vindicated regardless of
what the money is spent on.
"If this were really so, however,"
Sweezy continues, "would we not expect that the controllers, helped by
the large military budget, would have
had an easy time maintaining a reasonably satisfactory level of economic activity throughout the postwar period?
Surely with 20 percent or more of the
American people living below the officially defined poverty line and with
such projects as decent low-cost housing, pollution control, and mass transportation crying out for vastly increased pubhc outlays, there has never
been any lack of worthy purposes for
the controllers to turn their attention
to. And yet it is a notorious fact that
even in boom times, as at the time of
writing in June 1973, officially counted
unemployment amounts to five percent
or more of the labor force. Taking facts like this into account, one
could be pardoned for suspecting that
the whole 'controllability' idea is a
myth and that the military budget is
after all the only rational explanation
of the relatively (i.e. relatively to the
1930s) favorable economic record of
the postwar period."
In support of his view, Sweezy cites
a study which he and his Monthly
Review colleague Harry Magdoff conducted in 1971. They calculated for
the year 1970 the number of workers
unemployed or directly and indirectly
dependent on defense expenditures.
Tliey then contrasted the totals with
the number of unemployed in 1938.
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Their "conservative" estimate was that
the real unemployment rate in the recession year 1970 was 8.1 million or
9.4 percent of the labor force. This is
significantly above the official rate for
the period. However, most economists
famiUar with the problem recognize
that there is a large discrepancy between real vs. officially counted unemployed. ("6 Pet. Is Only The Tip of
the Iceberg," by A. H. Raskin, New
York Times. June 25, 1972)
To their estimate of real unemployment they added those in the
armed forces (2.9 million), civilian employees of the Defense Department
(1.2 million), those directly engaged in
producing supplies for the Defense Department (3 million), and workers involved in what economists call the
multiplier effect—those "employed in
satisfying the demand generated by
the income of those directly employed
by the military budget." This last figure was 7.1 milhon. All added together
the categories totaled 22.3 million
which represents 25 percent of the
1970 labor force. Sweezy contrasts
this to the official unemployment figure for 1938 of 19 percent. He estimates that real unemployment for
1938, when a small number of defense
related workers and the significant hidden unemployment of the time are
added in, comes close to 30 percent.
This compares with the defense-related
figure of 25 percent arrived at for
1970.
"Ah of which leads to the conclusion," says Sweezy, "that apart from
military spending, things were a bit
better in 1970 than in 1938. But not
much, and certainly nowhere near
enough to sustain the thesis that the
economists and politicians are in effective control of the economy."
[MORE SHOCKS AHEAD]

I

n 1963, one year before his death,
Paul Baran said that the intellectual
Marxist
movement in
America could "travel away in one
taxicab." Ten years later that same
taxi would have to run all night picking up customers, and the following
day there would stiU be business. By
official count the Union of Radical
Political Economists, a national organization of predominantly young Left
economists, had 1,500 members in

1973. "Not even during the New Deal
could you have found so many radical
economists in this country," says
Harry Magdoff of Monthly Review.
Paul Samuelson and Otto Eckstein
take a different view. They believe
that radical economics and the Marxist
renaissance which began in the last
half of the Sixties is already in its decline. They link its development to the
Vietnam War. As one becomes history,
so, they believe, will the other. Whether
Watergate or other problems will intercede to continue the process which the
Vietnam War began for so many, they
do not say.
Sam Bowles, however, thinks the
country is in for more shocks. "Over
our lifetime," he says, "there are going
to be enormous strains in the advanced
capitalist system to which the current
body of economic theory and the current institutions of capitalism will be
unable to address themselves. This is
the reason why radical economics is
going to grow. Tlie system is going to
continue to fail to solve the problems.
Willy-nilly people are going to hsten to
us." He adds, with a modest reflection
on possible reverses, "Even if they
wipe us all out, the next day some
young social scientist is going to
scratch his head and say, "This sounds
wrong."
Sweezy seems more cautious. He
notes an interesting split among Left
economists. "I don't believe," he says,
"that most of those who call themselves 'radical economists' are (or even
pretend to be) Marxists." The radicals,
while frequently stressing the symptomatic evils of capitalist society such
as inequality and racism, have tended
to shy away from important questions
of theory (i.e. capitalism's "laws of
motion," etc.). And as Marxists are
prone to point out, "Without theory,
there can be no revolution."
"The 'radicals,'" says Sweezy,
"want to deal with the larger social
and historical questions, and since this
puts them outside the pale of professional standards it is enough to brand
them 'unscientific' and hence unfit for
academic advancement. But in my
opinion the radicals are poorly
equipped to do what they like to do,
with the result that a lot of their work
is not of particularly high quality. In
this sense they are vulnerable to the
criticism of the orthodox wielders of
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academic power. By this 1 do not'
mean to imply tliat tlie latter would be
any more impressed by first-rate work
from a frankly Marxian standpoint."
Nevertheless, Sweezy does not fail
to point out that among the "radicals"
there are "by no means an insignificant number of porenria/Marxists who
with proper encouragement would go
on to study and master the field." In
tills regard, while many university administrators see the decline in campus
activism as a trend toward more conservative thinking among students,
Sweezy sees other aspects that may be
potentially fruitful for the Left. "One
aspect of the decline in campus activism," he says "is a growing interest
in Marxist thought. For a long time
the activists ignored theory. Now
many of them liave settled down to
study."
For Galbraith, on the other hand,
there has been no settling down. The
battle goes on, and he claims that
orthodoxy is clearly on the defensive.
"Neo-classical economists," he says,
"are like the covered wagons or the
herds when they are attacked. They
have turned with their heads together
and their rumps out, seeking protection against the enemy."
And in the science that was once
known as "dismal," this is how war is
fought.
Lawrence S. Lifschultz was national
coordinator of Concerned Asian Scholars, and is currently South Asia correspondent for Pacific News Service.
ENGLAND
(From page 37j
which would satisfy the modest claims
of the miners. They have taken an uncompromising stand at the worst possible time for themselves, when the organization and morale in the trade
union movement is strong enough to
contemplate confrontation.
The Conservatives and most of the
Labor Party would be delighted to see
the trade union movement suffer a resounding defeat, an enforced retreat to
the quietism of a decade ago. Undoubtedly many in the Conservative
Party feel that they should give the
working class a whiff of grape-shot a la
Churchill. Otliers, mindful of the old
saw, if you can't beat them, buy them.

feel it would be better to pay off insurgent groups of workers and work
out the biU later.
Both sides are playing the politics
of bankruptcy. Labor says the country
is bankrupt but won't be when it is in
charge; the Conservatives say the country is not bankrupt but will be as soon
as Labor takes the helm.
Meanwhile, that peaceful river
which used to be called the British
electorate is bursting its banks. Across
the green meadow, past the vicarage
gate, along the village streets, past the
church with its clock at ten to three,
into the grounds of the big house,
trickles an uncertain tide.
No one knows where it will go. Ambitious Army officers, tumid with
roast grouse, in mess halls of old England, may twitch in their sleep, and
dream of saving the Constitution, of
rallying vigorously to the aid of Queen
and Country in the hour of trial.
Hard-line Conservatives dream of stringent labor laws, no-strike laws, illegalization of "extremist sects." Bankers
may dream of the successful export of
their assets and their personal fortunes
to some island in the sun. Labor Party
ministers groan in their slumbers as
they envision a hideous run on the
pound the day they assume office, the
collapse of the economy and the end
of whatever dreams they may have
had. Communists think of the long
haul, the endless road. The Left groups
denounce the Communists, dreaming
of more members, new alliances, and
general strikes.
Dreams and phantasms. British
capitalism is not a dead duck yet and
revolution is not just around the corner. But for the first time in over 40
years, most of the British people feel
there is a crisis, and that it may be a
terminal one for the present social disposition. The most popular British
television program at the present time
is the Colditz Story. This is the narrative saga of British prisoners of war
(officers, mostly) who were imprisoned in Germany in a castle deemed
escape proof by the Germans. Naturally, British ingenuity finds a way as the
chaps outwit the Krauts, and struggle
back to the old country.
But escape these days is a more
complex matter than outwitting a few
bone-headed Teutons. Many British
capitalists think it will be a simple

matter of paying off the miners and
getting back to as much production as
conditions permit. The small businessman, busy going broke during the
three-day week, thinks more or less
the same thing. It was Heath's supposition that the long term interest of the
bourgeoisie demanded a confrontation. Thus he has had to face the
enemy with divided forces, and many
daggers sharpened for his back.
Wilson confronted the same problem: an opening to the Left, to accomodate the ultras, enrages, extremists,
Leftists, unionists of all shades in his
own ranks. He maintained a political
posture horrific to his allies on the
Riglit, in industry, in the financial sector, and in the middle classes who
were prepared to countenance the
later aversion to social democracy.
Behind them at their backs they
hear the chariots drawing near. The
London Times predicted starkly just
after the February election was announced that Britain would have to
borrow something like $30 billion in
the course of the next Parliament. International bankers do not trust the
Labor Party, however attenuated
Labor's social policies may be. A run
on the pound, agreed the Times, was
likely the day Labor-came into power.
The Times' message was plain. Vote
Conservative.
But a Conservative victory scarcely
holds much appeal. No great good has
come of their previous regimes. A
gloomy past and a gloomy future for
all. And some of the old ghosts, emerging from their rooms—the Red Menace, the dark forces of extremismhave lost the old power to terrify and
to amaze. So volatile is a large portion
of the electorate, so uncertain in its
political instincts, that it seems, at last,
as if we might be coming to one of
those great divides which political
soothsayers always presume to lie over
the next ridge but one. We are not
speaking of the romantic folies of Paris
in 1968. The crisis which confronts
Britain, which remains after the election just concluded and through the
one which may yet come, will see
many sorties and exits as Brother
Compromise lectures the lads. Brother
Headstrong councils firm action, and
Father Muddlethrough goes through
tlie old routines. What the miners
brought to a head in February will not
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end this month or next. Let's remember once more, Empson's laconic
parody of Auden.
Shall 1 build a tower, boys,
knowing it will rend
Crack upon the hour, boys,
waiting for the end?
Shall I pluck a flower, boys,
shall I save or spend?
All turns sour, boys,
waiting for the end.
Alexander Cockburn is an editor of
New Left Review, and writes for tlie
Village Voice.

R. D. LAING
(From page 26 j
like air and water pollution, we have
come to accept as the emblem of life in
our time, our gray badge of endurance.
What seems to me to be implied inescapably by Laing's position, though
he would surely reject this conclusion
himself, if possible—is that freedom
apd self-realization' have always been,
and musTTeifiain, the concerns of an
elitejjf some kind, self-defined by its
very nature as an enemy of the people.
If it is not to become merely another
group, obsessed and corrupted by the
demands of its own defense, then
clearly it must be relatively invulnerable for reasons with which it need not
concern itself too much from day to
day. Wealth helps, but capitahsm has
done a superb job of defining wealth
so that nobody ever seems sure he has
enough and can keep it, especially in a
state made fretful by an uneasy social

conscience. The national conscience
has enough to be fretful about, but^
humaneness derived from guilt
about as trustworthy as chastity im
posed by gonorrhea. Neither is evi>
dence of a change of heart.
If my reasoning is correct, demands
for a just society, as social justice is
now conceived, must continue to conflict very sharply with the demand for
personal self-realization. It is currently
fashionable to put down the "pot left"
or "freak left" as a pohtical embarrassment to true radicals, to argue that the
counterculture is a drag to the revolution; that its hair and its egotism alienate the working class; that its "free
schools" delay the kind of hard-nosed
educational reform needed to lift
children out of the ghetto and politicize their parents. All this is true; it is
not inappropriate that a counterculture be counterrevolutionary. But
the counterculture, counterrevolutionary or not, is in much deeper conflict
with the dominant cuhure of our time,
whether in East or West, than any current revolutionary movement conceived in political or military form.
This conflict, thougli profoundly
political in its implications, is really
metapolitical. It transcends politics,
since the countercultural position perceives political action as alienating in
itself. As, in Eliot's portrayal of him,
Tliomas a Becket came to understand;
Those who serve the greater cause
may make the cause serve them,
Still doing right: and striving with
political men
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May make that cause political, not
by what they do.
But by what they are.
This is not to imply that men oughT\
not to fight evil and social injustice^
They very often must, but when the>
must, the price is their own objectifi-|
cation, their conversion—by their owi;
consent but in ways they can seldoi^
have anticipated or wholly acceptedinto an instrument of social action.
Whatever his personal politics may
be, the thrust of Laing's work, as well
as much of its substance, has been the
very stuff of the counterculture's
vision. The old friend of Baba Ram
Dass and Timothy Leary has never betrayed their joint ideal. It is finally no
paradox, but a near classic example of
the relationship between yang and yin,
that j^aing's prophetic insights into the
political character of mental illness,
and of experience, should have leiLhim
to a positiqnfrom which poHtics itself
can only be seen as absurd. The posi"tion is stated precisely by Laing himself, in the final paragraphs of his
moving and fantastic essay The Bird of
Paradise:
There is really nothing more to sdy\
when we come back to that beginning of all beginnings that is noth- I
ing at all. Only when you begin to j
lose that Alpha and Omega do you \
want to start to talk and to write, j
and then there is no end to it, j
words, words, words. At best and I
most they are perhaps in memori-l
am, evocations, conjurations, in-i
cantations, emanations, shimmer-l
ing, irridescent flares in the sky on
darkness, a just still feasible tact, in-\
discretions, perhaps forgivable. . .-4
City lights at night, from the air,
receding, like these words, atoms
each containing its own world and
every other world. Each a fuse to
set you off . . . / / / could turn you
on, if I could drive you out of your
wretched mind, if I could tell you I
would let you know.
Edgar Z. Friedenberg is author of
Coming of Age in America and is
working on a book called Privilege,
Bigotry, and Freedom. He now lives
in Canada and teaches at Dalhousie
University in Halifax, Nova Scotia.
The above will appear in his forthcoming book R. D. Laing (Viking
Modern Masters Series).

^^mparts
at half the price?
That's right—RAMPARTS at half the price. (Less even.)
If you've b e e n buying RAMPARTS on the newsstand
for a dollar, you've been paying too much! N o w you
can get RAMPARTS for half that price—47.9('' to b e
exact.
Tear out the attached card, add just $2.87, and we'll
send you six issues worth of some of the sharpest,
liveliest journalism in America. In-depth investigative
reporting. Overview pieces on the state of the nation
and the world. Controversial assessments of where
America ought to b e going—and where it's headed
right now. Plus fiction, poetry and reviews that give
you a perspective on the world you can't find
anywhere else.
Over the years we have been ahead of every other
journal in America, whether it was detailing the
calumny of Vietnam, reporting the black movement
in America (we were the first to publish Soul On Ice),
on the gutting of the poverty program, on CIA
infiltration of everything there is to infiltrate, on food
adulteration and the games of the FDA, on pension
funds, and why those w h o pay into them get the least
from them . . . the list goes on and on.
If you'd taken advantage of our $2.87 offer two
months ago, you would have already read a special
report on the Middle East by Paul Jacobs, Noam
Chomsky and others; a conversation with Jean-Paul
Sartre on politics and his conversion from
existentialism; a bitter look at the closure of the
nationwide system of free county hospitals so that
private hospitals can make an extra buck (on top of
the uncounted bucks they're already making); and

a lengthy look at whv Godot is likelv to arrive
sooner than anv real energv crisis.
In the next few months, we can promise you
even more. Rieht now we're feeling our wav
back to what it is to be criticallv aware in America.
Issues bv themseUes are no longer the answer—not
when e\'en Time can call for impeachment of a
President. It means for us finding a voice that is
human, and yet can still speak the discomforting truth.
For despite the eflort and sacrifices all of us have
made, the changes in America remain hard to
measure, when a Richard Nixon is still President and
the alternati\es for 1976 seem limited to a Ford,
Rockefeller, Kenncdv or Jackson.
So consider our offer—RAMPARTS at half the price,
six issues for $2.87. For the moncv von can't b e a t it.
We'll thank you.
And maybe someday America will thank vou too
for helping keep the truth alive.

r- RAMPARTS subscription department
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YES, I'll take your speciai $2.87 offer.
Enclosed is $2.87
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Classified
PERSONALS
SLEEP-LEARNING-HYPNOTISM! Books
tapes, equipment. Strange catalog free. Autosuggestion, Box 24-RM, Olympia, Washington 98501.
lAPANESE CORRESPONDENCE,
FRIENDSHIP! Lovely girls' photographs,
details, brochure, $1.00. Inter-Pacific, Box
304-RT, Birmingham, Michigan 48012.
MEET YOUR IDEAL MATE. Computerized Matching, Nationwide, only $15. Free
Questionnaire. Team, 1270 Broadway, NYC
10001.
Insurance offered altruistically. Auto, renters,
business and life. G. D. "Jack" Martin, 415632-2211, 6736 MacArthur Blvd., Oakland,
Ca. 94605. California residents only.
HANDSOME man 27, wants adventurous
girl to travel on motorcycle and camp California. Box 161, Janesville, Calif. 96114.
ACUPUNCTURE
ACUPUNCTURE TRAINING PROGRAM.
Now home study course with supplies! Yuang,
Box 219W, Toronto, Canada M6M 4Z2.
BUMPER STRIPS, POSTERS
BUTTONS & T-SHIRTS
MINI STICKERS: "If You Voted For Nixon, You Can't Shit Here, Your Asshole Is
in Washington." 10/$1.00. Burk Printing,
Box 5213R, Willowick, Ohio 44094.

HERE'S MY
CLASSIFIED AD:
HeadingCopy

"IMPEACH NIXON," "NIXON FOR EXPRESIDENT"; "IMPEACHMENT WITH
HONOR," "PRICES TOO HIGH? NIXON'S
THE ONE!," "VOTED FOR McGOVERN
AND PROUD OF IT!" . . . (Bumperstickers) 70/$10, 250/$25; 500/$39, l,000/$59.
BUMPERSTICKER: Box 3893-R, Merchandise Mart, Chicago, 60654.
IMPEACH THE COX SACKER! Nixon
Will Implicate A Higher Up. Nixon Has a
Staff Infection. Impeach Nixon and 12 other
buttons: 4/$1.00. DoveCo. 5625 Woodlawn,
Chicago, 60637.
"FUCK HOUSEWORK": illustrated, parchment poster, $1.75. "Get your shit together":
illustrated blacklight poster, $1.25. S-T Mailorder, Box 1885, Ann Arbor, Michigan
48106.
T-SHIRTS! "SENATOR SAM ERVIN,"
•RICHARD THE LYING HEARTED,"
"I'M NOT A CROOK," "DON'T BLAME
ME! I VOTED DEMOCRATIC," IMPEACH NIXON." Sizes: small, medium,
large, X-large. $4., 2/$7., 3/$10. SHIRTKING, Box 3893-R, Merchandise Mart, Chicago, 60654.
IMPEACH NIXON buttons at low quantity
prices: 100/$7, 500/$25, 1,000/$35, 5,000/
$140 (air-mail 10% extra). Immediate shipment. DoveCo, 5625 Woodlawn, Chicago,
60637.
VINYL BUMPERSTICKERS! — "Impeach
Nixon!", "Energy Crisis or Corporate Robbery?", "E. R. A. Spells Equality!", "No
Amnesty For Nixon", "Nixon: America's
No. 1 Non-Taxpayer", "Legalize Marijuana",
"Visit $an Clemente (You Paid For It)", "Jail
To The Chief!". "Bust the Oil Trust!". 2/$l,
6/$2, 20/$5. Bulk/dealer discounts! CHECKERS ENTERPRISES, Box 942R, St. Louis,
Mo., 63188.
BUTTONS — "IMPEACHMENT WITH
HONOR" $7/100, $15/250, $25/500, $35/
1,000. BUTTON-KING, Box 3893-R, Merchandise Mart, Chicago, 60654.
NO AMNESTY FOR NIXON stickers, 18"
x 3", 5/$l, 100/$10, 1000/$50. N.A.F.N.E.,
Box 804, Adelphi, Md.

I enclose $
Name
Address
City

for

words
——

State

Zip

Rates:
Per Word (Single Insertion)
15'word Minimum
55c
Per Word 3 Consecutive Times in
One Contract Year
50c
Per Word 6 Consecutive Times in
One Contract Year
45c
Per Word 12 Consecutive Times in
One Contract Year
40c
Payment in Advance
Copy should be received by the 1 Oth of
second month prior to issue.
Please write for additional information
and rates for Classified Display advertising.
RAMPARTS
Classified Ads
2054 University Avenoe
Berkeley, California 94704
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EMPLOYIMENT & BUSINESS
OPPORTUNITIES
EXCITING OVERSEAS JOBS. Travel, Adventure. Directory $1.00. Order today! Research Associates, Box 1167, Kailua, Hawaii
96734.
ALASKAN PIPELINE Unlimited opportunities. For further information write to
Arctic Trader PL-48 Box 4-MM, Anchorage,
Alaska 99509.
MAIL ORDER PRODUCTS
MEERSCHAUM PIPES. GUARANTEED
Hand Carved from Virgin Block. Save: Conner Imports, Box 9574-R4, San Jose, Calif.
95157.
HAND CARVED BLOCK-MEERSCHAUM
PIPES at 50% SAVINGS. Satisfaction
GUARANTEED. Free Catalog; S.I.R.,
Dept. "R" P.O. Box 629, Levittown, Pa.
19058.
BIOFEEDBACK
EEG-EMG-ESP equipment for research and
personal use. Free catalog. Aquarius Electronics, Box 627-V, Mendocino, Cahf. 95460

RAMPARTS
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BOOKS AND PUBLICATIONS
ENGINEERS: Free introductory copy of
SPARK magazine. Write: Committee for Social Responsibility in Engineering, 475 Riverside Drive, NYC 10027.
IMPEACH CAPITALISM! Nixon's only one
cancer of an obsolescent system. We need
SOCIALIST RECONSTRUCTION. Why?
What? How? Read "THE SOCIALIST REPUBLIC," a DIFFERENT magazine. Six
issues for depreciating $2.00. Send no money
now. Write immediately Box 825-A, N. Y.,
N. Y. 10010.
NEWS FROM CHINA every month thru
1974. Subscribe to: China Reconstructs (a
family magazine in English) air mail $3, Peking Review (a political weekly) air mail
$4.50, China Pictorial $4. Chinese Literature $4. Free samples on request. CHINA
BOOKS & PERIODICALS, Dept. R., (3
locations) 2929-24th St., San Francisco,
Ca. 94110; 125 - 5th Ave., N.Y., N.Y. 10003;
900 Armitage Ave., Chicago, II. 60614.
FREE CATALOGUE.
OUT OF PRINT BOOKS. Send want lists.
Bookdealer, 39 No. Browning Ave., Tenafly,
N.J. 07670. Dept. OP
U.S. IMPERIALISM, liberation struggle in
Southern Africa, economic and political
news, feature articles. Read SOUTHERN
AFRICA (244 W. 27th St., Dept. E, New
York, N.Y. 10001) monthly magazine of
current news. $5.00/year. Write for sample
copy.
PUBLISH your book! Join our successful
authors: publicity, advertising, promotion,
beautiful books. AH subjects invited. Send for
free manuscript report and detailed booklet.
Carlton Press (Dept. VOP), 84 Fifth Ave.,
New York 10011.
PERSONAL GROWTH / RADICAL SOCIAL CHANGE. Book, poster catalog free;
Times Change Press, Penwell-G, Washington,
N.J. 07882.
SERVICES
MIDDLE EAST Research Information Project: literature, speakers, monthly review. Box
48, Cambridge, Ma. 02138.
TAPES, CASSETTES, RECORDS, MUSIC
FREE 200-PAGE CATALOGUE. 1,400 New
Stereo Recordings. Renaissance, Baroque,
Classical, Romantic, Modern music. Not sold
in stores. Not listed in Schwann's. Highest
quality! Budget label prices! Available only
by mail! MUSICAL HERITAGE SOCIETY,
Box 932RA, New York, NY 10023.
JFK Assassination Ballad asks "Why?" Only
89c, Red Phoenix Records, Box 66315, Portland, Ore. 97266.
EDUCATIONAL ALTERNATIVES
& OPPORTUNITIES
A 12-month Master's Program emphasing,
international, national and regional social development: planning, research, program design, alternative structures, community development and deinstitutionalization. Admissions Chairwoman, UMD School of Social Work, 2627 E. 7th St., Duluth, Minn.
55812.
How progressive is Sweden? Graduate, Junior Year Programs in Social Science. Write:
Institute for English-Speaking Students,
Pack, 104 05 STOCKHOLM 50, SWEDEN.

The Shaping of American Working Class Consciousness

STANLEY ARONO WITZ
Assembly line w o r k e r s , c o m puter operators, secretaries,
clerks . . . the lives of millions
of A m e r i c a n s belong to s o m e one else between the hours of
nine to five. Their personal decisions are based on the necessity of w o r k ; their work is boring, mindless, and e x h a u s t i n g ,

FALSE PROMISES is the first,
startling look at the massive
forces controlling the A m e r i c a n
worker; a bold, original view of
the ethnic, p s y c h o l o g i c a l , historical, and sociological factors
that have kept our w o r k force
d i v i d e d , and dependent.
In a brilliant analysis of the
A m e r i c a n worker, from postCivil War days t h r o u g h the rise
and decline of the trade unions,
Stanley A r o n o w i t z shows why
the w o r k i n g class remains s u b missive . . . why the radical
movement has failed to bring
workers together . . . what t o day's y o u n g w o r k e r s want (it's
not the traditional " b i g g e r piece
of the p i e " ) . . . and why e m e r g ing new demands cannot be
fulfilled under the capitalist
system.
If the w o r k i n g class fails to
make a break with the past, the
future points t o w a r d increasing
alienation. If this break is to be
made, writes A r o n o w i t z , it c a n not result from w o r k i n g class
" m i l i t a n c y alone, or simply from
the ability of the ideological left
to capture a large w o r k i n g class
constituency. It will arise out of
new conditions, rooted equally
in new social relations and in
the development of a c o n s c i o u s
opposition culture g e n e r a t e d by
the w o r k e r s t h e m s e l v e s . "

m

AROIUOWITZ DIM:

The American Worker: " A m e r ican w o r k e r s are no less antiemployer than any other w o r k ing class in the w o r l d . . . But
they are ideologically and c u l turally tied to the prevailing
system of power, because until
now it has shown the capacity to
share its expansion with a large
segment of the w o r k i n g c l a s s . "
Trade Unions: " T h e modern
labor agreement is the principal
instrument of the class c o l l a b o ration between the trade unions
and the c o r p o r a t i o n s . . . . Even
the most e n l i g h t e n e d trade
union leader cannot fail to play
his part as an element in the
mechanisms of d o m i n a t i o n over
w o r k e r s ' rights to spontaneously struggle against speedup
or de facto wage c u t s . "
Mass Culture: " T h e significance of mass culture as a c o n trol m e c h a n i s m has grown in
p r o p o r t i o n to the decline of
n e i g h b o r h o o d and family life,
and its role has become important in maintaining the habits
p r e v i o u s l y f o r m e d by t r a d i tional interaction processes.Yet
t h e c o n t r a d i c t o r y i m a g e s of
f r e e d o m and authority imposed
by mass culture and schools
both e n c o u r a g e and suppress
'deviant' political behavior."
T h e D e c l i n e of the W o r k
Ethic: " P r i o r generations accepted the routine character of
their labor as an inevitable
price that must be paid for
steady wages. They regarded
the division of labor a c c o r d i n g
to w h i c h skills w e r e d e g r a d e d
and quantity r e p l a c e d quality
as the object of p r o d u c t i o n as
a part of the natural order of
things. Drawing on the e x p e r i ence of equality e n c o u n t e r e d
in play and f r i e n d s h i p d u r i n g
an extended c h i l d h o o d , youth
today enter labor with the r u d i ments of that alternate c o n c e p t i o n that makes traditional
industrial d i s c i p l i n e a n a t h e m a . "

About
FALSE PROMISES

" A fascinating w o r k of social
history . . . A r o n o w i t z has succ e e d e d brilliantly in evoking the
character of m o d e r n industrial
society, c o m b i n i n g the insights
of a perceptive p a r t i c i p a n t - o b server in the labor movement
with scholarship and analysis
of a high order . . ."
— N o a m Chomsky

" W o r k i n g from an unusual experience of factory work, union
leadership and academic involvement, Aronowitz
has
uniquely blended imaginative
analysis and autobiography into a theory of w o r k i n g class
behavior w h i c h is likely to a g i tate union officials and c h a l lenge received views on both
the left and the right."
—Robert Lekachman
" S t a n l e y A r o n o w i t z succeeds
marvellously in breaking the
ritualized categories of the sociologists in this field and in
revealing the ideological c o n tent and f u n c t i o n of these c a t e gories."
—Herbert Marcuse

At your bookstore or use this coupon
McGraw-Hill Book Company
Dept. PL-R, 25th Floor
1221 Ave. of the Americas
New York, N.Y. 10020
R-1
_copy(ies) of
Please send me_
False Promises @ $10.00.
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Check or money order enclosed.
Please add applicable taxes.
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A DEMONSTRATION
PF QUADRIPHONiC SOUND
Put your left index finger gently in your left ear.
You're listening to monaural sound.
You cannot distinguish thedirection of any individual sound source.
They're all mixed together. This is the kind of sound an ordinary
radio gives you.
Now cup both your hands behind your ears, palms
facing forward.
You're listening to stereo.
You are able to distinguish the
direction of any individual souri^'
source in front of you.
;
Thisisthewayyou listeri .
to your stereo system.,, j
Like a spectator at
^,
a concert.
'y^w
Now take your
./hands away from
•.,_'
~
•
your ears.
So.nds are commg atyoufi^m all around you. You are able to distinguis|
thec.rect.or. of any individual sound source.
You re listening to the equivalent of quadriphonic sound.
-|,f
This 13 the way you hear in real life. Quadriphonic is natural sound.
H you decide to go with a quadriphonic sound system in your
home, this Harman/Kardon 900+ multichannel receiver is as far as
you can go.
Its the world's most advanced four-channel receiver.
It has every kind of four-channel circuitry built in. Apart
from 4 speakers and a turntable, there is nothing to add.
No accessories to buy.
Owning the 900+ doesn't mean you have to discard your stereo albums. It will actually play them
better than ever with a unique "Enhanced Stereo"
feature.
But most importantly the 900+ carries
Harman/Kardon's traditional wideband circuitry. It
reproduces not only the frequencies you can hear
but also those you cannot.
This is terribly important. Because the frequencies you cannot hear have a marked effect on
those you can.
This wideband philosophy gives Harman/Kardon
receivers their stunning realism.
For an even better demonstration of quadriphonic sound, listen to the Harman/Kardon
900+at your nearest franchised
dealer.

harman/kardon

55 Ames Court, Platnvlew.N.Y. 11803, U,SA Also available in Canada
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