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A four-volum e edition of this book was first published in a
G erm an translation in 1974 by Politladen, Erlangen, under
the title D er A nti-Sam u elson . The joint decision of the pub
lisher and author to condense the work was dictated by the
desire to reduce costs and thus bring its price within reach
of both students and teachers. Inevitably, in so radical a
scaling-dow n, a great deal of textual elaboration, annota
tion, and bibliographical data had to be sacrificed. Those
who wish to pursue the author's ideas and argum entation
in greater depth are referred to the unabridged G erm anlanguage edition.
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1 Introduction
S's Chapter 1
A general introduction which I had sketched out I am
suppressing because on further reflection every anticipa
tion of results which are first to be proved seems disturb
ing to me. . . .
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—Karl Marx, "Foreword" to Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy
(Zur Kritik der Politischen Okonomie), MEW, XIII, 7.

O ur approach to S 's first chapter differs sharply from our
treatm ent of all subsequent ones. Forgoing all detailed and
system atic analysis of his presentation, we will here focus
attention on som e of the m ethodological factors crucial to
S 's exposition of bourgeois econom ic theory. O ur restraint
is based on the conviction that scientific m ethod cannot be
developed in isolation, divorced from the science per se.
The reader should be afforded the opportunity to see the
m ethod unfold in the course of a system atic scientific dis
course (the procedure follow ed by M arx in Capital). But
S — and m ost b ou rg eois te x ts— by b eg in n in g w ith a so called m ethodological introduction, merely offers up unex
p lained , u n su b stan tiated assertio n s. T h u s, alth ou gh he
purports to have written a "discussion of the m ethodology
of scien ce" w hich "introd u ces the m odern approach bor
rowed from the 'm ore exact' natural scien ces" (7th ed ., p.
vi), S 's unproved assertions in fact violate the very basis of
scientific m ethod.
Thus if we were to refute his argum ents or attem pt a sys
tem atic discussion of his claim s w e would w illy-nilly be
playing by his ground ru les— nam ely, put m ethodology
ou tsid e the realm of su b stan ce. W e w ould involve our-
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selves in the sort of mutual "d ry assu ran ces" which have
made such m ethodological discussion so futile and sterile.
The decision nonetheless to touch on his m ethodology is
based on this consideration: It is disturbing enough to have
S introduce his m ethod in the m anner he does, for this
predeterm ines the type of "theoretical spectacles we w ear"
(10) while reading his book w ithout being given the oppor
tunity to see for ourselves how the prescription was drawn
up. In other words, the reader is confronted with an ac
com plished fact w hose provenance he cannot trace. A nd
w hat is even worse— and the reason for our intervention at
this early point— is that S believes he can count on the
read er's ready acceptance of his m ethodology because it
appears com m on-sensical. Not only that, but, more im por
tant, the basis for this apparent "com m on se n se" and S 's
m ethodology lies in, and is objectively prod uced by, th e
capitalist m ode of production. The fact that the m ethodol
ogy of bourgeois econom ics is neither (m erely) conscious
dem agoguery to deflect people (the nonruling classes) from
the truth, nor a (m ere) subjective failing of the bourgeois
econom ists will form a crucial part of our entire discussion.
Before em barking on this m ethodological discussion, let
us briefly consider the other m ajor function of this chapter,
the reasons for studying econom ics, a question closely re
lated to that of m ethodology.
According to S , "F ew study econom ics merely to judge
th e m e rits in th e g ra n d d e b a te s c o n c e r n in g h is to r ic
capitalism, the modern mixed econom y, or the collectivist
econom ic system s of the East [!?]. W e study econom ics to
answ er m any, diverse qu estion s" (1). O bviously S views
such debates as academ ic and unpractical, and, as w e shall
see, the history of capitalism does not interest him at all; he
d iv o rce s it c o m p le te ly from w h a t h e c a lls th e m ixed
econom y. He also m akes short shrift of socialist societies.
The net effect, then, is the reduction of econom ics (which
in th e 9 th e d itio n h e in te r c h a n g e a b ly c a lls p o litic a l
econom y) to the study of p resen t-d ay capitalism (in the
U .S .). In and of itself it is not inappropriate to restrict o n e
se lf to th is su b je c t; w h at m a tters is the co n tex t w ith in
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w hich th is is done. S 's con text may be characterized as
positivist— i.e ., he has accepted the existence of this society
as g iv e n , w ith o u t in q u irin g in to its o rig in s (" h is t o r ic
cap italism ") or w hether it m ight possibly be replaced by
another society in the future (socialism). His attention is fo
cused on the "p ro b lem s" of the present and their possible
so lu tio n w ithin ca p ita lism . T h is is S 's u n sp o k en valu e
ju d g m en t: as a p ractical m an, a " c it iz e n ," h e su p p orts
capitalism and opposes socialism. Accordingly, he tries to
foist these values on his reader. That, of course, is his pre
rogative, but it would be nice if he would at least warn the
unw ary reader. H ow ever, m atters change w hen he dis
sem in ates these view s in the guise of scien tist, for this
would imply that his theory is shaped by procapitalism and
anticom m unism , which in turn m eans that the scope of his
study has been narrowed down to a search for solutions
that will not pose a threat to capitalism.
But S 's theory is not sim ply dem agoguery. By far the
more significant aspect of the ideological role of bourgeois
econom ic theory is its unconscious refusal to recognize the
possibility of the existence of problem s serious enough to
cause the dem ise of the capitalist mode of production.
W e do not plan to devote m uch space to the obvious
demagogical com ponents of S 's framework, as for exam ple
his fo rth rig h t stan d for U .S . cap italism (" th e m ore a d 
vanced W estern civilizations [8th ed ., p. 3]) against "M o s
c o w ." T h e n o tio n o f " p e a c e fu l c o m p e titio n " b e tw e e n
capitalism and socialism runs throughout the 8th edition,
together with the implication that all good Am ericans ought
to worry about it and root for the U .S . Although som e of
this has been deleted, in the spirit of Nixonian rapproche
ment (e.g ., "w h at used to be called the Iron Curtain [734]),
the main thrust rem ains (cf. the flyleaf and Chap. 43 [par
ticularly 881-83]) in such phrases as "security is even more
important for a nation than o p u len ce" (3).
Let us now exam ine the unconscious ideological aspects
of S 's delineation of our interest in econom ics, which in
turn will bring us to the m ethodological discussion. In the
preface to an earlier edition, S told us that in writing his
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textbook originally he set him self a "quixotically ambitious
goal— to bring into the elem entary textbook the most im 
portant issues facing a m odern n ation " (7th ed ., p. v). This
stress on "n a tio n " and its need to solve existing problem s
through the wise decisions of a "citizen ry " trained in m od
ern econom ics perm eates the entire book. Part and parcel
of this im age is the belief that capitalist society (through the
state) can cope with the fundam ental problem s of our era.
Aside from the notion of the state as a neutral organ serv
ing the interests of all, this image is important for two of its
com ponents: the denial of the existence of objective forces
able to thw art "id e a s "; and the notion of capitalism as a
harm onious w hole oriented toward the satisfaction of indi
vidual needs.
The first m erges in the Keynes quote (14 f.; several edi
tions have it as a chapter m otto) denying that objective
material forces are at work in capitalist society conditioning
the "id e a s " of bourgeois econom ists, philosophers, political
scientists, et. al. N ot only are these theories conditioned by
the historical circum stances as expressed in concrete class
interests, there is also the more general conditioning of the
capitalist mode of production, which m akes essential fea
tures of this society appear as the opposite of what they re
ally are.
Perhaps this point can be better understood if we pro
ceed to the notion of the harm onious whole. S states that
"in an introductory survey, the econom ist is interested in
the workings of the econom y as a whole rather than in the
view point of any one group. Social and national policies
rather than individual policy are his goal" (8). In an im por
tant sense this statem ent is m isleading, for it appears to
contrast introductory texts with advanced ones with respect
to this point; yet all of bourgeois theory is characterized by
this conception of the harm onious whole.
U pon closer inspection we find that this passage com 
pares nonanalogous concepts: the "w ork in g s" of the whole
as opposed to the "v iew p oin t" of groups. But the chapters
on labor, business, wages, profits, interest, rent, etc., quite
clearly deal with the workings of social groups within the
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econom y. W hat S apparently m eans is that the professional
econom ist m ust adopt the viewpoint " o f the econom y as a
w h ole" in contradistinction to that of any particular class
(capitalists, workers, landow ners). This in turn presupposes
the existence of such a viewpoint independent of the inter
ests o f a particular class, or, alternatively, that such an
aggregate view point represents the distillation of a political
com prom ise of essentially compatible classes.
O nce one has assum ed the existence of a viewpoint en 
com passing the whole econom y, it becom es im possible to
understand the basic struggles that are taking place in this
society, and, w orse still, it becom es necessary to deny their
e x isten ce. In e ffect, b o u rg eo is eco n o m ics id e n tifies th e
interests of the entire econom y with those of the class pre
siding over the subjective execution of the only "v iew p o in t"
known to capitalism as a whole— namely, the production of
profit. Thus the interests of capital or of the capitalist class
are made into those of the econom y as a whole.
- This fundam ental idea perm eates all of S 's exam ples of
the "v ital problem s" facing the "c itiz e n ," for although S
fails to m ention it, they imply specifically capitalist social
relations. S tells us that certain "d ecisio n s" (2) have to be
m ade by "ea ch citizen " on m atters like w hether married
w om en should be allow ed to hold public jo bs, w h eth er
m onopolies should be fought etc. G ranting for the sake of
argum ent that this process of decision-m aking does indeed
take place, S does not tell us that such a choice betw een
two evils should have to be m ade at all sim ply because
capitalism has produced them, and the reason for his fail
ure is that bourgeois theory itself cannot grasp this causality.
S o m ew h at con d escen d in g ly , S allow s th at " a w o rker
thrown out of em ploym ent in the buggy industry cannot be
expected to reflect that new jobs may have been created in
the autom obile industry. . . ." (8) W ithout going into what
S m ight expect w orkers to reflect on, w e believe that a
worker may very well "re fle ct" that with the replacem ent
of the buggy by the car, labor will be "d isp la ced ," and that
he may even welcome this change if the new use value is
highly thought of. W hat does not sit well with the worker
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is that these changes take place at his expense, that he will
not be g ettin g on e of the new jo b s created . A nd w hat
bothers him even more is the claim put forward by S and
others that all this is in keeping with the viewpoint of the
econom y as a whole, when he know s that it is in keeping
with the "w o rk in g s" of an econom y in which such changes
take place anarchically, that is, in an unplanned fashion, so
that n either the developm ent of the autom obile nor the
consequences thereof can be foreseen.
In this sphere of em ploym ent and unem ploym ent, the
term inology used by bourgeois econ om ics in an u n co n 
scious expression of the way in which it inverts reality. S
talks of "em p lo y ers" as opposed to workers or em ployees
(7). This is an exam ple of w hat S calls the "ty ra n n y of
w ord s" (10), but he sees the origin of this phenom enon in
subjective hum an shortcom ings: "T h e world is complicated
enough w ithout introducing fu rther con fu sion s and am 
biguities. . . ." (ibid.). Here as elsew here, conceptual con
fu sio n an d a m b ig u ity is m erely a r e fle c tio n o f th e
"ty ra n n y " of capitalist reality, that is, of the strange m an
ner in which social relations becom e inverted on the surface
of capitalist society.
In the instance of "em p lo y ers" and "e m p lo y e e s," it is
clear that the former are the active and the latter the pas
sive agents, those who use and those who are used. This
terminology indeed reflects the appearance of capitalism in
which the capitalist "p ro v id es" or "o ffe rs" work w hich the
w orker gratefully accepts.
If, how ever, we look beneath this surface appearance, we
find that the "se c re t" of capitalism is the unpaid labor the
c a p ita lis t a p p ro p ria te s from th e w o rk e r; th is u n p a id
la b o r— em b o d ied in th e co m m o d itie s p ro d u ced by th e
w orker which are transform ed into m oney by being sold—
perm its the capitalist to buy m ore capital in the form of
m achines, etc., and "em p lo y " more "em p lo y ee s." In fact,
all capital is unpaid labor, and since the capitalist can "give
w ork" only on the basis of his ow nership of the m eans of
production— in this case, capital— he is able to do so only
because in the past generations of workers have given part
of their labor free.
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Thus, in fact, the term s "em p lo y er" and "em p lo y ee" in
vert w hat is taking place in capitalism , for in reality the
workers are giving their labor (free) to the capitalists, and it
is this gift w hich enables the capitalists to "em p lo y " w ork
ers. Here we have an exam ple of the "n eu tral m an n er" (10)
in which bourgeois econom ics creates concepts to fit reality.
Let us now turn to the philosophy of science and the
m ethodology of econom ics. S 's discussion is m arked by
two trains of thought which in the last analysis are incom 
patible and contrad ictory. T h e first, w hich w e shall call
positivist, concentrates on so-called value judgm ents:

Basic questions concerning right and wrong goals to be pur
sued cannot be settled by mere science as such. They belong in
the realm of ethics and y/value judgments/' The citizenry must
ultimately decide such issues. What the expert can do is point
out the feasible alternatives and the true costs that may be in
volved in the different decisions [7-8].

This statem ent prom pts the following question: If science
can indeed reveal the feasible possibilities and the "tr u e "
costs involved in executing them , what else rem ains to be
done before we decide on goals? S would have to have a
strange notion of "tru th " if once he found it he would not
choose it over nontruth. A m ajor problem with this a p 
proach is that it is at b est built on h alf-tru th s, b ecau se
b ou rg eois econ om ics can n ot con ced e that th ese various
"d ecisio n s" are being made within a mode of production
th a t c r e a te s th e v e ry c o n s tr a in ts n e c e s s ita tin g th e s e
" c h o ic e s ." In oth er w ords, it does not u nd erstan d that
capitalism itself produces objectively a set of "valu e jud g
m en ts" that form the basis for the relatively peripheral "d e 
cision s" bourgeois econom ics allows into its field of vision.
T h u s, for in s ta n c e , th e " m o d e r n " p re o cc u p a io n w ith
"tra d e -o ffs" betw een various "e v ils " (e.g ., unem ploym ent
and inflation, efficiency and equity) has becom e the focal
point in discussions of value judgm ents. But the basis for

INTRODUCTION I

Original from
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

9

Generated for guest (University of Iowa) on 2012-04-16 19:11 GMT / http://hdl.handle.net/2027/mdp.39015001981532
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives / http://www.hathitrust.org/access_use#cc-by-nc-nd

all these concrete situations— namely the fact that indepen
dent and private producers own the m eans of production
and exploit the w orkers— is overlooked. Rather, only the
questioning of this basis itself— that is, of the forces inher
ent in capitalism leading to its destruction and replacem ent
by a n o th e r m od e o f p ro d u ctio n — is co n sid ered a valu e
judgm ent and relegated to the sphere of ethical irrelevancies.
T h u s it h as b eco m e a p p a re n t th a t S 's p o sitiv ism is
marked by internal incoherence. And he adds to this am 
biguity w hen he goes on to say that "th e re is only one
valid reality in a given econom ic situation, how ever hard it
may be to recognize and isolate it" (7th ed ., p. 6; in the 8th
and 9th editions this assertion has been w eakened to "th e re
are elem ents of valid reality. . . [7]). In other w ords, the
expert can detect and isolate this "valid reality" and give us
the "v alu e-free" facts for our evaluation.
O n the other hand— and here we get the second train of
thought— S contends that the "m od ern approach" to the
m ethodology of science "in sists on the irreducibly subjec
tive elem ent of our perception of facts depending upon the
theoretive system through w hich we look at those fa cts"
(7th ed ., p. vi). And again: "W hich questions we ask, and
from w h at p e rs p e c tiv e w e p h o to g ra p h th e 'o b je c tiv e
reality'— these are them selves at bottom subjective in na
tu re" (8 n.2).
The contradiction in this position becom es evident when
we pose the question of how the expert will be able to ar
rive at an objective, value-free set of facts (or a value-free,
o b jectiv ely valid th eory ) w h en co n fro n ted w ith this a l
legedly irreducible elem ent of subjectivity; for although S is
right w hen he says that "h o w we perceive the observed facts
depends on the theoretical spectacles we w ear" (10), his
positivism fails to tell us how to deal with this truth. In
fact, this truth refutes his positivism and transform s objec
tively valid theory into an impossibility.
The problem at this point would appear to boil down to
how to grind our theoretical spectacles in order to perceive
the one valid reality. But merely posing this question pre
determ ines the answ er, because it is couched in subjective
terms. It severs the connection betw een the developm ent of
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a science and the developm ent of the society and the sub
ject m atter of that science. This severing is given very clear
expression by S even w hen he explicitly touches on the his
tory of econom ic theory for the first time. (Actually this is
not c o rre ct; th e 5th ed itio n [1961] alread y co n ta in ed a
'T h u m bn ail Sketch of History of Economic D octrines" [pp.
833-36]):
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The brand new chapter "W inds of Change: Evolution of
Economic Doctrines" brings into the elementary course—at
long last—a view of where political economy fits into the his
tory of ideas and the intellectual history of our times. . . . Polit
ical economy is about the economic system , not about
economists. . . . At the end of a long book, though, we may
perhaps indulge ourselves with a brief excursion into the his
tory and present status of economics as a scholarly discipline
and as a chapter in the intellectual history of mankind [ix, 839].

In other words, S considers such a history as a discipline
unto itself with which we may am use ourselves or leave to
the specialists, as is our pleasure. Yet, unw ittingly to be
sure, he him self provides the evidence that an understand
ing of the connection betw een the developm ent of theory
and reality is essential to an understanding of contem po
rary eco n o m ics. O n the on e h an d he say s th at at any
given time there cannot be one theory for workers and one
for "em p lo y ers" (7), and on the other, he seem s to adm it
that true econom ic theory will change over time in accor
dance with changes in the underlying econom ic structure.
(A note of caution m ust be entered here: This is our read
ing of w hat he m eans, for at tim es S 's ahistoricity goes so
far as to claim that the "neo-classical syn th esis" would ac
tually have been adequate to the M iddle Ages if the proper
institutions had existed.) Thus in speaking of the transition
from m ercan tilism to in d u strial cap italism (th ou g h n ot
explicitly in these terms), S points out that "in a real sense,
the rising bourgeois class needed a spokesm an for their
in te re sts. S m ith p ro v id ed th em w ith th e id eology th at
served their pu rpose" (841).
Now the point is that the reason the m ercantilist period
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did not bring forth an Adam Sm ith is that it was not an
industrial capitalism . M ercantilist theory served the pur
poses of the ruling class in a given situation; w hen new
socioeconom ic relations arose which changed the interests
of the ruling class, the old theory becam e obsolete along
with the reality. (It must not be thought that theories are
m echanically replaced on orders of the ruling class; the
struggle betw een theories is a highly complex process that
cannot be sum m ed up by a vulgar-m aterialistic reference to
"sordid interests" [8]).
If it is indeed true that in the past valid theories lost their
validity with the change of the reality upon which they d e
veloped and were supplanted by other theories, then it is
puzzling why S claims universal and sole validity for his
theory. It is not clear why he fails to entertain the possibil
ity th a t h is ow n th e o ry m ay b e s u p e rs e d e d , ju s t as
capitalism itself may be superseded.
Instead of com ing to grips with this possibility, S takes
refuge in witticisms: "C areful critics of all political com plex
ions generally think this (i.e ., Marxism) a sterile analysis
both of capitalism and socialism. But try to persuade a bil
lion people of th at" (5th ed., p. 836n. 1).
Those ''billion s" who see Karl Marx as their "ideological
h e ro " (847) are largely beyond S 's reach. In w riting his
textbook, S hoped to "p ersu a d e" millions of students to re
frain from joining that vast mass.
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