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	THE BIG PICTURE ON MARX AND COMMUNISM
	Worker gets $5 per shoe
worker says “it’s my labor; I deserve more, and I work really hard”
	Owner gets $50 per shoe

Remaining $45:
renting the factory, or maintaining the factory; raw materials; advertisement; taxes; etc/
	Additional issues and theory

	Communism turns out not to have worked; Stalinist Russia =  millions of people dying from forced re-settlement, starvation, labor camps, & imprisonment.  
But does that mean that some social engineering/redistribution of wealth is wrong?

Pushed too far, yes, indeed our economy (and the world economy in turn) would be crippled if taxes were too progressive (massive wealth distribution) to discourage investment and risk taking.
BUT to reduce all social relations to the cold, harsh cash nexus of the market place (it’s just tough that you can’t survive on minimum or near-minimum wage) is fundamentally dehumanizing according to Marx.  You, the laborer, should not just be a commodity in the marketplace, selling your labor to the dictates of supply and demand.

Work could be less alienating if there were simply less hours of work so you could fulfill yourself after work in creative activity rather than being exhausted (and filling the vacancy of your soul with consumer possessions!). 

Marx, in a rather clever combo of materialism & soul, says in effect “the key to life is your work, how you interact with, broadly speaking, the substance of the world; the expression of that activity should not make you secondary to a machine or a slave to a mechanical work-schedule; what makes us free, as humans, is our capacity to transform the world, and not be subjugated to it.”  
Imagine working 20 (even grueling) hours a week BUT having the free time to develop all your intellectual/ creative/ physical abilities.  If the top 10% of the wealthy in this country were to be ½ less wealthy this would be easily possible for every citizen!



	The math:

worker 20 shoes a day:

20x5xYear =36,000 per year

Owner has 100 workers in factory:

100x20xYearx50=36 million (i.e. a thousand times what the worker makes; this can be justified because:  a) the owner works harder or is more ingenious, b) the owner needs the compensation for taking the risk of building the factory, c) the owner inherits his factory, d) there is no “ethics” to it, it’s just the way things are in a harsh, supply-and-demand, Adam Smith sort of world.
Worker says: “I’ll unionize and you, Mr. Owner, will be obliged to listen to the collective voice of labor.”


Ok, worker says, “give me some examples where the average worker in the average union is lazy?!”






No doubt in lots of cases “you” really do work very hard.  But, again, do you work 20 times as hard; a hundred, etc.  Who could say that?


And, now that we workers think about it, we’re not just concerned that our boss’s profit is our loss in terms of pay.  We’ll also fight for a shorter work week… how about only five days a week, how about only 8 hours a day… and how about medical benefits and . .. and…  How about 20 hours a week?

	Owner says “but it’s MY factory!!! You have the freedom to leave if you don’t like it”; or owner says “because it’s my factory, I think I’ll pay only $2 a shoe, or $1, or even outsource to China, for 10c” 
If you start with ownership=absolute right … then there is nothing to keep the owner from reducing wages/ increasing profit as much as he wants, as long as there are workers to replace workers who leave; this is one of the reasons unemployment is necessary … to guarantee a steady supply of workers who can be treated like a commodity according to the law of supply-and-demand; if there was no unemployment, there would be a shortage of workers,  and the capitalist would have to compete for workers and increase wages, which certainly happens in some types of work . . . if you’re lucky to choose to be  trained in the right sort of work.  


If you think it is the right of the owner to determine the wage, how low would you allow the owner to go … are you against minimum wage? If you aren’t against a minimum wage, how high should the wage be? What should a minimum wage guarantee?

”But … individuality and the get-ahead spirit will be lost if we allow the unions to get their way,” says the owner. 

”And, gee, even if I didn’t work superhard, my parents did; and I deserve to benefit from their hardwork; or they deserve to pass on—it’s called freedom—the $$$ from their years of toil.”

”You’d think those shoe workers would be happy; they only work 40 hours a week.  Now they want paid vacations… dental benefits… is this becoming socialist or what?  If I have to pay for all these retirement benefits it’s going to bankrupt my company!”
	Marx’s objection to capitalism is that the capitalist’s profit comes from “surplus value”, the underpayment to the worker for his or her labor.

This “surplus” value accretes over time in one lifetime, or thru generations (via inheritance), into capital and property.  So, when the owner says “It’s my factory,” Marx sees a long, multi-generational history of exploitation, of the long history of previous ripped-off/ undercompensated labor that has accrued over time.

We use the term a “living wage,” but what it means to get by is of course highly subjective; the poorest in the U.S. are better off than the vast majority of people in the rest of the world, so maybe that fact alone shuts down the Marx proponent’s whining? 
Could it be possible that, although ingenuity & enterprising spirit is great (who would not want there to be Edisons discovering light bulbs and so on?!!), that all these rags-to-riches stories of “individualism” and “American opportunity” are also an ideology that keeps you from seeing the core/systemic injustice of excessive profit, or indeed that ALL profit comes from labor not receiving its just reward? 
But, the owner says, “unions want raises for everybody; even the lazy; that’s not right; I worked SO hard to get where I got” [I’m sure he did, but did he work 10 times as hard; a 100 times as hard to account for the differential b/w his profit and the worker’s wage?]

So…. should there be …. wealth distribution? Will progressive taxes (which redistribute profits to the less well-off, de-incentivize the less-well-off? Will the owner be less-incentivized to be ingenious, work-a-holic, whatever if he is making, gasp, ½ as much…. 18 million instead of 36 million a year)?
“But, but….it’s MINE.”  Marx, in fact, was not against private property—he was against the accumulation of vast amounts of capital.  Indeed, the vast # of hard working people in the U.S. , including small entrepreneur, have less because the richest capitalists have so much.  Marx is not taking away anything from 70% of the population.  See statistics below.


Some facts:

--in 1998 the top/richest 1% owned 38% of the nation’s wealth; the next 4% an additional 21%.  I.e, 5 of you in this classroom (out of 90) get more than 50% of everything.

--in 2001, the top 2.7 million people in the U.S. had as much income as the bottom 100 million. 

