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Predicament of Prediction
Thesis: The theoretical concept of Socialism as an alternative to liberal Capitalism is a positive idea, but the actualization of Socialism described by Marx is a faulty process—Marx made a mistake by educating the masses, and in return postponed the inevitability of a social regime.

The debate of human nature has been an ongoing component of Political Theory since before the time that Thomas Hobbes proclaimed, “the life of man, solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short” (Hobbes 89). As the ideology behind human nature progressed into the modern era, however, the nature of man became more tolerable and communitarian. Human nature in the eighteenth century focused on man in the State of Nature, with no government, no property, and no community. As time moved forward, theorists came to realize that with increased human interaction, human nature changes. Locke, for example, realized the necessity of property and family in the State of Nature, while Adam Smith explained in Moral Sentiment the role of compassion for the harshest of souls. Even political economist James Buchanan wrote “each of us brings to this state of being, this here and now, a unique history that is unalterable by the fact that it has happened. This history shapes our perceptions and our cognitions of that which we observe, interpret, and evaluate… All that I have met is a part of me.” (Buchanan 11). 
Karl Marx was one of the few, set aside from Hegel, to realize that as individuals change within history so does the quality of human nature. Each stage in the evolution of human nature ignites the advancement of a new society. “By thus acting on the external world and changing it, [man] at the same time changes his own nature,” writes Marx (Marx 173). As human beings come to understand the shortfalls of liberal Capitalism, they will pull back from the wants and needs taught to them by their society and come to value a different definition of prosperity. Respectively, as the value system changes, so does human nature and the social structure encompassing it. Because Marx understands evolutionary history as a linear progression, the next and final stage following Capitalism is Socialism, but because evolutionary human nature is the chicken that came before the yoke of society, one cannot force others into the new society; they must guide themselves. To best understand what Marx means by social evolution and Socialism, one must understand the Material Conception of History and the Revolutionary Critique of Capitalism. But more importantly, to understand how Marx postponed the very inevitability of Socialism by educating the masses, one must understand Rousseau and the fault of predictive theory.
Material Conception of History

While Hobbes roots the emergence of human from nature in the formation of contracts (Hobbes 94), Marx finds it rooted in the practice of production: “[Men] begin to distinguish themselves from animals as soon as they begin to produce their means of subsistence, a step which is considered physical organization. By producing their means of subsistence men are indirectly producing their actual material life” (Reader 150). The production of material life fulfills the bodily needs, such as food and shelter, requisite for evolution of the mind (Reader 156, 681). This initial step from a State of Nature is the defining moment when man steps into history. Hegel similarly mentions the elevation of people without history into history. In order to become a part of history, Hegel writes, “Man must realize his potential through his own efforts, and must first acquire everything for himself” (Hegel 50). This acquisition originates with the private ownerships of modes of production. Soon following comes the realized benefits of specialization, division of labour, and consumption, so that both man as individual and man as natural being may evolve. Marx follows up in the History of His Opinions:

In the social production of their life, men enter into definite relations that are indispensable and independent of their will, relations of production which correspond to the definite stage of development of their material productive forces. The sum total of all these relations of production constitutes that economic structure of society (Reader 4).

Because production is such a vital part of history, it is the constant desire of man to enjoy labour, given the appropriate conditions of freedom. Also it is important to note here that Marx does not aim to change the political structure of society so long as it does not hinder the evolution, and sometimes revolution, of the economic social structure.

In Marxian political theory there are three views of history: first the primacy of production, second history as process, and finally the dynamic and revolutionary character of history. As already introduced, the primacy of production leads to the socialization and organization of mankind, which is necessary for movement from one stage of history to the next. History is also a process. Hegel writes in Philosophy of World History, “History is the process whereby the spirit discovers itself and its own concept” (Hegel 62). Each spirit represents a new stage in history; “It then lives on with the satisfaction of having achieved its end, falls into fixed habits which are now devoid of life, and thus move gradually on towards its natural death” (Hegel 59). “The fruit again becomes the seed, but the seed of another nation [epoch, or nature], which brings it to maturity in term” (Hegel 63). Marx understands History as process in a similar manner. History began with primitive communism, with a classless, stateless society suffocated by scarcity; this stage was then organized and managed. The end of primitive communism initiated the beginning of ancient, Feudal, and eventually, Capitalist models controlled by exploitative societies, a firm state, and social classes. As means of production advance and the threat of scarcity dissolves, the end of Capitalism will once again bring mankind to the classless, stateless model of communism. This time around the form of communism will exist with a modern understanding of production through community ownership and prosperity in abundance. 

Although there are times within history when people, through fear or ignorance, regress to a more primitive stage in the short run, the overall conception of history is progressive. This brings us to the third view of history. No matter what happens in the short run, history will always begin and end with a form of communal society. The unique difference between the forms of communal society rests in the progressive means of economic efficiency. In this view, history is dynamic because the modes of production correlate with the availability of raw materials, meaning that scarcity ceases to be an economic factor in modern Communism. Food, shelter and clothing are allocated by more efficient and fair means because of the lessons learned during Feudalism and Capitalism. In this view, Capitalism is also revolutionary; as large populations of people prepare to move forward, those who benefit from current conditions, such as the bourgeoisie, will do anything to maintain those conditions. Consequentially, the majority will retaliate in order to push history forward. In Capitalist society the revolutionary techniques are predictably far greater than in any other stage of history because the greed of the bourgeoisie amounts to the greatest resistance of all. Marx initially envisioned a violent revolution, and praised the efforts of the French Proletarian class during the French Revolution (Reader 618-52). 
The idea of violent revolution, however, does not suit what Marx initially claims about evolutionary human nature. All other transitional phases in history ended peacefully and evolved to the next stage unbeknown to the greater masses. If Socialism is to be successfully implemented, it must also be done peacefully and unconsciously as Capitalism naturally dies off. Sometime after Marx’s death, Engel spoke to the people of Holland about the possibility of a nonviolent revolution. He recognized the importance of the cultural and political qualities of each nation: “the institutions, mores, and traditions of various countries must be taken into consideration, and we do not deny that there are countries—such as America, [and] England…where the workers can attain their goal by peaceful means” (Reader 523). Keep in mind that America and England are the oldest existing Capitalist nations. Perhaps because Capitalism has been left alone to live out nearly its entire course, evolution—rather than revolution—was permitted to take place. Marx mistakenly introduced the idea of revolution at a time of adolescent world Capitalism, when the system was still strong, but more importantly headstrong, against the possibility of change. Other nations had, at that point, still not yet come to experience the necessary stage of Capitalism.
Revolutionary Critique of Capitalism

It is not surprise though, that Marx would encourage a violent revolution, seeing the social destruction Capitalism has caused to the Proletarian class. “Up till now” claims Marx, “violence, war, pillage, murder and robbery, etc., have been accepted as the driving force of history” (Reader 152). Similarly, capitalism has driven man against his own nature by using the pleasure of labour to his demise. Capitalism originated with the primitive accumulation of capital which “is nothing else than the historical process of divorcing the producer from the means of production” (Marx 668). In primitive communism there was scarcity, but at least man was both producer and means of production, meaning that he owned the necessary resources, his own labour, and the final product. As a smaller group of people came to manage a larger supply of the resource base, they discovered the benefit of organized labour and specialization. Meanwhile those with greater means of production became richer and those without became poorer. They were therefore coerced to sell their own labour in order to survive in the new economy. This idea of labour power is an essential factor of the Capitalist system.

As history moves forward, the exploitation of mankind does not cease, it merely changes form. Men were taken as slaves by other men in ancient society, until Feudalism emerged and made man free in relation to his past, only to change ownership and be slave to the land. The reason that man is not entirely free in Capitalist society is because although not slave to any specific person, location, or occupation, he is nonetheless slave to his wage; without the wage he can not preserve his own life. Although he can move from one job or one employer to another freely, he is still required to work for wage or else die in poverty.
 Work “is therefore not the satisfaction of a need, it is merely a means to satisfy needs external to it” (Reader 74). In other words, the very product that his labour produces becomes alien to his own being, as property to the Capitalist (Reader 72). The only way to possess the product of his labour is to spend his wages on it, thus earning nothing and sometimes paying more, through surplus-value, for the exploitation of his own labour, and the very product that he made with his own hands.

Surplus-value is a phenomenon only found in Capitalism because only a Capitalist can take on the role of the middleman. Adam Smith and other political economists argue that the middleman lowers the transaction cost between two parties otherwise not able to trade with one another, and therefore justifies the wage he earns. Marx recognizes surplus-value instead as a deviant outcome of Capitalism. The Capitalist buys commodities at one price only to turn around and sell them, unaltered, for a higher price: “He lets money go, but only with the sly intention of getting it back again” at an inflated rate (Marx 147). The money-plus-more-money component of the Capitalist exchange is what Marx calls “surplus-value” (Marx 149).


As workers come to realize the obvious exploitation of their labour and the unjustified benefit of the Capitalist, they will unite against the Capitalist in a revolutionary rage. This occurrence happened at least once in history with France, though unsuccessfully. What held them back? Or rather more curiously, why has revolution not happened in the greatest of Capitalist societies? There are three positive features of Capitalism that have not yet completed their course, though Marx argues that the have. First of all, Capitalism organizes the labouring class and introduces them to unique social communities, beginning with a local industry and expanding to a global scale in the global market (Reader 477). The second positive feature of Capitalism is the framework of a nation. By the coming together of workers and the organization of industry, not only is a new culture formed, but a new government is implemented to protect workers and industry alike. The third positive feature is efficiency. Never before Capitalism was mankind so rapidly able to utilize resources in unpredictable ways, nor to allocate resources from such distant locations. In all three features, workers are organized, educated and disciplined by the system of Capitalism. Many nations have outlived the benefit of this feature, but until all three are achieved on a global scale, Capitalism has not run the full length of its course. Marx does not declare “workers of a single county, unite, and wait for others” he says “workers of all countries, unite!” (Reader 500). Until all countries are able to unite with the same passion as one large force, Capitalism has not realized its end.
Critique of Socialism 


In addition to the Materialist Conception of History, Marx introduced the Spark Theory, represented by the Asiatic Model.
  Three ways were presented in which a country can skip the stage of Capitalism and proceed straight to modern Socialism: systems can move forward as consequence of revolution in the west, they can be conquered by colonial Capitalists, or the rapid integration of world economics can thrust them forward.
 Unfortunately all three theories defy the original evolutionary theory of human nature. As said before, one cannot force others into a new society; they must guide themselves. One may argue, however, that nations such as India and the American colonies have thrived from colonization, but their success was not evident until their independence was gained. After which they were able to restructure their economic social system to fit their culture. Also the United States was never truly colonized because members of the colonies came from the very nation that controlled them. Rather than colonizing the American Indians, they slaughtered them. Granted, colonization brought people of these nations into history, but that is more in relation to the positive features of Capitalism than as a spark into Socialism.

Stalin, Lenin, and Castro all used the ideology of the Communist Manifesto to organize a form of Socialism without the support of economic efficiency. In effect, they utilized the Spark Theory producing equality in poverty. Marx made a mistake. Though he did formulate an incomplete solution, which led to the premature execution of an imperfect regime by impatient dictators, the core of his mistake was far less complex. Credit, first of all, should be granted to Marx for not publishing a structural solution to Socialism. Being a man who understood the inevitable change of human nature, Marx must have known that any structure introduced in his time period would not have been eternally applicable, especially because human nature had not yet evolved. The mistake made by Marx, instead, was the very fact that he published his two theories and the Communist Manifesto in the first place. Rousseau helps to justifies this response in his First Discourse and Preface to Narcissus. 

Discussing the corruption of society and academia, Rousseau wrote, “If few men are to be allowed to devote themselves to the study of the Sciences and the Arts, it must be only those who feel they have the strength to go forth alone in their footsteps… It belongs to this small number to raise monuments to the glory of the human mind” (Rousseau 27). Similarly in Preface to Narcissus, Rousseau elaborated: “I acknowledge that there are a few sublime geniuses capable of piercing the veils in which truth wraps itself… The small number who have the good fortune of combining these qualities are the beacon and the honor of mankind; only they may properly engage in studying for the good of all” (Rousseau 102). It was imperative that Karl Marx publish his findings on the disparities of Capitalism, but he did so to the wrong crowd. Socialism, only in relation to the evolution of human nature, was an excellent alternative to the shortfalls of liberal Capitalism, but Marx should have addressed his report only to a small group of scholars, not belonging to the Bourgeoisie, like himself. 
Though deserving to be elevated from the exploitative position forced upon them, the unfortunate Proletarian class was not prepared (neither at the time of Marx, nor at our current state) for predictive theory on their economic social structure. The reason that Marx’s natural progression of economic systems stands still in time is not because it is wrong, but rather because he educated the common man on a “natural future,” thereby making it “unnatural.” In realizing “inevitability,” man either tries to push forward the process before the world is prepared, or he tries to stop the process out of fear and confusion. Both have happened in the case of Communism. Stalin, Lenin, and Castro pushed forward the process of history by creating their own sparks, meanwhile the United States, out of fear of spreading destruction and out of confusion about true Marxism, set out on a crusade to resist “nature.” The more that man tries to understand nature, the longer he postpones the process. Reflective, as opposed to predictive, nature does not faze man in the same manner because, as Buchanan said, history “is unalterable by the fact that it has happened.” Predictive theory equates fate, which no man wants to be limited by. For this reason, only those scholars who fit Rousseau’s model of academia should engage in pushing forth the process, leaving it unconscious to the rest. Surely other theorists predicted the shifting from ancient, to Feudal, to Capitalist social economic structures, but their theory was not made public until long after the process was underway. Adam Smith, the father of modern economics, wrote the Wealth of Nations in 1776, after Capitalism was already an integral part of British and colonial society, for example. 

Fifty some years after the anti-Communist movement in the United States, fear of Communism has subsided to a faint whisper. It appears now that study of Marxian Political Theory is predominantly reserved for higher education, as Rousseau would justify. Socialism is therefore slowly creeping into the most advanced Capitalist systems. In the United States for example, the economic social system has shifted from an industry based economy to a service based economy. Employers stress customer service, toleration, and inviting personal attitude as a higher valued power of labour, in certain departments, more than they do increased productivity at lower costs. This shift has occurred under our feet, but the process is not yet complete. The mindset of “what constitutes good business” must first change. With this change comes a change in human nature—in this case between the employer and the employee, then from the employee to the customer. Socialism, or at least Social Democracy, as an economic social structure will find its place in the United States, but we must be patient and let time take its course—naturally. 
Works Cited
Buchanan, James M. and Richard A. Musgrave. Public Finance and Public Choice: Two Contrasting Views of the State. MIT Press: London, UK (1999).
Hegel, Georg W. F. Lectures on the Philosophy of World History Introduction. Cambridge UP: Cambridge, UK (1975). 
Hobbes, Thomas. Leviathan. Revised Student Edition: Richard Tuck, ed. Cambridge UP: Cambridge, UK (1991).
(Reader). The Marx-Engel Reader. 2nd Ed. Robert Tucker, ed. W. W. Norton: London, UK. (1978).
Rousseau. The Discourses and Other Early Political Writings. Victor Gourevitch, ed. Cambridge UP: Cambridge, UK (1997).
Marx, Karl. Capitol, Volume One: A Critical Analysis of Capitalist Production. Frederick Engels, ed. Lawrence and Wishart, LDT: London, UK (1967).
� Ungraded Essay Four, 9 November 2004: Primitive Accumulation


� Class lectures 28 October 2004, 2 November 2004 and 9 November 2004.


� Class lecture 9 November 2004





