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 POLITICS AND ECONOMY

 II. MARX, COMMUNISM, AND MARKETS

 DA VID MILLER

 Nuffield College, Oxford

 T HOSE (like myself) who advocate the extensive use of economic
 markets as essential to a viable form of socialism often encounter what

 may be called (I hope not tendentiously) a fundamentalist critique. This
 fundamentalist objection maintains that any form of market is antitheti-

 cal to socialist principles; that socialism, although on the surface

 opposed simply to private ownership of the means of production and the
 capitalist system, stands at a deeper level against all kinds of acquisitive

 and competitive social relations, of which capitalism is merely the fullest
 expression. Thus economic markets are intrinsically antisocialist, and at

 best can be tolerated as part of a transitional stage leading to the higher

 form of socialism, which is characterized by cooperation, planning,
 communal existence, and so forth.

 It would be too strong to say that the source of this fundamentalist

 critique was Marx, since elements of it can be found in the work of the

 early socialists whom he called "Utopian." But Marx articulates it in its
 strongest and most convincing form, grounding it (especially in his early

 Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts) in an elaborate theory of
 human nature and human community. An investigation of Marx's

 writings thus enables us to grasp both the strengths and the limitations
 of this critique. In particular, I want to argue here that Marx's overall

 position, including his subtle and often misunderstood attitude toward

 A UTHOR'S NOTE: My thanks are due to audiences in Stirling, Glasgow, Gregynog, and

 Linacre College, Oxford, who heard and responded to an earlier version of this article, and
 especially to Jerry Cohen and an anonymous reviewerfor their incisive written comments.
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 capitalism, does not hold unambiguously for communism as against a

 market version of socialism. Of course, Marx nowhere explicitly

 defends market socialism as an ideal and it would be absurd to try to

 recruit him as a wholehearted advocate. The point, rather, is that while

 certain of his ideas count pretty clearly against it, others, when properly
 understood, appear to tell for it and against communism. Indeed, I shall

 argue that the distance that separates Marx from the romantic

 anticapitalism that he derided also separates him from a simpleminded

 endorsement of communism.

 I have so far referred to capitalism, communism, and so forth without

 defining.these terms. For the purpose of this article, I shall be making

 comparisons between three ideal-typical economic systems, understood

 as follows.' (1) Capitalism-This is understood in Marx's nineteenth-

 century sense, as an economic system based on the free market in which

 a minority of individuals own the means of production and hire wage-

 laborers, the state being confined to the minimal role of protecting
 property, enforcing contracts, and so forth. (2) Market socialism-In

 this system, the means of production are socially owned. The state
 administers them, leasing capital to groups of workers associated in

 cooperatives, who then produce and trade in a relatively free market.

 Incomes depend on the market performance of each cooperative. (There

 may, in addition, be a public sector that supplies goods and services on a

 nonmarket basis, but this is not crucial to the present argument.) (3)

 Communism-This is the ideal system as Marx describes it in the

 Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, the Critique of the Gotha

 Programme, and elsewhere. Under this system, wage labor, commodity
 production, and the market are all abandoned. Production takes place

 according to a socially determined plan, although each person is allowed

 to choose the kind of work he or she performs. The division of labor is
 broken down, each person being permitted to work at a succession of

 different tasks. People take goods from the common stock according to
 need. Economic competition disappears, and social relationships
 become communitarian.

 The focus in this article will not be on the economic viability of any or

 all of these models, but on questions of moral justification. In particular,
 I shall assume that a communist society organized according to Marx's

 description is economically feasible although in fact I am very doubtful
 that this is so. I shall also use Marx's pronouncements about human

 nature and social relations as a source of moral standards in terms of

 which the three systems can be assessed comparatively, bypassing the
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 familiar debate about whether and in what sense Marx had a moral

 theory.2 Marx, of course, often castigated those who thought that
 socialism was a matter of developing some ideal model of the good
 society whose attractions would be such that everyone would immedi-
 ately set about realizing it. The fact remains that he did sketch his own
 vision of communism as "the solution to the riddle of history," and even
 if one interprets him as holding that the downfall of capitalism will be

 brought about largely through economic crisis, there is still the question
 why people should choose to move forward from his "first phase of

 communist society" (which resembles market socialism, as outlined

 above, in certain respects) to communism proper. There is no plausible
 materialist argument for this conclusion to be found in Marx, so the
 only reasonable answer is that people will move forward because they
 are convinced of the moral superiority of communism.3

 The strategy of this article will be to ask how Marx's critical attitude
 to capitalism bears on the choice between market socialism and com-

 munism. Is it the case that the anticapitalist arguments tell decisively
 against market versions of socialism and in favor of communism? It is
 important at the outset to separate these arguments into two categories,
 those that rely on the idea of exploitation, and those that rely on the idea
 of alienation (although, as we shall see, the two critiques cannot be

 completely divorced). The first argument says, in effect, that capitalism
 involves the systematic transfer of value created by labor into the hands

 of the capitalist who is then able to use it for his private purposes. It is

 fairly easy to see that both market socialism and communism avoid
 systematic exploitation of this type (I say "of this type" because it is
 possible to argue that other forms of exploitation are inherent in one or
 the other system-the point is that this is not Marxian exploitation).4

 Thus the impact of the exploitation argument on our question is neutral.

 It may seem that matters are quite different with the argument from
 alienation. Doesn't Marx's diagnosis of the alienation suffered by

 workers under capitalism point unambiguously in the direction of a

 communist society? The difficulty here is that Marx's argument is

 multifaceted and needs careful unpacking if its true force is to be
 appreciated. Alienation as a generic term refers to a condition where a

 subject finds him- or herself separated from some feature of his or her
 context, this separation being regarded as damaging in human terms.
 But Marx claims that workers under capitalism are alienated in a
 number of quite specific ways, and it is not clear that these forms of
 alienation are all traceable to the same source. Since the theory of
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 alienation has been worked over pretty thoroughly, I shall travel
 quickly.

 Marx argues first that the producer sees his product as an alien and

 hostile force. It is alien because, rather than remaining under his control,
 its behavior is determined by external forces. It becomes a commodity
 and is, therefore, subject to the laws of the market. Furthermore, it is seen
 as hostile because it helps to reproduce the conditions under which his

 exploitation occurs. The product is sold, and the profit returns to the
 capitalist, who is then in a position to renew the unequal wage bargain.

 Second, the producer is distanced from, and at odds with, his own
 activity. He works, not out of desire for the activity, but to remain alive.
 Work, in other words, is instrumental, "not the satisfaction of a need,
 but only a means to satisfy other needs," as Marx puts it.5 Further, work

 under capitalism is often dirty, boring, physically exhausting, and so
 forth.

 Third, the producer is alienated from his human essence. According
 to Marx, each person recognizes in himself certain potentialities that
 would unfold in a humanized form of production. Two are particularly
 significant. First, each person can work creatively and flexibly. Rather
 than being confined to a preordained task, he can set his own targets and
 adapt his activity to them. Second, he could also work communally, in
 the sense that he could find his satisfaction in work that aimed directly to
 meet the needs of others and in that way bound him to the community.
 Thus, each person's potential is to work creatively and communally,
 whereas under capitalism he is forced to work routinely and for selfish
 ends.

 Fourth, the absence of communal work means that each person is
 alienated from all the rest, whom he regards merely as partners in
 exchange and as competitors. He does not treat them as ends, but as
 means to his own satisfaction. In Marx's words, "the result of my
 production as such has as little direct connection with you as the result
 of your production has with me, that is, our production is not
 production of man for man as man, not socialized production.... Our
 mutual production means nothing for us as human beings."6

 Fifth, the collective results of human activity assume an incomprehen-
 sible and alien form. Men fail to understand the social world they have
 created; it seems to them to move according to its own inscrutable laws.
 In particular, commodities take on a mysterious or, as Marx puts it,
 "fetishistic" character. They appear to be animated by a will of their
 own. The producers' "social action takes the form of the action of
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 objects, which rule the producers instead of being ruled by them," Marx

 claims.7

 The difficulty in assessing this account of alienation is to decide which

 aspects are to be attributed to which causes. Certain aspects appear to
 stem directly from the fact that, under capitalism, work is controlled by
 an exploiting overlord. Marx's remarks about the degrading character
 of work and about the hostility with which the worker regards his

 product rely on the premise that the work relationship is simultaneously
 a relationship of exploitation. Alienation of this type is specific to

 capitalism, and would disappear in a socialist market economy, as well
 as in communism. On the other hand, some aspects of alienation appear
 to be deeply rooted in the idea of work as a social activity-so deeply

 rooted that no mere change of economic organization, however radical,
 could extirpate them. For Marx implies that fully human work is both a
 means of creative fulfillment for the producer and a means of estab-

 lishing a communal tie between him and the user of his product. Unless
 we assume that the needs of producers and consumers dovetail perfectly,
 these two requirements are in tension with one another. In deciding
 what to produce, should I give precedence to my own creative impulses,
 or to others' needs as I perceive them? If I decide to make whatever best

 expresses my own nature at any time, then, even if the product is of some
 use to others, it is not likely to be the most useful thing I could have
 made. Conversely, if I decide to make what Ijudge to be the most needed
 item, then my work has assumed a partly instrumental character-not in
 the sense that I am performing it for some private advantage, but in the
 sense that it is undertaken for an end external to itself, rather than
 merely as "the satisfaction of a need." Insofar as he implies that this
 dilemma is soluble, Marx's theory of alienation takes on a metaphysical
 character.

 For our purposes, the relevant aspects of alienation are those that, in

 Marx's account, stem directly from capitalism's character as a market
 economy, and that, therefore, apply with barely diminished force to

 other market systems, including market socialism. Three such aspects
 can be identified.

 First, under all market economies, goods are primarily produced as
 commodities, and producers have to be concerned about the exchange
 value of what they make. Of course, this point cannot be pushed too far,

 because no commodity can sell unless it answers to a human desire, and
 it is only in Marx's rather peculiar theory of exchange value that use
 value-that is, the extent to which a product meets wants and needs-
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 becomes irrelevant to a commodity's market price. Yet, although
 producers know that what they are making ministers to human needs,
 there is a sense in which the exchange system comes between their work
 and this outcome.8 Their direct aim is to sell the product and maximize
 the exchange value they receive and they must regulate their production
 in the light of this goal; for example, they may have to lower the quality
 of their product in order to match their competitors' prices although
 they believe that the new version represents worse value than the old. If
 Marx is right to claim that "humanized" work involves responding
 directly to others' needs, then any market system stands as an obstacle.

 Second, markets not only establish relationships between goods but
 also constitute and condition relations between human beings; thus
 social relationships in a market society take on a certain character.
 Partners to an exchange transaction are at best indifferent to one
 another's interests; at worst there is an active conflict of interests
 between them, and each will seek to benefit at the expense of the other.
 The simplest case is probably haggling over price between buyer and
 seller where no clear equilibrium price exists. Consider also competition
 between buyers to attract sellers, which may well involve the making of
 fraudulent claims, malign persuasion, and so forth. Thus human
 relations in the market are typified by competitiveness, mutual suspi-
 cion, and, at worst, gouging at the other's expense. This is not
 fundamentally altered if, in place of single individuals, transactions are
 conducted between groups, or between groups and individuals. It does
 not seem to be true in general that groups behave more ethically or
 considerately in their economic dealings than private persons. The fact,
 then, that under market socialism the sellers of commodities would
 typically be associations of workers does little to offset this feature of the
 market.

 Third, alienation from the collective results of human activity seems
 to be a feature of all market economies merely by virtue of the fact that
 they are unplanned. The essence of the market is that a collective
 outcome, which may indeed have certain desirable properties, is reached
 through myriad individual actions and decisions, with none of the
 individuals concerned being aware of, or able to control, the whole
 picture. No one decides that so many million tons of steel are going to be
 produced, or that steel will exchange with corn at such and such a ratio.
 If a fall in the price of steel forces steelworkers to changejobs, it is likely
 that none of those involved could trace the causal sequence that led to
 this outcome. In this sense, man is, in Marx's terms, "the plaything of
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 alien powers" in a way that he seems not to be in a planned economy
 where every outcome is directly related to a human decision and social
 relations become (again in Marx's words) "transparent."

 These, then, are the three charges that appear to apply to market
 socialism as well as to capitalism, but which communism, at least in
 Marx's ideal version, claims to avoid. Under the market economy, the
 relationship between production and human need is distorted by the
 intervention of exchange value; human interactions take on a detached

 and potentially hostile character; and the whole economic system slips
 out of people's theoretical and practical grasp. These are undoubtedly
 serious charges, which is not to say that they are unanswerable. The
 simplest response is to reject the theory of human nature on which they
 rely. Why, for instance, should production only be "truly human" when
 it is directly aimed at meeting someone else's needs? Alternatively, we
 might accept the charge that all market systems involve some degree of
 alienation, but look for offsetting weaknesses in Marx's implied
 alternative. We might argue, for instance, that communism would in
 practice generate serious conflicts between people, in particular, over
 the form that collective consumption should take. Both of these
 challenges have some merit. However, the first may lead rather too
 quickly to a standoff between rival theories of human nature, whereas
 the second provides only a negative defense of market socialism; its
 alienating character would be tolerable only for want of an acceptable
 alternative. What is missing here is any positive reason for favoring a
 market economy. I believe, however, that such reasons can be unearthed
 by digging more deeply into Marx's own argument. If successful, such
 an approach would show that the best-developed theory of human
 nature offered in support of communism contains within itself elements
 pointing in a contrary direction. This would be a significant result.

 The key to this undertaking is to pin down as precisely as possible
 how Marx's standpoint differs from romantic anticapitalism. By
 romantic anticapitalism, I mean the view that rejects capitalist society as
 alienating, exploitative, and so forth in the light of an ideal of human
 community drawn from the precapitalist period; for example, in terms
 of an idealized picture of the medieval village (although it is not essential
 to the view that it should have some particular referent in mind). The
 point about this position is that it dismisses capitalism as unequivocally
 a negation of all genuine human relationships; so the proposed
 alternative, whether socialist or conservative in flavor, simply negates in
 turn the main features of capitalism. Marx, although afflicted to some
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 extent by the romantic anticapitalist outlook in his early writings,
 including the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, had at least by
 the time of writing The Communist Manifesto in 1847 broken with it
 decisively. That work, somewhat oddly, it may seem, for a revolutionary
 tract, celebrates capitalism as much as it condemns it; and in the later
 sections, Marx and Engels distinguish their own revolutionary commu-
 nism from various brands of socialism that fail to recognize the radical
 transformation of human relationships brought about by capitalism
 and are, therefore, to a greater or lesser extent reactionary in content.
 Marx adhered to this perspective in all of his later writings, especially
 the Grundrisse and Capital.

 For Marx, then, communism does not involve any straightforward
 rejection of the achievements of capitalism; instead, it involves taking
 over those achievements and adding to them. The crucial question:
 What are the achievements of capitalism that are to be preserved under
 communism, and how is this preservation to be accomplished? In other
 words, what is it about communism as Marx sees it that prevents it from
 being merely a reversion to precapitalist forms of society?

 The most familiar and uncontentious answer to this question is that
 communism takes over the productive forces of capitalism, including its
 human productive forces. That is, communism inherits the machinery,
 the productive techniques, the scientific know-how, the cooperative
 organization of work that capitalism has developed. Communism seeks
 to avoid the problem of material scarcity and all that follows from it by
 unashamedly borrowing and extending productive methods evolved by
 its predecessor. Marx makes a great deal of this idea, and castigates all
 forms of socialism that seek to return to precapitalist methods of
 production and an ascetic way of life.

 As far as I can see, preserving this feature of capitalism presents no
 insuperable difficulties.9 Tools, machines, and the techniques for
 working with them can be passed on regardless of the property relations
 surrounding production. The organization of labor under capitalism
 poses a slightly greater problem. One of Marx's themes is the manner in
 which manufacturing and especially machine industry increases the
 combined power of labor while at the same time reducing each single
 laborer's task to a minimum. Under manufacture, he becomes a detail
 worker, carrying out one very limited task as part of an authoritatively
 imposed division of labor.'0 Under machine production, he ceases to
 have any specialist function and becomes merely an appendage to the
 machine. "The worker's activity," Marx says, "reduced to a mere
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 abstraction of activity, is determined and regulated on all sides by the
 movement of the machinery, and not the opposite."' I None of this sits
 too happily with the claim that under communism, the division of labor
 is transcended, and work becomes the satisfaction of a need. If con-

 fronted with this objection, however, Marx might have argued with some

 plausibility that machine industry would become fully automated under
 communism, whereas the stultifying effects of manufacturing would be
 offset by the frequent rotation of tasks. Perhaps this response is still too
 bland. I believe, however, that the major problems with the thesis that

 communism will preserve the achievements of capitalism lie in another
 sphere, and to this I now turn. Capitalism does not merely create an
 unprecedented set of productive forces. It also creates a new kind of

 human being, whom we might describe as a developed individual. He is
 an individual in the sense that he enjoys a certain kind of independence
 from material and social ties: He is developed in the sense that his

 powers and needs are continually being expanded and enriched. Let us
 look at each of these facets in turn.

 To see how capitalism produces the independent individual, we need
 to examine the contrast Marx draws between production in precapitalist

 societies and work under capitalism. In precapitalist societies, Marx
 says, labor is "naturally" divided. Natural here is far from being a term
 of commendation. Marx's meaning is that people are assigned functions,
 by physical necessity or custom, that they then look upon as natural

 aspects of themselves; that is, they regard themselves as tied by nature to
 this plot of land or that occupation. They also see themselves as tied
 naturally to the community; they cannot conceive of themselves as
 standing outside of the communal group in which they are placed. Let
 me cite Marx's words:

 The original conditions of production appear as natural presuppositions, natural
 conditions of the producer's existence just as his living body, even though he
 reproduces and develops it, is originally not posited by himself, but appears as the

 presupposition of his self ... These natural conditions of existence, to which he

 relates as to his own inorganic body, are themselves double: (1) of a subjective and
 (2) of an objective nature. He finds himself a member of a family, clan, tribe,

 etc.-which then, in a historic process of intermixture and antithesis with others,
 takes on a different shape; and, as such a member, he relates to a specific nature

 (say, here, still earth, land, soil) as his own inorganic being, as a condition of his
 production and reproduction.12

 In this passage, Marx takes the analogy of the relation between the self
 and the body to bring out the indissoluble link between the producer and
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 his conditions of production. He can no more think of himself as

 separated from these conditions than he can imagine himself dissociated

 from his body. Jerry Cohen has illuminatingly described this relation-

 ship as one of engulfment.13

 In later precapitalist societies, the tie is not always between the

 producer and the soil, but sometimes between the producer and his
 instrument of production, as occurs under systems of craft labor. 14 The
 medieval craftsman, Marx says, "was completely absorbed in his work,

 had a contented, slavish relationship to it.'" 5

 This natural division of labor, mediated through the community, can
 only be broken down by the growth of a generalized exchange economy.

 Under capitalism, the worker is hired more or less at random by the

 capitalist and given a task. There is no chance here that he will regard
 this productive role as a natural extension of himself. On the contrary,

 he will regard his work as an accidental encumbrance, something into
 which he was thrown by chance. Nor on the other hand is there any sense
 in which his work appears to him as a communal task. The community
 disappears from view; the only force directing him is the cash nexus.

 Looked at from one side, this merely recapitulates the theory of
 alienation in work that we examined earlier. But we see now that Marx

 also regards the exchange relationship as conferring a kind of freedom.
 Which kind? Not full freedom, clearly, for the worker is externally

 constrained by the laws of the market, and unable to develop his full
 individuality. He does, however, enjoy a limited measure of negative
 freedom, and a degree of autonomy. He sees that his choice of work is a

 contingent matter, and within the compass of the capitalist market he
 can exercise that choice. As Marx puts it,

 he sells the particular expenditure of force to a particular capitalist, whom he

 confronts as an independent individual. It is clear that this is not his relation to the

 existence of capital as capital, i.e. to the capitalist class, Nevertheless, in this way
 everything touching on the individual, real person leaves him a wide field of choice,
 of arbitrary will, and hence of formal freedom.16

 Along with this limited kind of freedom goes a limited kind of

 equality. Individuals meet in the marketplace simply as bearers of
 exchange value, and as such they are necessarily equals. People in
 precapitalist societies, by contrast, defining themselves by their work
 and their position in the community, also regarded others as their
 "natural" superiors or inferiors. Marx, of course, argued that the formal

 exchange of equivalents in the market concealed a real inequality in the
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 transaction between worker and employer. Capitalism's inner secret was

 exploitation; however, it appeared immediately as a set of relations
 between equals, and this formed the basis for the various egalitarian

 ideologies that flourished under it-for instance, the ideology of natural
 rights. People became individuals, then, not only in the sense that they
 saw themselves as independent of any particular place, type of work, or
 social grouping, but also in the sense that each saw himself as

 fundamentally the peer of all the rest. Marx regarded the achievement of
 this status as a historic step forward from the ordered communities of
 the precapitalist period.

 Being an individual means having achieved a certain social status and

 self-understanding; being a developed individual, on the other hand, is
 not a final achievement but a process. Such a person not only possesses
 an enlarged set of powers and needs, but continues to expand them all
 the time-in Marx's view, there seems to be no upper limit to the

 capabilities of human beings. How, then, has capitalism created
 developed individuals? It has not done so deliberately, but as an
 accidental by-product of market forces. Although the worker is likely at
 any moment only to have a simple, restricted task to perform, changes in
 supply and demand will force him to drop one line of work and take up
 another. Marx, in Capital, cites the experience of a French printer
 visiting America who found to his astonishment that he was capable of
 working as a miner, typographer, slater, plumber, and so on. "In
 consequence of thus finding out that I am fit for any sort of work, I feel
 less of a mollusk and more of a man," he wrote.17 Modern industry,
 Marx argued, requires "the fully developed individual, fit for a variety of
 labours, ready to face any change of production, and to whom the
 different social functions he performs, are but so many modes of giving
 free scope to his own natural and acquired powers."''8

 Equally, capitalism creates new needs; competition between capital-
 ists means that each vies with the rest to develop new products to tempt
 consumers. A romantic anticapitalist would write this off as the creation
 of false desires. Not so Marx: In his view, human needs are not created
 naturally, but historically, as an offshoot of production, and the greater
 the extent of needs in a society, the wealthier that society has become. '9
 The unique feature of capitalism is that its capacity for revolutionizing
 production knows no bounds. Earlier forms of production were limited
 precisely by the fact that the aim of production was to satisfy preexisting
 needs. Because capitalist producers are only concerned with expanding

 exchange value, they are not confined to any particular form of use-
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 value.20 Provided they can create a market for their products, they are

 happy to manufacture anything.
 Reflecting on Marx's idea of the developed individual, two points

 stand out. First, it is the system of exchange through the market that

 appears crucial both to individuality and to development. Employment
 on a market basis breaks down the "natural" division of labor and
 communal dependence, and market exchange gives rise to the belief in
 intrinsic equality. Moreover, it is what one might call the indirect quality

 of production in a market economy-the fact that the immediate aim of

 production is exchange, not the fulfillment of need-that leads spontane-
 ously to the expansion of powers and needs. In other words, it is
 capitalism's character as market economy, rather than its character as
 specifically capitalist economy, that is critical. Second, Marx clearly
 implies that developed individuality is to be preserved and indeed
 enhanced under communism: He speaks of the goal of communism
 being "free individuality, based on the universal development of
 individuals. "21 Such phrases are meant to convey, among other things,
 that communism will not involve a return to the personal engulfment of
 precapitalist societies, and that the expansion of powers and needs will
 continue. "What is wealth," Marx asks in a well-known passage, "other
 than the universality of individual needs, capacities, pleasures, produc-
 tive forces etc., created through universal exchange?"22 The question
 this immediately raises is how developed individuality is to be preserved
 in the absence of the market mechanism that first brought it into
 existence.

 As far as I can see, there are only two ways in which Marx might have
 responded to this question. First, he might have argued that capitalism
 has brought about an irreversible shift in human personality such that

 people in postcapitalist societies will unavoidably continue to exist as
 developed individuals. Second, he might have argued that communism
 will embody alternative mechanisms that sustain this achievement, in
 place of the market.

 The irreversible shift answer would model the transfer of capitalism's
 human achievements to communism on the transfer of its material

 achievements-the expanded forces of production, and so on. The

 difficulty is to see how aspects of human personality can be transferred
 in the same way as physical objects, or even as scientific knowledge.

 Consider the emergence of the individual, as described by Marx. Crucial

 to a person's existence as an individual is a certain kind of self-
 understanding. Individuals are independent because they interpret their
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 relation to their work as one of potential separation; they do not regard

 themselves as "naturally" members of a social grouping, and so on. It is
 not easy to see how such forms of self-understanding can be transmitted

 across the revolutionary divide that separates capitalism from commu-

 nism, particularly if we are influenced by the canons of historical
 materialism. Marx shows no inclination to adopt the Hegelian view that

 successive forms of consciousness always constitute an ascending spiral,

 the later forms incorporating the advances of the earlier. Empirical

 inspection confirms the wisdom of this: Societies do sometimes retreat

 from "more advanced" to "more primitive" forms of self-understanding,

 for instance, when liberal societies lapse into fascism. Nor, on the other

 hand, could individuality plausibly be grounded in material factors
 alone. There is no necessary relationship between the development of

 the forces of production and the emergence of particular forms of

 consciousness. Marx's most convincing arguments in this area relate

 forms of consciousness to relations of production, not forces of

 production. But communism dispenses with the contractually based
 relations of production that created the developed individual under

 capitalism. The fact that it inherits forces of production from capitalism

 provides no guarantee that it will also inherit forms of personal self-

 understanding characteristic of the capitalist epoch.

 If the irreversible shift answer looks weak, how does the alternative

 mechanisms argument fare? It might seem straightforward enough. The
 arrangements of communist society are chosen by people, now for the

 first time in control of their own destiny, precisely in order to realize the

 ideal of free individuality. These arrangements (to remind ourselves)

 involve: collective planning of production to meet human needs;

 voluntary work; rotation of tasks; and a direct link between production
 and need. We need, however, to look more closely at how these

 arrangements would foster the developed individual.
 How, to begin with, would they prevent people from lapsing back

 into that immediate identification with the social group that Marx calls

 the consciousness of the herd? As in primitive societies, labor is once

 again directly social-that is, directly aimed at meeting the needs of
 society. In future communism, of course, work will be voluntary and
 tasks will be rotated. It is not clear, however, that these features alone
 are sufficient for individuality. To say work is voluntary is to say that

 no one is obliged to perform it, either by command or by material
 necessity, but this does not exclude the possibility that people will work
 in a spirit of simple identification with their task and their social group.
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 Indeed, if we look back again to what Marx has to say about early forms
 of society, his argument is not that men were herd animals because they
 were forced to work for society, but because they failed to grasp the
 arbitrary nature of their social role-they looked on it as a "natural"
 extension of their personality.

 Now it might seem that the difference between precapitalist and
 postcapitalist society is precisely that in the latter, people consciously
 choose their lines of work so they are always aware of the willed
 character of their role identities. By my point is that there is nothing in
 communist practice to sustain that consciousness. It is, after all, a
 familiar fact that people who begin by choosing their occupations, styles
 of life, and so forth may later reach a point where they can no longer
 imagine themselves making different choices. There seems no reason
 that the same process cannot happen at the collective level, once we have
 rejected the Hegelian idea of a necessarily ascending spiral of
 consciousness.

 Might rotation of tasks avoid this danger? Can people possibly iden-
 tify naively with their social function if they are switching around all the
 time? This seems to be Marx's thought in the famous passage where he
 speaks of being able to "hunt in the morning, fish in the afternoon, breed
 cattle in the evening, criticize after dinner, just as I like, without ever
 becoming a hunter, a fisherman, a herdsman, or a critic."s23 One can read
 this passage as saying that neither I nor anyone else has a chance to think
 of me as a hunter because by the time the thought is formed, I'm off
 fishing, and so on.

 This argument seems successful in its own terms, but it creates two
 further difficulties for Marx's position. First of all, rotation may prevent
 people from developing certain of their talents to the full, and by
 implication from contributing as much as they otherwise might to the
 community's welfare. The playful tone of the hunting, fishing passage
 ("just as I like") can be contrasted with Marx's later remark that when
 labor becomes a means of self-realization it is by no means "mere fun,
 mere amusement." "Really free working, e.g. composing, is at the same
 time precisely the most damned seriousness, the most intense exertion."s24
 If this is so, then, to become a good composer, I may need to devote most
 of my time to music. If obliged to divide my hours between composing,
 hunting, fishing, and so on, I will create less benefit for the community
 than I am capable of creating.

 A second difficulty is that the rotation of tasks must be compulsory to
 circumvent the original problem. It is possible, of course, that everyone
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 might agree to such a compulsory scheme, consenting to be compelled at

 some later time in order to avoid becoming narrowly absorbed by a

 single job. But even accepting this possibility, social relations would no

 longer display the transparency and perfect voluntariness sought after

 by Marx. If compulsory rotation is allowed in on this basis, why
 shouldn't market relations also be permitted since (as I shall argue later)
 they may be rationalized in much the same way-as a device for bringing
 about shared ends in an oblique manner?

 The reader may, however, be impatient with the idea that under

 communism people would identify too closely with the community, and

 so might become absorbed one-sidedly in a particular role. After all, the
 vulgar argument against communism is precisely the reverse of this:
 Without individual incentives to do useful work, people will suit

 themselves and essential needs will go unmet. Wouldn't a more realistic
 assumption be that people will strike some kind of balance between their

 personal satisfaction and the needs of society, doing useful work but not

 always the most useful work they were capable of? As a report about
 human nature, this is probably (on average) about right; however, there
 are particular difficulties in people behaving like this under communism.
 In the absence of an exchange system, there is no readily available stan-

 dard of value that would enable each person to measure his productive

 contribution (he can calculate his hours of work, of course, but not the
 relative utility of working at task A or task B). Thus there is no

 possibility of norms emerging that would indicate the value of the work

 each person must perform to discharge his social obligations. That is,
 one can't say to a person: Our needs will be met provided everyone
 creates at least $X of useful products; if you are worried about fairness,

 choose whatever work you like subject to that constraint. One can't say

 it because in the absence of a market, there is no adequate and
 nonarbitrary way of fixing prices.

 The advantage of a market system, from this point of view, is that it
 allows people to assess the relative contributions they would make in

 different lines of work, and so to balance their social contribution
 against their personal needs. Such potential contributions will be
 signaled, albeit imperfectly, in the prices that labor can command in
 different branches of production. Under market socialism, there is no
 labor market in the ordinary sense, since workers belong to cooperatives

 that distribute their profits according to schedules that are applied
 uniformly to all members. Since membership is voluntary, however, it is
 reasonable to expect these schedules to reflect the scarcity prices that
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 different sorts of labor can command, in the majority of cases at least.25

 Thus workers will be given choices of two kinds. First, they must choose

 whether to remain in their present cooperative, or to move to another

 that may offer them a higher return for their skills. Second, they must

 participate in a collective choice as to the nature and intensity of the
 production their cooperative will engage in, given prevailing product
 prices. Both choices allow and encourage the producer to balance social

 contribution, indicated by income, against other factors such as leisure

 time, pleasure in work, and so forth. The existence of a market makes

 such an assessment possible, and protects the individual against being
 swallowed up by his work role.

 So far, I have been looking at the difficulties communism poses for
 Marx's idea of the individual. What, now, about the developed
 individual? What in communism would replace the revolutionary thrust

 of capitalism that constantly expands human powers and needs? People
 might regard it as abstractly desirable that powers and needs should be
 increased, but is there any mechanism that would produce this result in a
 practical way? The difficulty is that communist production is aimed

 directly at meeting needs, without the mediating role of the market. This
 seems inevitably to give it a conservative slant. The needs that will
 feature in the planners' schedules will be existing needs, needs revealed
 either by past consumption, o; through consumer surveys, or however.
 If new needs appear spontaneously, then, of course, the plan should be
 altered to take them into account. But there is no impetus for producers

 to foster new needs. Consider the position of a planner, or producer, in a
 communist system contemplating making a product for which there is
 no existing demand. Going ahead with such a plan is inherently risky. It
 may turn out that there is indeed no need for the product, so the labor

 expended will have been socially wasteful. Even if the product
 eventually finds consumers, it may not be clear that this shift in taste
 constitutes a genuine enrichment. Thus in order to fulfill Marx's ideal of
 labor as the communal bond linking producer and consumer, the

 optimum course is to ensure that the product meets a visible need.
 Somewhat the same may be said about the development of powers. In

 order to engage in what Marx calls human production, the crucial
 condition is that any activity should correspond to the needs of others.
 Although, within the limitations of the plan, I am free to develop new
 talents and skills, there is no positive incentive to do so. Such

 experimentation is risky; it may turn out that I simply haven't the ability
 to work as a cabinetmaker or a nuclear physicist, so the time and energy
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 spent trying to acquire these skills will be wasted. Once again, the safest
 course is to continue in lines of work that I know I can undertake
 successfully. Under communism, there is no external pressure to force
 the snail out of his shell.

 Some may be tempted to respond to this charge by pointing to the
 theory of human nature implicit in Marx's account of history. Isn't it an
 essential element in the story Marx tells about human progress that men
 are inherently creative beings, always searching for new ways of meeting
 their needs, and enlarging their needs and powers in the process? Marx
 does tell such a story, but he tells it about people who are forced to
 produce by external pressure; he acknowledges, in his comments on
 primitive communities, that where a society's needs are matched by the
 natural resources available to it, the society will simply stagnate until
 externally disrupted.26 "Human nature" alone is not a sufficient
 guarantor of progress.

 Thus there is a serious risk that communism, as Marx describes it,
 will be a stagnant and stultifying society. It carries the danger that
 people will become immersed in particular lines of production and that
 production itself will be conservatively organized. Merely giving people
 the freedom to distance themselves from their work, to develop new
 needs and new powers, doesn't ensure that these things will come about.
 Communism lacks any institutions with an in-built dynamic thrust; it
 cannot plausibly be seen as the inheritor of capitalism's revolutionary
 character.

 If we now take stock of Marx's overall position, we find him trapped
 in a dilemma. On one hand, he praises capitalism for creating the
 developed individual but (as we now see) fails to show that communism
 contains mechanisms that will preserve this achievement. On the other
 hand, he condemns capitalism, and by implication all market societies,
 for their alienating effects, in particular for alienating people from their
 work, from one another, and from the results of their collective activity.
 How should we respond to this dilemma?

 We might argue that Marx's position is simply self-contradictory.
 What he has failed to realize is that the developed individual he admires
 is precisely the alienated individual he elsewhere pillories. The detach-
 ment from work activity that he commends in his account of capitalism
 is no more and no less than the separation from work that he condemns
 in his theory of alienation. In this view, Marx's whole notion of
 alienation is part of a romantic anticapitalist outlook that should be
 jettisoned forthwith. This is roughly the libertarian response. (An
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 alternative response, of course, would be to recommend throwing out

 the theory of developed individuality.)

 This argument seems to me too crude. It underestimates the subtlety

 of Marx's theory of alienation. I have already made distinctions in that

 theory between claims that apply specifically to capitalism, claims that
 apply to all market systems, and claims that apply to all forms of
 production. I want now to return to the second category, the claims that
 apply to all market systems, to see whether the theory can be adjusted to
 take account of our subsequent findings. This, admittedly, is a

 revisionist undertaking; there is not much evidence that Marx himself

 saw the conflict between these two aspects of his theory or undertook

 any revision of his theory of alienation as a result.27
 Let us proceed by way of a thought-experiment. Suppose that the

 threshold to socialism has been crossed and the people, now consciously
 controlling their future existence in a democratic manner, have to decide
 what economic arrangements to establish. Having read both The
 Wealth of Nations and the Grundrisse, they opt for market socialism. In

 other words, they are impressed both by the efficiency arguments for
 markets contained in the texts of classical economics and by the

 humanistic arguments of Marx. They want their society to be dynamic
 and innovative, for people to preserve their independence and individu-
 ality. They believe, however, that this can be achieved without reverting

 to capitalism, through adopting a socialist market economy of the kind
 outlined at the beginning of this article. This belief is subject to regular

 debate in the democratic forum, as are more specific issues of policy,
 such as the position of the boundary between the market and public

 sectors of the economy.

 Under these circumstances, would economic life still be alienating?
 The new idea that this thought-experiment has introduced is that the
 market might be consciously chosen as an economic device; it might
 represent an expression of collective will. Even so, the immediate nature

 of market transactions remains unchanged; people act instrumentally,

 treat one another as competitors, and have no control over collective

 outcomes. The question this raises is whether social relations in such
 circumstances might have a dual character such that their underlying

 quality as communal relations would offset the alienating effect of their
 immediate quality as market relations.

 It is not difficult to think of relationships that can sustain such a dual
 character. Typically, these are cases where the underlying objective can
 only be achieved by indirect (and apparently contrary) means, or at least
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 can be achieved most effectively by such means. Consider, for example,
 a game of tennis between two friends, each of whose main objective is to
 give pleasure to the other. Since what each most enjoys is battling hard
 on the tennis court, the only way to achieve the objective is for each to

 play as hard as he can. On the surface, the relationship is competitive,
 each trying his best to win; underneath, the game is a cooperative
 enterprise for mutual enjoyment. Both players understand this and

 understand the other's point of view. Here the cooperative character of
 the relationship seems well able to survive its immediate competitive
 quality. Or again, consider two altruists each holding a stock of goods of
 different kinds and wishing to make exchanges that will benefit the other
 person. The best way to achieve this is for both parties to barter as

 though they were egoists; in this way each will reveal his true preferences
 for different kinds of goods.28 If they try to behave directly as altruists-
 in other words, if each tries to bestow on the other those things that he
 thinks the other will most enjoy-they will miss their target. Once again,
 it seems quite possible for the bartering to be conducted in the
 knowledge that its underlying purpose is altruistic.

 The suggestion now is that social relations under market socialism
 might not be alienating because their deeper character was fully under-
 stood. That is, work would appear to be merely instrumental-in
 Marxist terms, the production of exchange values-but at an underlying
 level would be seen as communal, because everyone would understand

 that the system of exchange led to beneficial results. Again, social rela-
 tions would appear competitive, but it would be understood that compe-
 tition was the most effective way for each to contribute to the welfare of
 the rest. What about the third element in the theory of alienation, the

 claim that people have lost control over the collective results of their
 actions? Introducing a market does indeed imply that particular out-
 comes are unplanned; nevertheless, if the overall shape of the economy is
 planned-as it is in the sense that property rights are allocated in a
 specific way and so forth-must these results be experienced as alien?
 One might look for an analogy here to cases of planned spontaneity; that
 is, cases where an activity is set up in such a way that it will lead to
 unexpected results: an encounter group, or a piece of experimental
 theater, for example. For people participating in these activities, the
 unpredictable nature of the outcome is a major attraction. It does seem
 possible to understand such practices as designed and controlled in their
 overall shape, but deliberately unplanned in their precise working out. If

This content downloaded from 81.152.81.14 on Sun, 25 Nov 2018 13:48:59 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Miller / MARX, COMMUNISM, AND MARKETS 201

 so, then the theory of alienation will need to be modified so as no longer

 to equate spontaneity with estrangement.

 It is integral to the proposal being advanced here that the market

 should be an object of collective choice; it is not enough that people

 should grasp intellectually the reasons for having it. There is an
 important difference between recognizing as justified something that

 exists independently of our choice, and seeing that thing as an

 expression of our will-important, anyway, if we accept the view of the
 human subject implicit in the notion of alienation. It may, however, be

 said that this formulation blurs the distinction between individual
 choice and collective choice: What if someone dissents from the

 majority view? The crucial element here, I believe, is the character of the

 political system through which such choices are made. I have assumed

 that the system will be a participatory one, in which each person has an

 equal status. Such a system may nevertheless operate in two very

 different ways. On the one hand, each person may look on the system as

 a means of promoting his private or sectional interests (as producer, say)
 in which case, the majority vote on any issue will simply reflect the

 weight of interest on either side.29 On the other hand, the participants
 may regard the system as a means of reaching a collective decision about

 matters of common interest, treating their meetings as occasions for

 dialogue in which each tries to persuade the others of the reasonableness
 of his views. Here the outcome will reflect the final balance of opinion.30

 In the second case, but not the first, it is possible that a person who ends

 up on the losing side will nonetheless regard the decision reached as in

 some sense "his" decision. He won't see it as the correct decision, of

 course. But he will see it as the choice of a group with which he identifies,

 and in which his arguments have been heard.

 If the alienating properties of the market are to be overcome,
 therefore, it is essential that the political framework within which the

 market economy is contained should approximate as closely as possible

 the second of these models. An important task for advocates of market
 socialism is to identify the institutional structure most likely to have this
 result. A further problem is to demarcate the respective spheres of

 market and polity in such a way that the self-interested (or group-

 interested) behavior characteristic of market transactions does not spill
 over into the political arena. People must, for instance, be able to

 distinguish clearly their role as lobbyist from their role as legislator. A
 hostile critic may argue that the proposal advanced here, although
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 theoretically coherent, is impossible to implement in a sustained

 manner, because of the corrosive effects of market relations. An

 adequate reply would begin by looking empirically at the ways in which

 the market mentality is prevented from spilling into spheres where it is

 out of place.31

 There is no space to pursue these further questions here. Let me finish

 by summarizing the case I have been advancing. Marx saw that markets

 were a liberating force, creating what I have termed developed

 individuals. However, he excluded them from his ideal communist

 system on the grounds that they were inherently alienating. My

 suggestion has been that the desirable properties of markets might be

 preserved under socialism provided their alienating properties were

 countered. For this to occur, the market must appear as an expression of

 collective will. People must both understand the reasons for having

 markets and act on those reasons when they legislate them into existence
 through a democratic assembly. Moreover, this decision must always be

 open to reversal. Under these circumstances, I have claimed, economic

 relations may take on a dual character, being at one level instrumental,
 competitive, and spontaneous, but at another level, "human," coopera-

 tive, and planned. Such an arrangement affords the best chance of

 overcoming alienation without relapsing into the personal engulfment

 of precapitalist societies.

 NOTES

 1. Clearly, these are not the only possible objects of comparison. It would be

 interesting to extend the argument of the article to other hypothetical economies, for

 instance, free-market systems with egalitarian distribution of assets and so forth. For a

 fuller discussion of market socialism and some reasons for devoting attention to it, see my

 "Socialism and the Market," Political Theory (November 1977), 473-490, and "Jerusalem

 Not Yet Built: A Reply to Lessnoff on Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy," Political

 Studies (December 1980), 584-589.

 2. I am using moralhere in a broad sense, to include social and political values, as well

 as principles of personal conduct. Steven Lukes, among others, has argued that Marx did

 hold a moral"theory in this broader sense. See Lukes, Marxism and Morality (Oxford:
 Clarendon Press, 1985).

 3. There is a convincing argument to this effect in S. Moore, Marx on the Choice

 Between Socialism and Communism (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1980).

 See also S. Avineri, "Marx's Vision of Future Society," Dissent (Summer 1973), 323-331.

 4. John Roemer, for example, has sketched a theory of "socialist" exploitation in
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 which an allocation of resources is said to be exploitative to the extent that people's

 holdings depend on their talents and skills. See J. Roemer, A General Theory of

 Exploitation and Class (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1982), Part III.

 Whether this is a useful extension of the concept of exploitation is debatable: Clearly, it

 rests on the prior moral judgment that talents and skills should be regarded as a collective

 resource belonging to the community.

 Note further that the claim made about market socialism is that it avoids systematic

 exploitation in the Marxian sense. There is no assurance that particular instances of

 exploitation might not occur, as a result, for example, of market imperfections that placed

 a particular group of producers in a position of monopoly. I have explored this issue more

 fully in "Exploitation in the Market," forthcoming in Modern Theories of Exploitation,

 ed. by A. Reeve (London: Sage).

 5. K. Marx, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, in Writings of the Young

 Marx on Philosophy and Society, ed. by L. D. Easton and K. H. Guddat (Garden City,

 NY: Anchor, 1967), 292.

 6. K. Marx, Excerpt Notes of 1844, in Writings of the Young Marx, Easton and

 Guddat, 278.

 7. K. Marx, Capital (Vol. I) (London: Glaisher, 1909), 46.

 8. Contrasting capitalism and communism, Marx says that

 in the first case the social character of production is posited only post festum with

 the elevation of products to exchange values and the exchange of these exchange

 values. In the second case the social character of production is presupposed and

 participation in the world of products, in consumption, is not mediated by the

 exchange of mutually independent labours or products of labour.

 K. Marx, Grundrisse (Harmondsworth, England: Penguin, 1973), 172.

 9. At least not difficulties of social theory-as indicated above, I am assuming for the

 purpose of this article that communism is economically feasible.
 10. See Marx, Capital, 327-343.

 1 1. Marx, Grundrisse, 693.

 12. Marx, Grundrisse, 489-490.

 13. G. A. Cohen, "Marx's Dialectic of Labour," Philosophy and Public Affairs

 (Spring 1974), 235-261. Cohen's article has been an important influence on the argument
 of the present article.

 14. See Marx, Grundrisse, 499-500.

 15. K. Marx and F. Engels, The German Ideology, in Writings of the Young Marx,

 Easton and Guddat, 446.

 16. Marx, Grundrisse, 464.

 17. Marx, Capital, 493.

 18. Marx, Capital, 494.

 19. See Marx, Grundrisse, 527. In his early writings, however, Marx sometimes claims

 that the needs created by capitalism are false; for example, "the expansion of production

 and of needs becomes an ingenious and always calculating subservience to inhuman,

 depraved, unnatural and imaginary appetites" Karl Marx: Early Writings, edited by
 T. B. Bottomore (London: Watts, 1963), 168. The mature Marx argues instead that the

 needs capitalism engenders are genuine enough, although that is clearly not the capitalist's

 own reason for fostering them.
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 20. See Marx, Grundrisse, 541.

 21. Marx, Grundrisse, 158.

 22. Marx, Grundrisse, 488.

 23. Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, in Writings of the Young Marx, Easton
 and Guddat, 425.

 24. Marx, Grundrisse, 611.

 25. A cooperative may, of course, choose whatever internal distributive arrangements
 it pleases, including perfect equality. This would amount to an act of altruism or solidarity
 on the part of the more highly skilled, who would be agreeing to forgo the market rent that
 their skills could command. For reasons of efficiency, however, it would generally be
 preferable for producers to receive their market-determined income, and then to set tax

 rates to achieve whatever measure of redistribution commands assent. For an argument to
 this effect, see J. Carens, Equality, Moral Incentives and the Market (Chicago: University
 of Chicago Press, 1981).

 26. See G. A. Cohen, Karl Marx's Theory of History (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
 1978), 23-24.

 27. Although Marx spoke less about alienation after about 1845, it is doubtful

 whether his primary reason for doing so was an awareness that the idea was bound up with
 a romantic anticapitalist attitude that he wished to discard. It seems rather that he came to
 regard the term as embodying a residue of idealism and, therefore, as incompatible with a

 materialist outlook. His reasons, in other words, were primarily methodological rather

 than substantive. For convincing evidence that the idea did not disappear entirely from
 Marx's thought, see J. H. Elliot, "Continuity and Change in the Evolution of Marx's
 Theory of Alienation: From the Manuscripts Through the Grundrisse to Capital," History
 of Political Economy (Fall 1979), 317-362.

 28. For this result, see D. Collard, Altruism and Economy (Oxford: Martin
 Robertson, 1978), ch. 2.

 29. Ignoring complications introduced by strategic voting, log-rolling, and so on.
 30. This contrast is, of course, one way of interpreting Rousseau's famous distinction

 between the will of all and the general will.

 31. See, for instance, R. E. Goodin, Political Theory and Public Policy (Chicago:
 University of Chicago Press, 1982), ch. 6.

 David Miller is Official Fellow in social and political theory at Nuffield College,
 Oxford. His most recent book is Anarchism (Dent, 1984). He has recentlyfinished
 editing The Blackwell Encyclopedia of Political Thought, and is continuing work
 on the theoreticalfoundations of market socialism.
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