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When one remembers under what conditions the working-people live, when one thinks how crow-
ded their dwellings are, how every nook and corner swarms with human beings, how sick and
well sleep in the same room, in the same bed, the only wonder is that a contagious disease like
this fever does not spread yet farther. And when one reflects how little medical assistance the
sick have at command, how many are without any medical advice whatsoever, and ignorant of the
most ordinary precautionary measures, the mortality seems actually small.
Friedrich Engels
Condition of the Working Class in England (1845)

Comrades, it is impossible to imagine the dreadful situation in the typhus regions, where the
population is broken, weakened, without material resources, where all life, all public life ceases.
To this we say, “Comrades, we must concentrate everything on this problem. Either the lice will
defeat socialism, or socialism will defeat the lice!” [...] If we are able to supply grain, if we succeed
in increasing the fuel supply, if we devote all our efforts to wiping out typhus in Russia—the typhus
which comes from a lack of culture, from poverty, backwardness and ignorance—if we devote to
this bloodless war all the strength and experience gained in a bloody war we can be certain that
we shall achieve ever greater successes in this work, which is, after all, much easier and much
more humane than a war.
V.I. Lenin
Report of the All-Russia Central Executive Committee and the Council of Peoples’ Commissars
5 December 1919

All this has a lot to do with the theme of our talk today, the integration of the physician or any other

medical worker, into the revolutionary movement. The task of educating and feeding youngsters,

the task of educating the army, the task of distributing the lands of the former absentee landlords

to those who laboured every day upon that same land without receiving its benefits, are accomp-
lishments of social medicine which have been performed in Cuba.

Ernesto Che Guevara

On Revolutionary Medicine

19 August 1960




Without revolutionary theory
there can be no revolutionary movement.
V. 1. Lenin, What is to be done?
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In this issue

Our fourth annual English edition, Revolutionary Marxism 2020, is coming out
at a time of unprecedented, almost unique, crisis in modern history. For the first
time in world history, a dire public health crisis has brought together close to 190
countries, that is to say almost the entire planet, in a desperate struggle against a
pandemic of enormous proportions. This disaster is testimony to the fact that it
is not only a world economy, a world politics, or a world literature that has been
created by capitalism, as predicted through the analysis of the nature of capital by
Marx (and Engels). Disasters have also been internationalized. How capitalism will
overcome this challenge with the health care systems that have been systematically
decimated all around the world for the last four decades is a mystery to all.

However, the impact of the Coronavirus pandemic is not confined to the domain
of public health alone. At least two more dimensions stand out for their immediate
and decisive effect on people’s lives around the globe. The first is the free fall of
the world capitalist economy set off by the lockdown that has been imposed in the
struggle against the pandemic. The collapse of the stock exchange internationally
from early March on is now accompanied by a headlong plunge of world growth.
This will, in all likelihood, become the most profound economic crisis modern
world history has witnessed, surpassing even the mammoth crisis of the 1930s.
This is but a new avatar in the history of what many of our authors have called the
Third Great Depression. After the “Great Recession” of the post-2008 scene, the
IMF has once again found a term that will absolve capitalism of all blame regarding
this profound crisis: the “Great Lockdown”. The ideological battle is continuing in
and through the pandemic.

The other aspect has to do with the self-exposition of capitalism in its most naked
and brute image as a class society based on exploitation. The sheer hypocrisy of the
“stay home” recommendation of the establishment to the upper and middle strata of
society is clear for all to see when capital is driving millions and tens of millions of
workers in each country out of their homes via crowded transportation into huddled
work conditions in factories, warehouses, and retail stores of all sizes to make them
prey to the virus. Capital no longer contents itself with sucking the surplus labour
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of workers but poses their death as a precondition to its accumulation of surplus
value. Hidden at other times beneath a veil of freedom and equality, capitalism is
now proving to be no different from precapitalistic societies, slaveholding, feudal
or otherwise.

There is not a shred of doubt that a new stage has opened up in the unfolding
of the Third Great Depression and its accompanying consequences such as the rise
of proto-fascism, of an approaching world war, and the outbreak of revolutionary
struggles on different continents. History is calling out to socialism as the solution
and to Marxist forces as the standard-bearer of that new society, much more adequate
to the productive forces that have outgrown their capitalist straitjacket, much more
adapted to the age-long aspirations of the masses culminating in a classless society,
much more humane.

Our first dossier in this issue deals precisely with the pandemic. Sungur Savran
characterizes the coronavirus pandemic crisis as “historic” in nature. He takes up
the different facets of the question (health care, economic, and class) in order to
reach a synthesis that brings out the historic significance of the situation we are
going through. This he calls a crisis of civilization, which points to the fact that
by sending the working class to possible death for the extraction of surplus-value,
the capitalist system is at the same time cutting the ground from under its own feet
and, obversely, seen from the point of view of the worker, capital now appears as
an alien force that not only exploits labour, but sends the owner of the labour power
to her death. This is the outward expression of the exhaustion of the possibilities
capitalism can sustain and develop.

Levent Dolek argues that we are currently witnessing the COVID-19 pandemic
not only as a fatal health problem but also as a deepening of the capitalist crisis
with the pandemic. The class struggle is sharpening. On the world scale and in the
context of the Turkish experience, the choice between planning and the market,
profit and need, private property and public property is on the agenda of humanity
in a bare and irreconcilable contrast. Society is fighting a double war against both
the pandemic and capitalism.

In the context of the ongoing Third Great Depression that is getting deeper as
a result of the Coronavirus outbreak, there are proposals for a new “welfare state”.
The main reference of such proposals is the so-called “golden age of capitalism”
that lasted from the end of World War II to the mid-1970s. In his paper titled “The
welfare state nostalgia”, Ozgiir Oztiirk analyses the background of the welfare state
institutions of that period, within the general framework of the formation dynamics
of social policy, and in terms of class struggles, the process of capital accumulation
and the activities of the capitalist state. His basic thesis is that the achievements
of laborers can become permanent, not by means of any “welfare state”, but only
through the political rule of laborers.

The COVID-19 crisis has brought to the fore the special place Cuba occupies
as a workers’ state with respect to its healthcare system. Cuban doctors and nurses
were flown into Milan in late March to help one of the richest regions of Europe,
Lombardia, cope with the virus, which was later complemented by the expedition
of other groups of Cuban medics to other countries suffering from COVID-19. This
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obviously raises a question: how does Cuba approach the Coronavirus pandemic
at home? An American living in Cuba, Merriam Ansara, published a lovely piece
on this aspect of the question on the web site of the American left-wing magazine
Counterpunch. We as Revolutionary Marxism discovered this piece only as we
were going to press and without even finding the opportunity to consult either the
author or Counterpunch, for lack of time, we decided to publish it for the benefit
of our readers.

The rise of fascism at this beginning of the 21% century has been a constant theme
in the previous issues of Revolutionary Marxism. The 2017 issue devoted its top
dossier to the rise of reactionary and repressive political movements, with articles
on the election of Trump and the regimes in Hungary and Poland. The 2019 issue,
in its main dossier, directly turned to the fascist phenomenon in its classical form.
In between the 2018 issue also included an article on the discussion of “populism”.
Now, our current issue revisits the question of fascism with two articles.

The first article in this dossier is the sequel to Sungur Savran’s article published
in our last issue on classical fascism. In that article with the overall title “The
return of barbarism”, Savran had tried to bring out the distinctive characteristics of
fascism that set it apart from other reactionary repressive regimes on the basis of
a close scrutiny of Nazism and Italian fascism as the paradigmatic instances of the
overall movement. In the sequel to that article, the author studies a constellation
of movements and personalities that range from the so-called “populist” right in
Europe to Trump in the United States, Bolsonaro in Brazil and Modi in India, in
order to come to grips with the nature of the new threat on the horizon. Sensitive to
the specificities of each of these different instances, Savran nonetheless attacks the
concept “populism” and develops the category of proto-fascism as an overarching
characterization, thus sounding a warning to the entire international left.

In the second article of the dossier, Burak Giirel shows that India has a special
place in the global rise of the far-right today because the fascist movement there
significantly resembles the “classical fascism” of the interwar period in terms of
its social basis, ideology, and methods. The core of the Indian fascist movement
has been the upper-caste small and medium bourgeoisie. The movement probably
has the oldest and best-organized fascist paramilitary organization of the world.
It also has an irredentist program based on the dream of “Greater India.” On the
other hand, Giirel also stresses that although the fascist BJP has stayed in power
since 2014, the fascistization of the current political regime is still incomplete due
to (first and foremost) the absence of a revolutionary or radical reformist threat
coming from the left. Moreover, India’s highly complex social structure and the
existence of many political parties organized on the basis of different castes,
ethnicities, and regional interests pose a severe obstacle to the Hindutva movement
in its long-term endeavor to turn India into a fascist dictatorship. The opposition of
the mainstream parties and the radical left have not weakened enough to allow such
a radical transformation. Therefore, there is still a steep road in front of the fascist
movement in India to reach its ultimate goal. However, since the ongoing great
depression aggravated by the COVID-19 pandemic may intensify class struggles
as well as inter-capitalist and inter-state competition, there is no insurmountable
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barrier between proto-fascism and fascism in India or elsewhere.

2020 is a special year for Marxists. After the bicentenary of Marx that was
celebrated in 2018, this year is the bicentenary of that other giant of the 19* century,
Friedrich Engels. The mother of Revolutionary Marxism, the Turkish journal
Devrimci Marksizm organized in May 2018 a Conference in Istanbul in honor of
the bicentenary of Marx where different aspects of his revolutionary theory and
practice (dialectics, critique of capitalism, women’s oppression and liberation, class
struggle, the national question and his entire oeuvre read as a revolutionary project)
were discussed. This year Devrimci Marksizm is planning a dossier for its Fall issue
on different facets of Engels’ contribution to Marxism. Unfortunately, our annual
English issue is coming out too early to include any of that material.

However, this year is also special in terms of the anniversaries of the second
generation of great Marxists, especially the two towering figures of that generation,
Lenin and Trotsky. 2020 happens to be the 150" anniversary of Lenin’s birth in April
and the 80™ anniversary of the assassination of Trotsky in August. This explains our
third dossier of this issue on the twin figures of Lenin and Trotsky.

The first article in the dossier looks into the relationship between these two
historic figures under the title “Lenin and Trotsky: The anatomy of a relationship”.
Sungur Savran considers the relationship from different angles: the differences
between the two Russian revolutionaries before 1917, the way those differences
were resolved in the heat of the October revolution, how Trotsky’s conversion
to Bolshevism changed his entire orientation and made him, in an ironic turn of
history, the defender of the traditions of Bolshevism in the face of the bureaucratic
Thermidor the revolution experienced from the second half of the 1920s on, with
a discussion of the many-sided causality of why Trotsky was defeated in his fight
against the Stalinist onslaught of total revision of the Marxist programme. Savran’s
conclusion on the relationship is summed up by a quotation from Trotsky himself of
late 1918: “I realized only too well what Lenin meant to the revolution, to history,
and to me. He was my master.” In a sequel to this article to be published in the next
issue of Revolutionary Marxism, Savran will attempt to show how the international
Trotskyist movement in most of its variants veered away from this conception so
clearly expressed by Trotsky and how all this is related to the political problems that
have beset this movement throughout the decades.

The second piece of the dossier is by Trotsky on Lenin. In a much-neglected
short piece of a gem, Trotsky wrote, on the occasion of Lenin’s 50" birthday,
on the relationship of the leader of the revolution to Russian history and to the
exploited and oppressed classes of Russia, the proletariat and the peasantry. This
is a most startling piece coming from one of the most intransigent internationalists
in the history of Marxism because it casts a look at the profound local roots and
characteristics of Lenin as a revolutionary. That is why Revolutionary Marxism
attributes great importance to this short article: it shows through the pen of Trotsky
the importance of local tradition and of revolutionary parties and leaders being a
part and parcel of the peculiar universe of the nation they are to lead even when
proletarian internationalism precludes all fetishism of the nation as such. To be
able to cope with this dialectically contradictory predicament is the hallmark
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of successful revolutionary leadership. This man, Lenin, who lived the life of a
cosmopolitan in exile for around half of his adult life and spoke fluently and read
copiously in three foreign languages, was also a living embodiment, according to
that sharp observer of people that was Trotsky, of the Russian worker and peasant.

Our fourth dossier surveys the current state of class conflict in Turkey. Mustafa
Kemal Coskun provides a detailed empirical assessment of the situation of the
working class in Turkey during the AKP era since November 2002. Coskun’s article
shows that violation of the workers’ right to unionize, privatization of state-owned
enterprises, informalization of labor, and proletarianization have been the main
trends of this era. Coskun then addresses the question of why the majority of the
working class voted for the AKP in subsequent elections, although the government
has acted against their interests. He explains the important role of in-cash and
in-kind social assistance to the poor in the AKP’s project of hegemony. Coskun
also stresses that the mainstream opposition parties represent the interests of other
fractions of the Turkish bourgeoisie and, therefore, a strictly labor-oriented socialist
strategy can help the working class to reorganize, reclaim its previously lost rights,
and move towards an anti-capitalist direction.

Levent Déolek addresses the rousing strike by metal workers, shedding light on
its different dimensions such as the importance of the metal industry within the
Turkish economy; the traditional leading role of metal workers in class struggles;
how the military regime of 1980-83 attacked the militant trade-unionism in the
industry to undermine the metal workers’ power; how the metal workers’ struggles
spanning from 1998 to 2015 challenged the post-coup yellow trade-unionism; and
the place of the current struggle within those historical developments. We believe
that the strike, which is full of lessons for workers, and marks a turning point in the
class struggles in recent years, deserves close attention.

The fifth dossier dwells upon diverse problems of socialism in the 20" century.
The first article of the dossier focuses on the Hungarian experience. 2019 was
the 100" anniversary of the Hungarian Soviet Republic, one of the most valuable
victories and experiences of the international proletariat, although it was swiftly
crushed by the counterrevolution after 133 days. We published Tamas Krausz’s
article on this event of world-historical importance in our 2019 edition. We are
publishing Savas Michael-Matsas’s article on the same subject in the current
issue. Michael-Matsas provides a brief but fairly comprehensive account of the
world-historical context that the Hungarian Revolution of 1919 was born into. The
article presents the victory of the October Revolution of 1917 as the main strength
and enabling factor behind the Hungarian Socialist Republic. It also stresses the
vacillation of the leadership of the republic between reformism and revolution as
one of the primary weaknesses of the revolution. Michael-Matsas also emphasizes
the necessity of seeing the Hungarian Revolution as a “strategic experience” that
provides vital lessons for the communists of today fighting for the world socialist
revolution, rather than a case of lost cause.

In his essay titled “Mao redux?”, Burak Giirel reviews Minqi Li’s 2016
book titled China and the Twenty-First Century Crisis, which examines China’s
transition to capitalism since the late 1970s, and class-struggles during and after
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that transition. Giirel’s review shows that by linking this transition with the crisis
of the capitalist world economy in the second half of the 1970s, Li provides a
solid analysis of China’s transformation as the main provider of a “spatial fix” to
global capitalism since the early 1980s. The analysis of the forthcoming end of the
China-centered spatial fix and the resulting intensification of the crisis tendencies
of global capitalism is an important contribution of the book. Giirel also points to
several shortcomings of the book, among which the absence of deeper reflection
on the problems of the theory of “socialism in one country”, an uncritical reading
of the Maoist legacy, and failure to distinguish socialism from the rejection of
neoliberalism appear the most important ones.

Our last dossier explores the links between capitalism, science, technology, and
exploitation. It opens with Savas Michael-Matsas’s introductory note on the life
of losif G. Abramson as a revolutionary intellectual. Matsas brings out the best in
this nonagenarian Russian communist from the city of the October revolution, still
Leningrad to us communists, who lived through almost the entire Soviet period
and although was disillusioned by and himself suffered the consequences of the
bureaucracy’s repression, has, nonetheless remained a communist up until today,
even militantly working for his current party, the Russian Party of Communists.

losif G. Abramson, an invaluable comrade to us all, had already contributed to
our journal’s Turkish edition. Devrimci Marksizm published his correspondence
with the world-renowned Turkish communist poet Nazim Hikmet, who was
living in exile in the Soviet Union in the 1950s. In his short piece in this issue of
Revolutionary Marxism, Abramson contends that Marx’s forecast has come true
and that science now has become the leading productive force under the capitalist
mode of production. However, Abramson indicates that since science requires a
very different type of labor power, this new development in the productive forces of
society will necessarily lead to a break with capitalism.

The rise of digital technologies has led to the idea that the labor theory of value
is no longer valid because of the complications, among others, created by so-called
“immaterial labor” peculiar to our period. In a study prepared collectively, the
Tricontinental Institute for Social Research leans on the production of the iPhone,
a signature product of the digital era, through the lens of the labor theory of value.
We publish here the calculation the study makes of the rate of surplus-value in the
production of the iPhone by one of the foremost experts in this area, our comrade
E. Ahmet Tonak. For considerations of space, we have shortened the study by
Tricontinental, to which we present our gratitude for graciously accepting the
republication of a shortened version thereof.

We hope our readers will enjoy reading our current issue and will contribute
to the journal by submitting manuscripts and actively promoting Revolutionary
Marxism among broader audiences.

12



The Coronavirus pandemic:
a unique crisis of civilisation

Sungur Savran

The crisis humanity has found itself in since the onset of the Coronovirus
pandemic is unique in modern history. It is, as we have said from the beginning, a
crisis of historic dimensions and significance. We have to come to terms with the
intellectual challenge that it poses. To do this, we have to grasp it in its multifaceted
forms of appearance in order to understand how these different facets are really the
constitutive components of one single historic crisis. In other words, we first have
to look at the phenomenon in its complexity and then move towards a synthesis that
brings out the full significance of the crisis we are going through.

Pestilence is not alien to human history. But modern capitalism has prided
itself, to a certain extent rightfully, to have mastered these nightmarish occurrences
in history through the advance of modern science in general and of medicine in
particular. The Spanish flu of early 20% century seems to be an exception that was
not part of the overall historical development. There is something to be learnt from
it with respect to the socio-economic and political factors at play in that dramatic
incident that is estimated to have taken 50 million lives, if not more, in the space of
two and a half years. Accordingly, that episode now needs to be studied afresh so
as to see what kind of light it may shed upon today’s unravelling tragedy. We will
come back to it briefly later, to compare at least one aspect of that incident to our
present-day catastrophe. That seemingly exceptional episode apart, the Coronavirus
crisis is unique in the historical development of the capitalist mode of production,

13
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at least in its highest, imperialist stage, in that the pandemic is not the result of
underdevelopment but finds its best expression under the conditions of advanced
capitalism.

What are the different facets of this crisis that can provide us with the necessary
elements in order to unearth its significance? Let us first express a caveat: it is
yet too early to grasp the phenomenon in its full import. The epidemic, having
started as a local health crisis in one single state of the vast continent that China is,
goes back at most five months. However, that was not the defining moment. The
decisive character of the crisis flows from the fact that the Wuhan epidemic has
become a pandemic, a world phenomenon. That is the first aspect that is unique to
this crisis, namely that it is a worldwide, universal crisis. (We will come back to
this point shortly and explain why this is the decisive moment, in dialectical terms.)
This aspect then is only a three-month-old baby. As the crisis unfolds, there will
come into being other phenomena which may prove to be central to the dialectical
unfolding of the crisis, that may, in other words, mark its further development and
dénouement. We can of course predict some new aspects that will emerge as the
crisis develops and we will try to do that below. But predictions cannot replace
observation and dissection, leading to new syntheses. So the analysis here is
perforce tentative.

Once that caveat has been expressed, we can now proceed to look at what for
the moment form the three constitutive moments of this crisis: the health crisis, the
economic crisis, and what we will call the civilizational crisis.

A tragedy that is the making of capitalism

The Coronavirus seems, at first sight, akin to what is usually classified as a natural
disaster. For some it is even a God-sent malediction. This translates, in the wooden
language of vulgar economists, into what is called an “external or (exogenous, in
more elaborate language) shock”. That, though, is the most deceptive aspect.

The scientific answer to the question of whether the Coronavirus has its roots
exclusively in natural processes or, alternatively, whether it is also connected to
the socio-economic conditions that have historically been prepared by capitalism
will probably require a long period of research and reflection. Until then, we will
have to assume, since we do not have contrary evidence, that the virus emerged
independently of socio-economic conditions or, in other words, that it is a purely
natural phenomenon. Many are those who derive from this that the catastrophe
brought about by the virus was inescapable. There are those who go further to
assert, in perfectly Malthusian spirit, that it is an instrument used by Allah or God
to regulate the functioning of human society.

This inescapability argument is a pure case of non sequitur. We have claimed
from day one that the catastrophe that has descended on humanity is the making
of capitalism. The virus may not be, but the catastrophe is. It is the result of the
contradiction of the potentialities created by capitalism itself and the limits posed
again by capitalism to the full enjoyment of these potentialities by humankind. Let
us explain what we mean briefly.

As Marx and later classical Marxism, in particular Lenin in his theory of

14
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imperialism and Trotsky in his elaboration on the concept of world revolution,
made clear, capital as a social relationship possesses the potential of creating a
world economy and a world civilisation. This aspect of Marx’s analysis has been
fully vindicated in the historical march forward of the capitalist mode of production.
Capital has created a world economy, albeit not in the simplistic form envisaged by
the reductionist conception of globalisation theory, but in the most contradictory
fashion imaginable, where nation states remain the driving force of history, each
as the embodiment of a distinct national fraction of capital, but bring together
within their own constitution the deep contradiction that exists between the drive to
international integration and national division. Not only has capital created a world
economy, it has also created in its own image a world political integration, a world
literature and art, a world scientific community, all, let us repeat, marked by the
divisions created by the interests of the competing and conflicting nations.

Hence, the growing over of the epidemic in Wuhan into a pandemic is a
consequence of the historical development of capitalism. Let us be as clear and
down-to-earth as possible on this: it is the level of integration of the world economy,
of capital, trade, and labour mobility on an international scale, of the consequent
increase in international travel, tourism, education, cultural exchange etc. that is
at the root of the internationalisation of the epidemic. To our knowledge, never in
history has an epidemic become so internationalised, today having spread to, at
very different levels of urgency it is true, close to 190 countries. And this difference
in the levels of urgency is really a warning signal: once the pandemic takes into
its full grip countries such as India or the poorer countries of Latin America and,
worse still, the entire continent of Africa, it will become a nightmare of appalling
dimensions. Even the Spanish flu of 1918-1920 did not, to our knowledge, attain
this kind of reach, remaining, it seems, more of a phenomenon of the relatively
advanced geographies of the Northern hemisphere.

Having developed this worldwide integration on the basis of its own growth,
capitalism, on the other hand, deprives humanity of the possibility of coping
with a health hazard of these gigantic proportions. The major reasons for this are
twofold, one a consequence of the fact that the capitalist mode of production is
constitutionally based on commodity production and the law of value, the other
driven by the fact of class struggle between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat.
On the one hand, commodity production in its advanced capitalist form makes the
capitalist system beholden to the logic of the market, which itself is marked, under
capitalism, by the search for surplus value or profit. The allocation of resources
through the intricate workings of the law of value, a system that completely alienates
the allocation of resources from the conscious and rational decisions of society to
deliver it to the hands, in the final analysis, of the stock exchange, prevents timely
and to the point decisions that will act as a solution to the type of crisis that is born
of the Coronavirus. On the other hand, although capitalism has created the scientific
basis for coping with this kind of health care crisis in potential form, capital acts as a
barrier in the way of erecting the health care systems and providing instruments that
can offer the population on a mass basis the fruits of such advances in medicine.
This is all the truer as one descends the rungs of the world imperialist hierarchy.
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And in those exceptional times when the bourgeoisie allows or even works actively
towards the creation of such mass-scale systems of health care (such as the so-
called “welfare state” of the post-war order, a result, first and foremost, of the fear
of socialism),' it only sustains them as long as they are necessary for purposes of
class struggle and thereafter wages a ruthless assault on those very institutions it
has created.

All in all, the bourgeoisie has historically created the conditions of what is a
deadly pandemic, but deprived humanity of the instruments with which such a
lethal threat can be brought under control.

The Coronavirus pandemic: What a difference socialism
would make

This proposition can be tested by looking into the question of how an alternative
mode of production, communist or socialist society still in the making, a social
formation transitional to a classless society, would fare under these conditions. The
question is simple: would socialism be able to cope better with the threat caused by
the Coronavirus?

If socialism were the dominant social formation on the planet, the damage that
the virus would cause would have been much more limited. It might even have been
brought under control before it spread outwards from China, its first home. And
even if it had spread afield, the number of casualties would have been much lower.
This is no wanton propaganda claim. It is a proposition that flows directly from the
undeniable differences between the fundamental characteristic properties of the two
modes of production in discussion.

Let us first take up the question of the growing over of the epidemic into a
pandemic by spreading outside of China to travel the entire planet. Now, if we were
living under socialism, this would certainly not have meant that there would be a
less dense web of relations between China and the rest of the world in the spheres
of the economy, education, travel and the like; if anything, there would have been
an even deeper integration. How is it then that we can talk of the possibility of the
epidemic being brought “under control before it spread outwards from China”? That
is because under socialism the world will be living in a fraternal commonwealth
of nations. Behind the endless competition and conflict between nation states in
today’s world lies the fact that each of them is used as an instrument of a national
fraction of the international bourgeoisie. This leads to a situation where, despite the
semblance of unity projected by the United Nations system and all the international
cooperation in different spheres, each nation state looks after, in the last instance,
the interests of its own ruling class.

Had the epidemic broken out in China under socialism, all the nations of the
world and the supra-national instances and agencies that united them in different
spheres of activity would immediately have shared a part of their scientific
skills, their trained human resources, and their material resources with China so
as to help bring the Coronavirus under control. This they would have done not

1 On this see the article “The Welfare State Nostalgia” by Ozgiir Oztiirk in this issue.
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as the manifestation of an imaginary altruism of the type “let us rush to help our
Chinese sisters and brothers”, but on the basis of an awareness that in a perfectly
integrated world, their own interests are dependent on the interests of the others.
(As socialism develops, even altruistic behaviour would become stronger until it
can be considered no longer imaginary.) In other words, they would have done it so
that the virus would not wreak havoc on other human communities outside China,
including their own community. Under capitalism, on the other hand, international
integration marches forward hand in hand, and in contradiction, with competition
or even (in this case) hostility because of the diverging and conflicting interests of
the national fractions of the bourgeoisie. The consequences are clear for all to see:
America has already exceeded the number of infections earlier observed in China,
a country that harbours almost five times its population and Italy has achieved the
remarkable feat of surpassing the number of casualties of that same country which
happens to have a population 25 times its own! These countries did not lift a finger
when China was being ravaged by the virus and it was they who are now suffering
for it. What else does this show that in a perfectly integrated world, capitalism is an
irrational and obsolete system? Should anyone harbour doubts regarding our claim,
we would like to remind them that doctors from Cuba, a poor country, have rushed
to the help of Lombardia, Italy. Lombardia is not il Mezzogiorno, it is one of the
richest regions of Europe!

Let us assume that the virus could not be stopped in China under socialism
either. When it reached other countries, socialism would have waged a much more
effective battle against it than now simply because it is a planned system. There
is a span of time of around a month and a half between the epidemic reaching
threatening levels in Wuhan and its spread to Europe, and somewhat later, America.
Countries living under socialism would have made themselves much stronger and
more resilient in the fight against the virus than capitalist countries thanks to their
planned economy. Some would object that capitalist governments could also have
prepared plans regarding an epidemic. Of course they could. But this is not what we
are talking about. When we say “planning” we are not talking about some files in
certain computers prepared in certain talking shops in certain capitalist countries.
Planning is a relation of production, not documents bearing sumptuous titles of the
type “Master Plan for the Integral Fight against the Pandemic of the Century”!

Just look at this example: even in the most powerful country, wielding the
largest economy in the world, the United States, the scarcity of test kits prevented
the meticulous tracking of the disease and the drawing up of a realistic picture of its
distribution geographically, with respect to economic groups or different population
groups etc. so as to make the struggle against the virus much more effective. The
whole world knows that from the rich United States to the middle-income Turkey
passing through G-7 member Italy, many capitalist countries simply did not test
enough for days, or even weeks in some cases, whereas the president of the World
Health Organisation said very clearly that as “you cannot fight a fire blindfolded”,
you cannot fight the pandemic without knowing who is infected, drawing the
conclusion: “Test, test, test!”

America is now facing, at the time of writing, a shortage of Personal Protective
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Equipment, Intensive Care Unit beds, respirators, even high-grade masks etc. And
yet we know that car factories can immediately be restructured so as to produce
respirators, that hospitals can be built and furnished in a matter of days (cf. China),
that many textiles factories can be overhauled so as to produce quality masks etc. So
where is the planning that capitalist countries can make? It may be retorted that no
one could have known before the fact that such would be the scale of the calamity.
But even now, when the Surgeon General admits the problem, not only America but
all capitalist countries are still having trouble in mobilising the resources necessary
to supply rapidly in response to such an urgent need the equipment necessary.
They fight it out over whatever there exists according to the sacrosanct rules of
the market, not only among nations, but also among the 50 states of the Disunited
States of America. And when need be, they even resort to piracy, like the case of
a hefty delivery of equipment to be sent to the Land of Berlin being diverted to
the United States as it was being flown out from Thailand to Germany! And why
all this scarcity despite not only overall planning but also concrete decisions of
governments? Because under capitalism the entire production system is geared to
the production of surplus-value and you cannot expect capitalists to forgo their
profit and produce for the general interests of society. You need nationalisations to
swiftly overcome barriers set by the capitalist relations of production.

A more complete discussion of the difference socialism would have made would
take as far afield. Let us wind up by mentioning one last vital difference. Socialism
is based on meeting the basic indispensable needs of the working population such
as education, health care, housing and others. Nobody lives a miserable existence,
remaining jobless or even homeless and uncertain of their future. Hence the overall
public health picture is incomparably better under socialism than under the richest
capitalist country. Even in the case of the experience of socialist construction in
the 20™ century, bearing the burden of so many distortions and deformations and
defects, this was an indubitable achievement. Capitalism, on the contrary, is class
struggle. Capital does take a step back or two when circumstances impose that (the
so-called “welfare state”). But when its interests dictate another course, it will step
up class struggle and cut down on all social services in cold-blooded ruthlessness.
Thus the neoliberal assault on all gains of the working class! The bourgeoisie, in a
frenetic course to take back what it had conceded over the three decades from the
end of the second war all the way up to Thatcher and Reagan, has decimated the
health care system around the world. That is why patients are lying on the floors
of hospital wards in Italy and Spain! That is why the richest city of the world, New
York, home to Wall Street, is the epicentre of the pandemic!

A crisis deeper than the Great Depression of the 1930s

It is now common knowledge that a financial crash has accompanied the
Coronavirus crisis almost from the moment the epidemic became truly a pandemic.
The spasmodic development of stock markets around the world that started with
the collapse of 9™ March has now become a headlong plunge despite all the
packages and bailout programs promised by the governments and central banks of
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all countries. In a previous piece written immediately after the crash started,” we
tried to establish the correct relationship between the Coronavirus crisis and this
financial crash. Our overall verdict at that moment was the following: as we have
explained time and again, since 2008, the so-called “global financial crisis” set off
not a “Great Recession”, as vulgar economics persistently claimed, but the Third
Great Depression in the history of capitalism. In the 12 years that have gone by, the
institutions of the international bourgeoisie were only able to postpone the crisis,
without being able to find a solution that would resolve or supersede the crisis
situation. This postponement fundamentally took the form of cheap money (so-
called “quantitative easing” and negative policy interest rates), which then flowed
into the stock market to create the longest (11 years from 2009 to 2020) bull run in
history. This made financial markets vulnerable to the bursting of the bubble once
again, with historically high price earnings ratios. The crash this time was really
the bursting of a bubble that was waiting for a trigger factor. The Coronavirus was
precisely that factor.

We added that with this second crash, the Third Great Depression was entering
a new phase of its development. What set the Third Great Depression apart from
the first two (1873-1896 and 1929-1948) was that, under the impact of, first, the
much more activist policy of governments and central banks from day one and,
secondly, of the spectacular growth of China on the basis of its own special
momentum, the world economy did not suffer as deep and sustained a slump as
the previous experiences. We predicted that because of the limitations to further
possible intervention on the part of governments (already very heavily indebted)
and central banks (many already in the negative interest rate zone) and also because
of the expected fall in the growth rate of the Chinese economy, this new phase of
the Third Great Depression would make it look much more like the 1930s in terms
of growth, investment and unemployment.

We still believe that this is the fundamental diagnosis and prognosis in a nutshell,
but have since revised our view in one respect. The Coronavirus crisis will have its
very real specific effect on production, investment, unemployment, thus the depth
of the slump, in short on the real economy. This can be denied only by turning
one’s back on the real world. For the risks created by the virus and the “stay home”
or “lockdown” policies that have been, after considerable delay, adopted by most
governments in those countries that are seriously afflicted by the pandemic have
an undeniable direct impact on the activity level of the economy and indirectly on
fixed capital formation, i.e. investment in real terms.

That is why, given the dimensions of the catastrophe into which capitalism
has turned the epidemic and the pandemic, it can very safely be predicted that the
recession or slump that will ensue in the coming months or even years will take a
heavy toll on growth and result in very high levels of unemployment.

The D-word was forbidden among the profession of vulgar economics save for
the courageous few. The euphemism “Great Recession” was precisely devised to

2 “2020 Stock Market Crash: a New Phase within the Third Great Depression”, http://redmed.org/
article/2020-stock-market-crash-new-phase-within-third-great-depression.
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hide the severity of the crisis, the fact that it was really a crisis that partook of the
nature of depressions. What made this possible was the fact that this depression
unfolded in a more gradual and hesitant manner than those that went before, that is,
without an abrupt, deep, and persistent collapse in the real economy for the reasons
mentioned above. Now that this will no longer be true, it may easily be predicted
that the D-word will finally become permissible to use within the orbit of vulgar
economics as well.

The circle closed

In a paper published in 2011, but was first presented in October 2009 at a
conference, that is only a year after the collapse of the Wall Street bank Lehman
Brothers, itself the harbinger of the so-called “global financial crisis”, we advanced
the idea that what had set in was the Third Great Depression and used this new
situation to test Marx’s theory of the manner in which economic crises were the
modality in which the capitalist mode of production manifested its nature of barrier
in the way of the further development of the productive forces, this development
itself being the historical product of the constant revolutionisation of productive
forces by capital.® In other words,

We set out to show, in the footsteps of Marx and Engels, that the ever growing
contradiction between the socialisation of production and private appropriation
does not imply an absolute stagnation at a certain stage in the development of tech-
nology and the productive forces in general, but manifests itself periodically in the
form of crises, each time more threatening to the existence of the capitalist mode
of production, and to point out that the current world economic crisis implies a
renewed confirmation of this proposition.*

We formulated Marx’s theory of crises and the relationship of this theory to the
exhaustion of the capacity of the capitalist mode of production to advance humanity
in terms of four major propositions:

(1) Crisis is an inevitable moment in the pattern of development of capitalism.

(2) Economic crisis implies not only a slump but a destruction of previously
created productive forces.

(3) Given its nature, economic crisis threatens the very existence of capitalist
society.

(4) This threat increases over time.’

The first three propositions were very easy to test. All the historical empirical
material that existed amply demonstrated that the first three propositions passed
the test of time. However, the last proposition could not have been either proved
or disproved at that moment. The testing of this last proposition is of momentous

3 “Capitalist Crisis or the Crisis of Capital?”, E. Ahmet Tonak (ed.), Critical Perspectives on the
World Bank and the IMF, Istanbul: Istanbul Bilgi University Press, 2011.

4 Ibid, p. 36.

5 Ibid, p. 26.
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importance for the following reason: as the productive forces developed by
capitalism progress on their road to socialisation as opposed to the relations of
production that remain anchored on private decision-making for allocation because
of capitalist private property in the means of production, capitalism should come
more and more into contradiction with the productive forces that are progressively
ever more socialised. If the major economic crises of capitalism, which have now
assumed a special form called depressions, are, in the last instance, reflections of
this fundamental contradiction, then the crises themselves must threaten capitalism
ever more violently. To put forward the idea that the present economic crisis could
exercise even greater ravage than the notorious Great Depression of the 1930s was
a bold move, not to say audacious, since very few economists, even among the
Marxists, so much as granted the idea that we were now going through a depression,
let alone admit that it had the potential of becoming more severe than that of the
1930s. This is what we had to say on the question in 2009:

The only serious question is whether the threat will increase this time relative to
past experience, whether, in other words, this crisis will wreak more havoc than
the Great Depression. This is yet to be seen. However, the incomparably higher
level of the socialisation of production and the equally incomparable advance of
internationalisation today relative to the 1930s are a priori reasons that point to-
wards a state of things that make it a distinct possibility for this crisis to be even
more severe than the Great Depression of the 1930s.°

“This crisis” is now definitely going to become “even more severe than the
Great Depression of the 1930s”. The circle has been closed: the fourth and last
proposition has also been tested and shown to hold. Thus Marx’s prognosis was
correct: capitalism goes through crises (depressions) of increasing severity as a
result of the contradiction between the socialisation of the productive forces and the
private nature of appropriation and accumulation. These result in an increasingly
violent and spasmodic movement in the body politic within these great depressions.
It is the outcome of these that will decide which way world capitalism will go: a
reconsolidation of capitalist rule or revolution and socialism?

It may be retorted that what has made the present-day crisis more severe than
even the Great Depression is the Coronavirus crisis. It is impossible to measure
which factor, the self-propelled dynamics of the Third Great Depression or the
Coronavirus pandemic, will contribute more to the severity and profoundity of
the crisis. Future researchers can perhaps calculate the relative weight of the two
factors, but it is impossible to gauge these while we are living the present as history.

However, even if the Coronavirus pandemic were the major factor behind the
deepening of the present-day crisis, this would not vitiate the vindication of the
fourth proposition under discussion. For we have shown above that capitalism is
complicit in the Coronavirus pandemic. It may not have created the virus. But
capitalism accelerates its spread freely to take the form of an absolute doom to

6 Ibid, p. 36.
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claim tens of thousands or hundreds of thousands or maybe even millions of lives
through a thousand cracks it has inflicted on the health care system, from shortages
of medical kits to those of personal protective equipment, Intensive Care Units,
ventilators, medicine or vaccine.

Hence, the Coronovirus catastophe may well be outside of the classical crisis
formation mechanism of capitalism, but it is itself the making of capitalism. It is
good to return to the Spanish flu as a point of comparison. If this epidemic was so
ravaging in its overall effect, it was because it came at the end of the Great War. It
took an uncountable number of young lives on the trenches. But that was not all. The
world was absolutely ripe for a public health disaster because of the travails of a war
that killed between 10 and 20 million people, left still others injured and maimed
and created desertland across the geography of the hostilities. Could anyone in their
right mind say, under these circumstances, that the Spanish flu in its full import
was purely a natural disaster? Could any sane person refuse the central part that
capitalism in its imperialist stage of development played in the First World War? If
such is the judgment we reach on the Spanish flu, then the part played by capitalist
social relations in today’s catastrophe is hardly any different.

A crisis of civilisation

Once the Coronavirus pandemic reached proportions of a catastrophe, capitalist
society shed its appearance of civilisation and displayed itself for what it was: a
class society as callous and hierarchical as slave-holding or feudal society. The
bourgeoisie, while putting on a mask to protect itself from the Coronavirus and taking
refuge in self-isolation and quarantine, at the same time unmasked its ugly face by
throwing millions of proletarians onto the streets, drove them into crowded means
of transportation, and sent them flocking into factories and workplaces, leaving
“freedom, equality and Bentham” behind, entering the abode of the despotism of
capital, where they were expected to produce surplus value for their masters, all
the while reproducing the virus among themselves, thus making the factory also
a collective deathbed. Never has capital exposed itself so clearly for what it is: a
Pharaoh bidding labourers to build pyramids of surplus value for its ever expanding
SOcio-economic power.

This picture is common to all capitalist countries, rich or poor, imperialist
or subordinated and oppressed, despotic or democratic. All evidence shows that
the “lockdown” or “stay-home” policy is advocated for the bourgeoisie itself, its
agents within the corporate hierachy, the modern, well-to-do petty bourgeoisie, the
liberal professions that are part of this petty-bourgeoisie, and the intellectuals of
this class. Not even the personnel of the coercive arm of the state is spared. But
proletarians of all types and across industries are simply forced to go to work and
face the high risk of infection under pain of layoffs or straightforward starvation.
It must be emphasized that not only workers employed in those industries such
as pharmaceuticals and medical equipment, hospitals, food and agriculture,
transportation and cargo services etc. that are now universally dubbed “essential”,
but car factories or luxury textiles or others working for the world market also have
to go to work or face layoffs. This is because capital is value in motion and ceases
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to exist as such as soon as it comes to a standstill. So rather than the bourgeoisie
starving for surplus value, let the proletarians die if necessary so that capital lives
on! How hypocritical are the admonitions of the state authorities to stay at home
when millions of workers are forced out on the streets and into their workplaces
every single day of the week!

This we characterise as a crisis of civilisation. After having caused what may
turn out to be a terminal crisis in nature itself, i.e. climate change, the other element
that contributes to the production of wealth alongside human labour, it is now labour
power itself that is being increasingly menaced by decimation, if not extinction,
under capitalism. Viewed from the point of view of capital, this is the destruction
of the very labour power which provides the source of surplus value and hence
is self-defeating from the point of view of even capital itself. Of course, with the
abundance of a reserve army of labour worldwide, this does not seem to pose a
mortal danger for the moment. Nonetheless the very logic of the entire process
seems to remove the ground underneath capital.

The situation is even graver when viewed from the vantage point of the
proletarian. Capitalist society no longer exploits or even at times threatens the very
basis of the existence of the proletarian. It now sends the proletarian to his or her
death. This is a civilisation that lightly sends millions to their death. The proletarian
is forced to revolt against capitalism for sheer survival!

Such is the crisis of capitalist civilisation. Surely one would understand more
readily why millions of men and women would opt for revolution under these
circumstances.

Whither class struggle?

The very analysis of the constitutive components of the present unique crisis
we are going through permits us to reconstruct it easily as a synthetic whole and
thus grasp its significance. The crisis we are going through is in effect the most
acute existential crisis of capitalist society in its history. All three constitutive
moments show that this society is no longer an adequate form to the content it has
conjured up. Its social relations have entered into contradiction with the productive
forces that it has created, which themselves are raising a hopeless scream in search
of central planning. Its system of nation states, saddled with the interests of the
national fraction of the bourgeoisie in each state, is riddled with the contradiction
of integration with the rivalry and competition that beset this integration. And its
class nature both works to destroy the basis of existence (the health care system) of
a society that depends on the mass of proletarians but at the same time sends these
very proletarians to death when the system that it itself has nibbled away endlessly
for the last four decades fails.

Ifthat is the case, that is if we are going through the process of a capitalist society
in its death agony, then we must be prepared for all kinds of “solutions” it would
give a try to, solutions that would break all hell loose. Such is the “alternative” that
is now hoping to grow exponentially at this moment of the breakdown of globalism
and neoliberalism, which comes into its element in this atmosphere of withdrawal
to the “defence of the nation”, that so-called “populist” movement which is nothing
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but an incomplete version of fascism, one that we analyse in another article in this
issue of Revolutionary Marxism under the label of “proto-fascism”. Another escape
route may seem to be, at least to certain sections of the bourgeoisie, a world war,
which would certainly lead to a menace not only to humanity at large but also to all
living species, given the menace posed by the weapons of mass destruction wielded
on all sides.

These are the kinds of developments that we need to look out for so as to be able
to analyse them more clearly as they become concrete menaces, in order to save
humanity and all living species from the destructive power that capital has become
at this threshold of a new period in history. The antidote is already there for anyone
with the right method to see. The third wave of world revolution started with the
Arab revolutions of 2011, went into an eclipse after the defeat of the Egyptian
revolution in 2013, but was revived with uprisings, revolts and revolutions around
the globe from 2018 on and, particularly, in 2019. The Coronavirus crisis has caused
a generalised malaise in the working class across the globe. It is now more and more
the proletariat that will become the chief protagonist of the fight against capitalism.
This promises a new dawn for social struggles. The proletariat will once again
prove to be the principal protagonist in shaping the future of society by bringing
down the bourgeoisie.

21 April 2020

24



Two wars, one victory

Levent Dolek

Social life in Turkey has undergone a fundamental transformation within days
after March 11 when the first official Coronavirus (Covid-19) case was announced.
As the epidemic has dictated its rules, the number of cases has amounted to 50.000
in one month. It has been preached since almost from the beginning that Coronavirus
is a class-blind disease, exemplifying the celebrities, artists, sportspersons, and
politicians diagnosed positive with Coronavirus, and featuring the wealthy classes
who are under self-quarantine in their mansions. That is, however, a delusion being
debunked every day by the reality itself that the epidemic further sharpens the class
antagonism.

Class characteristics of the epidemic are two-folded. The first is that the
epidemic inflicts more severe and devastating effects on the laboring and poor
classes. The second is related to how to deal with the epidemic. The struggle led
by the bourgeoisie against Coronavirus is crippled by the fact that the interests of
the capitalist class prevail over the dire need of scientific measures required for the
society to survive the epidemic.

The most common symptom: Unemployment

For an affluent minority, calls such as “Stay at home” and “Life fits home”
may just sound as warnings. For those who have to work to afford their life, on the
contrary, they are the harbinger of unemployment. Thousands of service workers
have lost their jobs as a result of the contraction of the industry. Shopkeepers
having closed down their businesses were left with no means to pay their debts
back. Workers sent home for self-quarantine have been granted short-time working
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payment, which is just 60 percent of their actual wages. Those allowed paid leave
are unsure if they would receive their wages next month. Professionals whose jobs
are suited for working from home may have not faced income losses, but the near
future remains bleak for them, too. At the first glance, working from home may
seem a privilege, however, we know very well that white-collar personnel is the
first to be jettisoned to retrench costs as had it happened in the crisis of 2001 and
0f 2008-2009.

Turkey succumbed to the Coronavirus epidemic as it has been going through
an economic crisis. A report released by the Union of Chambers and Commodity
Exchanges of Turkey [TOBB in Turkish acronym] on April 6 stated that the
seasonally-adjusted rate of unemployment has reached 15% by January 2020. That
figure does not cover mass lay-offs induced by the epidemic. When considered that
approximately 145.000 workplaces are shut down temporarily or permanently, it
is not hard to foresee that millions of unemployed workers would join the ranks of
the reserve army of labor. Under the current circumstances, commuting for work
is as much a threat as staying jobless at home because, no matter how robust the
precautions are, it risks contracting the virus, and thus infecting your family. That
is why laborers still at work have raised the demand of being allowed paid leave
alongside, when Coronavirus cases are detected at the workplaces, going on de
facto strikes for more measures to be taken.

The cause betrayed!

A struggle, which is led by the bourgeoisie, and fought by the working class at
the fronts, is going on against the epidemic. The cause is just, but the leadership is
traitor! Judging from historical experience, it is not something surprising. That is not
to say that the bourgeoisie has done nothing to cope with the epidemic. However,
the measures it has taken never extend beyond prioritizing its own interests over
humanity’s survival. Boris Johnson’s “herd immunity” proposal revealed that the
bourgeoisie would never hesitate to be allied even with a virus against humanity.
They had the nerve to try to deceive people into believing that that barbaric proposal,
which was aimed in essence at reducing the costs of social benefits by letting the
old die, was the best option, notwithstanding that they later about-faced when they
realized that political burden would be too big to shoulder if their plan resulted in
a slaughter. As we were penning this article, Boris Johnson, the self-proclaimed
“Shepherd” of the UK, was still under intensive care due to Coronavirus symptoms.
That is like an omen portending that a calamity is imminent if we let the bourgeoisie
fool us!

An anti-Coronavirus vaccine or drug is yet to be discovered. It is told that it may
take one and a half year. During that period, it is possible to minimize death toll and
social destruction by implementing the rule of social distancing to decelerate the
pace of the infection; procuring the treatment-required drugs and medical materials;
providing health workers with the equipment they need; planning how to produce
and distribute the basic and vital goods and services. There is, nonetheless, an
obstacle we have to overcome to apply those measures: capitalism itself!
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The coronavirus epidemic as a test for Turkish capitalism

Markets vs. planning, profit vs. needs, and private vs. public ownership, all those
deep-rooted contradictions have surfaced in every country tackling the virus. In
Turkey, the government’s first move was to launch a stimulus and support package
worth of 100 billion Turkish Liras to compensate for the losses of the capitalist
class. Even the “short-time working payment” itself, which is the only tangible
step taken in favor of the working class, prioritizes the interests of the bosses. That
measure enables the businesses, which either terminate their operations or decrease
their production levels, to retain their workers by paying them less than usual. The
60 percent of workers’ gross wages are recompensed from the “unemployment
insurance fund” in return for deductions to be made in their unemployment benefits
when they are eligible to claim. The relevant law entitles the President to revoke the
deductions, but, unsurprisingly, Erdogan has never attempted to enforce that power.

The government further leveraged the epidemic to help the capitalist class
tighten its grip on workers by introducing “obligatory unpaid leave”, which has so
far been prohibited by law. The amendment touted under the guise of forbidding
lay-offs confers on the bourgeoisie the advantages, respectively, of forcing workers
to take leaves with no payment, and only with a benefit recompensed at the lowest
level from the unemployment insurance fund, and of dodging from paying seniority
indemnity and in lieu of notice in the case of dismissal.

The working class, which has had to commute for work via shuttles and public
transportation vehicles, and who has had to work risking their lives because their
workplaces, except some, has not been rearranged in accordance with the rule
of social distancing, remains a “colossal exception” to the call “stay at home”.
Although a curfew was imposed for citizens aged 18-20 alongside the old over 65,
the workers in the first category were exempted for the sake of profit from it the day
after. That the former lives mostly with their grandparents, the most riskiest group,
has aggravated the viral hazard and thus paving the way for Coronavirus to rampage
through Turkey, which has for a while been ranked first among other countries by
the pace of the infection.

Capitalism puts up barricades before health workers, patients, and clients
who need hospitals equipped well enough to fight the virus. Our health workers
suffer the lack of personal protective tools, which has caused the number of
Coronovirus-diagnosed nurses and doctors to swiftly increase (it is difficult to
estimate the actual figure because health workers have been tested sporadically and
non-comprehensively). The government boasting about being one of the leading
countries in the textile industry resorted desperately to the vocational high schools
to produce protective masks. Production of ventilators and intensive-care equipment
is left completely at the mercy of the private sector. The Minister of Health
Fahrettin Koca, who owns a chain of private hospitals, and whose appointment
was a manifestation of Erdogan’s desire to form a cabinet consisting of the private
sector representatives who would govern the country like a corporation, let alone
not mobilizing his facilities to deal with the pandemic although it is a statutory
obligation, leveraged the disease to attract those patients who have not received
proper treatment at the public hospitals because they have been focused thoroughly
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on Coronavirus. Erdogan preferred converting two airports into hospitals instead
of forcing the private hospitals, which have half of the total intensive-care beds, to
deploy their unutilized capacity.

The first month of the epidemic in Turkey clearly showed that markets and
profits being prevalent over planning and needs has undermined our capabilities to
struggle against the epidemic.

Class politics against coronovirus

Then it is fair to say that the anti-epidemic fight has gained a political dimension,
meaning that it has been intertwined with the one against capitalism. The working
class, who has perseveringly straddled both fronts, that is, the provision of and
the production and distribution of goods and services, should take the lead of that
struggle. That undeniable truth poses the question of taking power. To become
triumphant over the epidemic without allowing it to wreak societal havoc, the
proletariat needs to seize the state power to smash the shackles of private property
and markets so that productive forces can be employed in full capacity in favor of
the society.

The most striking manifestation of that need is unemployment. Although it is
now perceived as a natural fact stemming from the epidemic, the moments of crisis
indeed require that all labor power socially available be mobilized. In a society
where labor power is no longer a commodity sold and bought in the market, mass
lockdowns caused by epidemics do not lead to unemployment, but an excessive
demand for labor power. This is because the rule of social distancing entails
production to be carried on by scheduling more shifts, in which lesser workers will
be employed for lesser hours. New investments to be made to retain the level of
production, the need to produce some goods and services more than usual due to the
epidemic, the inevitable changes in the consumption habits, and the requirement of
a wider distribution network will also increase the demand for labor. It is only the
socialist alternative that can fulfill those tasks properly.

Preaching that the socialist alternative is the only solution is in itself not enough,
though. To make masses recognize that alternative necessitates taking concrete
actions beyond reading the piles of books and articles or following training courses.
We should formulate such demands corresponding to workers’ daily needs that they
spark a mass workers’ mobilization aimed at transcending the capitalist system.
The extraordinary circumstances engendered by the epidemic dictate us to advance
the class struggle to the end because it is the only way to defeat Coronavirus,
keeping masses safe from a physical and economic catastrophe. Whoever seeks
reconciliation with the bourgeoisie and calls on it for bestowing compassion upon
workers, laborers, and the poor trails a regressive utopia.

The divergence between the petty-bourgeois left and prole-
tarian socialism

The epidemic brought with it a cleavage between the petty-bourgeois left and
proletarian socialism, the former of which has been inclined to treat the epidemic-
induced social problems as ones rooted primarily in the unequal distribution of
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wealth that they proposed would be solved by a solidarity network. However, once
the naked truth of being incompetent quantitatively to organize such a large network
emerged, they hastened to align behind the CHP and began to demand that the
Party-run municipalities undertake more responsibilities. That political line has also
restricted its opposition only with criticizing the AKP’s attempts to monopolize the
social benefit instruments. While it was the quickest to adjust itself to the call for
“stay at home”, and transferred all its publications and political activities, even the
protests and press releases having been organized just for the sake of appearances,
into digital sphere accordingly, it has become more and more distanced from the
struggles waged by the working class in the hospitals, factories, and warehouses.

For the proletarian socialism, confining its political activities into four walls
is no option because even if a comprehensive lockdown is to be imposed, an
overwhelming majority of the proletariat still has to leave their homes to work.

So the proletarian socialists should stand shoulder by shoulder with the working
class in their vehement struggle against the epidemic and for earning a livelihood, as
how naive and futile it is to strive to persuade the bosses to treat workers benevolently
is understood better each day. They have turned a deaf ear to the workers’ demands
both for being allowed paid leave with full wage and for more measures to be taken,
except handing some sops intended to appease their indignation. The task of the
proletarian socialists is to convince the proletariat of using the only instrument it is
left with, that is, de facto strikes. If workers do not resort to that means, they will
keep working until their turn to be infected by the virus.

If production has decreased at a certain workplace, due to the conditions created
by the epidemic, workers’ power that comes from production certainly decreases.
At this point, the workers’ demand for living comes to the fore. The state helps the
bosses with the application of “short-time working allowance”. It pays 60 percent of
the workers’ wages from the unemployment insurance fund, which is also formed
by deductions from workers’ wages. The bosses both get rid of the wage burden
and have the opportunity to manage the process in a manner that will more easily
adapt to the normal production structure after the epidemic. The workers’ response
to this situation is to fight again to make the remaining 40 percent of the wage to be
paid by the boss.

From de facto strikes to workers’ control

However, since bosses do and will retaliate to de facto strikes by refusing to
pay wages, and de facto strikes will lose their viability after a while, workers have
to advance their struggles into taking the workplaces under their control to be able
both to keep themselves safe from the epidemic and to afford their life. Workers’
control will assume a specific form under viral circumstances. Production will be
rearranged to meet urgent needs such as health materials, ventilators, protective
equipment, etc. The process of workplaces being taken under control by workers
will result in nationalization. The former will entail a well-planned division of labor
among factories and workplaces that will be applied through the coordination of
the chambers of engineers, and of medicine, trade unions of health workers, and
hospital-based committees. The workers’ control will also bring in question the
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issue of what class should and can lead the anti-viral struggle.

From committees to workers’ power

That is what is placed at the center of the political orientation adopted by the
Revolutionary Workers’ Party since the beginning of the epidemic. Hospitals are
at the forefront of the class struggle. Hospital committees will show that workers’
control is the only way to save the healthcare system, which is collapsing into chaos.
When those committees seize the steering wheel of the anti-epidemic fight, the
private hospitals will be confiscated immediately to be put at the service of public
health. Factories are where the permanent solution lies because production is at the
heart of the crisis. Revolutionary workers should organize the walk-outs, mobilize
other workers, and put pressure on the bosses to produce healthcare materials. If
the madness of stocking we have witnessed at the beginning of the epidemic recurs
in a more chaotic form due to the deepening of the crisis, the workers’ control will
be the only solution to the problem of distribution of goods and services. Neither
municipalities nor political parties and solidarity networks can intervene in as
effectively as the workers themselves. Especially the workers’ committees to be
formed at the warehouses run by the giant monopoly retailers will play a crucial
role in overcoming the crisis.

The most revolutionary militants of the youth have refused to stay at home and
to confine the struggle into social media. Instead of joining the distant-learning
sessions, they have preferred preparing projects intended to redesign the production
process in line with the crucial need for health-related tools and materials, with the
help of the chambers of mechanical, electrical, industrial, and textile engineers.
5 thousand biologists declare that they volunteer to join the teams applying the
tests. Those initiatives may not in themselves be meaningful. However, if they
are organized in a manner that would correlate individual spheres based on the
requirements of the class struggle, they could serve as an example of what a social
mobilization under the leadership of the proletariat will look like.

The working class, which has combated tirelessly to vanquish the epidemic at
the expense of their life, needs to unite the nation under its leadership to defeat the
malicious and failed bourgeoisie. When we achieve that goal, we will have one win
for two wars!

18 April 2020
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The welfare state nostalgia’

Ozgiir Oztiirk

Note to the reader: This paper was written before the coronavirus outbreak. As
everyone knows, the pandemic has progressed quickly and covered the entire world
in just a few months. As of April 2020, it is not yet clear how and when the outbreak
will end, but some of its results have already become evident.

First, it seems more or less clear that the global economic crisis that started
in 2008 will enter a new, deeper phase. With stock market crashes every week
and soaring unemployment in almost every country, there is no “recovery” on the
horizon, and a large-scale depreciation of capital is around the corner. Moreover, the
coronavirus outbreak has accelerated the retreat from the so-called “globalization”
process. Cross-border movements of capital, commodities, and people have
decreased considerably. Declining world trade, increasing nationalism, the rise
of fascist and proto-fascist politics, economic depression, unemployment... the
situation resembles the 1930s.

Second, the outbreak has revealed the miserable condition of the healthcare
systems of even the most powerful capitalist states. In many countries, very basic
protective health items such as sanitizers or medical masks are in short supply, and
people are dying because of the lack of ventilators, or intensive care services. What
we see is the collapse of the healthcare system and the bankruptcy of capitalism.
Undoubtedly, this collapse is a result of the decades-long neoliberal assault on the
working class, and the dismantling of the so-called “welfare state”.

According to social-democratic reformism, the pandemic has proved, once
again, that neoliberalism doesn’t work, and we need a “social” approach, which
includes a return to Keynesian policies. This kind of “social” reasoning accepts

1 The original Turkish version of this paper will be published in Toplum ve Hekim [ Community and
the Physician], the theoretical journal of the central council of the Turkish Medical Association.
This is a revised version of the paper.
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private property in the means of production and circulation of goods, and abstains
from radical measures such as the nationalization of private hospitals or the
pharmaceutical companies. It seems that just a piece of governmental wisdom will
be enough to establish an acceptable form of capitalism.

However, there is no reason to think that once we have overcome the coronavirus
pandemic, governments will behave more wisely and implement “welfare state”
type programs. The future will be shaped by the world-wide balance of class power.
Amid a great depression, in the absence of strong working-class organizations, of
powerful revolutionary movements and parties, and of workers’ states to make
pressure on the capitalist world, the bourgeoisie will resist every demand to expand
the rights of the masses. We urgently need revolutionary, not reformist, politics.

Introduction

The neoliberal policies that have prevailed all over the world for the last forty
years have faced increasing objections in the context of the new “Great Depression”
that began in 2008. The crisis has also led to an acceleration of the search for in-
system alternatives. Indeed, especially in social-democratic (or social-liberal)
circles, there are proposals for a new economic policy, which are often articulated
within a post-Keynesian framework.> According to such approaches, a “rational”
economic mechanism that is more humane and better working than free-market
neoliberalism can be established without breaking away from capitalist relations
of production. In this regard, the so-called “golden age of capitalism” is mentioned
as evidence; the period from the end of the Second World War to the mid-1970s.
During this short period, now far behind, many countries implemented policies
referred to as the “welfare state” (or the “Keynesian social welfare state”). For
nearly thirty years, economic growth had been accompanied by low unemployment,
relatively high wages, and rising social spending, and there was significant progress
in education, health, and social security. The aim is to design a similar, or rather
updated, version of this now.

The details of the proposals for a new welfare state will not be discussed in this
paper. Instead, the original welfare state, the “Welfare State 1.0” version will be
examined. Understanding the historical conditions under which the first “model”
emerged, what limitations it faced and why it went into crisis can make it easier to
see whether a similar project has a chance of success today.

In academic debates on the welfare state, the historical context is often accounted
for quite superficially. But the fact that some institutions called the “welfare state”
took place in some leading capitalist countries in the third quarter of the twentieth
century cannot be discussed without taking into account the class struggle on a world
scale, and the socialist construction attempts in the Soviet Union, China, Eastern
European countries and other places. However, in perhaps the most important

2 See, e.g. Paul Davidson, The Keynes Solution: The Path to Global Economic Prosperity, New
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009; Joseph E. Stiglitz, “The Welfare State in the Twenty-First
Century”, in José¢ Antonio Ocampo and Joseph E. Stiglitz (eds.), The Welfare State Revisited, New
York: Columbia University Press, 2018.
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work of the welfare state literature, Gosta Esping-Andersen’s The Three Worlds of
Welfare Capitalism (first published in 1990), the Soviet Union is not mentioned even
once.? Rather than simple neglect, this appears to be the result of social-democratic
approaches’ comprehension of the “welfare state” as an ahistorical “model”. By
contrast, in this paper, it will be argued that the structure called the “welfare state”
was a product of specific conditions, and the possibility for it to come on the agenda
again is low, even in its updated form.

The new Great Depression will probably get deeper.* In such a case, the number
of people who sympathize with the proposals for a new welfare state will likely
increase. But the deepening of the crisis will also restrict the maneuvering space
(and budgetary resources) of governments. Moreover, compared with previous
periods, the organization and struggle levels of the workers (who are supposed
to push the state in this direction) are very low. Finally, a factor like the Soviet
Union, which in the past had exerted pressure on the capitalist world, no longer
exists. In such a context, if the crisis deepens, rather than implementing welfare
state-type programs, the ruling classes will insist on neoliberalism to “overcome the
crisis”; and if the crisis can somehow be overcome, this time capital will continue
neoliberal policies anyway, since neoliberalism is the program of the attack on labor.
Though it was carried out in parallel with the so-called “globalization” process in
the 1990s, these two are not the same. Under the conditions of today’s crisis, a step
back from globalization is not only possible but almost inevitable; however, this
does not make the termination of neoliberal policies necessary. For these reasons,
welfare state projects are unlikely to be implemented in the coming period, perhaps
for several decades. Workers in this or that country can achieve some gains, and
even improve their living conditions a bit by counter-attacking. Still, insofar as the
capitalist organization of production continues worldwide, there is no guarantee
that any gain will be permanent. In my opinion, this is the most important lesson
to be drawn from the welfare state experience(s): the gains of the workers can only
become permanent with workers’ rule.

Below, first, the formation of the social policy field in capitalist society will
be discussed with reference to Marx’s writings in the 19th century. In the second
section, the development of the social policy field in the post-Marx period is
evaluated through the examples of Bismarck and Beveridge models. In the next
three sections, the rise, historical significance and the crisis of the welfare state are
discussed, respectively. The sixth and the last part tries to provide an answer to the
question of whether a new welfare state experience is possible.

3 Gesta Esping-Andersen, The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism, Cambridge: Polity Press, 1996.
4 As for the “Third Great Depression” and its possible trajectory, see Sungur Savran, Ugiincii
Biiyiik Depresyon: Kapitalizmin Alacakaranligi [The Third Great Depression: The Twilight of
Capitalism], Istanbul: Yordam, 2013.
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1. Social policy in capitalist society: Marx and factory laws

a. An ideological notion

That the “welfare state” is a problematic term should be noted at the beginning.
Though it is not known who first coined it, the term became commonplace in the
1950s and 60s, during the Cold War period. The portrayal of the Western countries of
the period as “welfare states” (and not, e.g., as capitalist or imperialist) has resulted
from ideological concerns. The notion itself reflects the belief that capitalism can
be a system that works well, creates wealth and spreads it to the entire population.

On the other hand, the emphasis on the state is in accord with the Keynesian spirit
of the post-war years. As is known, after the Great Depression of the 1930s, policies
involving state intervention have begun to replace the liberal market approach that
had collapsed in the first half of the 20th century. The “mixed economy” programs
that intended —mainly via public spending— to reduce unemployment and increase
effective demand, and at the same time make pressure on the financial sector, span
a broad spectrum that ranges from Roosevelt’s New Deal program in the US to
the fascist and corporatist regimes in Europe, and even to the statism of the 1930s
in Turkey. The Keynesian economic doctrine, an expression of the interests of
industrial capital, was a product of this period.” The Second World War further
strengthened this trend, and liberal theories (such as the Austrian School) that
exclude state intervention in the economy were thoroughly discredited. However,
it is controversial whether the policies envisaged by Keynes were implemented
during the thirty years after the war; since the “official” economic doctrine in
the capitalist world in this period was the so-called “neoclassical synthesis” that
combined Keynesian theory with neoclassical economics. Moreover, causality
worked in the opposite direction: the post-war “golden age” was not the result
of the implementation of Keynesian policies, but rather, the Keynesian doctrine
(in its various versions) was the intellectual reflection of this period. The free-
market approach has been put on the shelf due to concrete political and economic
developments.

We should also be very clear about the “systematic state interventions on the
market” that form the core of the Keynesian approach(es): the intervention aims
to make capitalism work by curbing the market. Contrary to what conservative
commentators like Hayek argue, the welfare state and Keynesian economics have
no intention of “socialism”. In the eyes of its supporters, the welfare state primarily
functions as “a fundamental aspect of modern government... that operates as an
indispensable means of making capitalist economies socially and economically
sustainable”.® In other words, the aim is never socialism, or even spreading welfare
to the whole population, or meeting social needs, but to control and thereby maintain
a system that is not “sustainable” by itself, a system that produces devastating
consequences when left alone.

5 Geoffrey Pilling, The Crisis of Keynesian Economics: A Marxist View, Croom Helm, 1987,
https://www.marxists.org/archive/pilling/works/keynes/index.htm.

6 David Garland, The Welfare State: A Very Short Introduction, Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2016, p. 3.
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b. Capital and the state

The idea that capitalism is a destructive system is as old as capitalist production
itself. Marx writes that capital is dead labour that “vampire-like, only lives by
sucking living labor, and lives the more, the more labor it sucks”.” In the 19th-
century horror literature, the “monster capital” image has been embodied in figures
such as Frankenstein and Dracula.® In the more realistic literature, the miserable
living conditions of the workers were covered in the novels of many authors from
Dickens to Zola. Young Frederick Engels’ study The Condition of the Working-Class
in England (1844) documented the negative consequences of industrialization on
workers.” Half a century later, the Boer Wars showed the physically awful situation
of the British soldiers to the whole world.!® The capitalist mode of production was
ruining humanity, not metaphorically, but literally.

But the destructive activity of capital has also resulted in workers’ resistance.
The struggle between workers and bosses has forced capitalists to grant certain
rights to workers and has led to the formation of what is now called “social policy”.
In this field, the results of the struggle between the two classes often take shape via
the mediation of the state (in laws, various institutions, etc.). However, as the power
apparatus of the capitalist class, the capitalist state is at the same time obliged to
provide the general conditions for the accumulation of capital. For this reason, the
results of the class struggle are shaped by passing through the prism of the capitalist
state that takes care of capital accumulation.

The basic idea inherent in the notion of the welfare state, and the idea social
policy is built around, is the restriction of capital. The state is the actor expected to
do this. Since the essence of capital is to grow, this is not an easy task. In the words
of Marx, capital “has a boundless and measureless urge to exceed its own limits.
Every boundary is and must be a barrier for it.”!! In other words, capital will see
each limit (from capital’s point of view these are quantitative limits, factors that
limit the rate of profit) as obstacles to be overcome, will try to overcome them, and
will succeed sooner or later. Otherwise, its existence will end. Just like cancerous
cells, growing and spreading is in the nature of capital.

Even today, at a time when capital has reached gigantic dimensions on a global
scale, the hope of keeping it within certain limits and controlling capitalism remains
live. For example, Thomas Piketty, in his recent book on wealth and income
inequalities (winking at Marx, he has titled it Capital in the Twenty-First Century),

7 Karl Marx, Capital, vol I, in Karl Marx & Frederick Engels, Collected Works, vol 35, Lawrence
& Wishart, 2010, p. 241.

8 Franco Moretti, “Dialectic of Fear”, in Signs taken for Wonders: Essays in the Sociology of
Literary Forms, translated by Susan Fischer, David Forgacs, David Miller, London: Verso, 1997,
p- 83.

9 Frederick Engels, The Condition of the Working-Class in England, in Karl Marx & Frederick
Engels, Collected Works, vol 4, Lawrence & Wishart, 2010, p. 295.

10 Esping-Andersen, The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism, p. 63; Chris Renwick, Bread for All:
The Origins of the Welfare State, London: Penguin, 2017, chapter 4.

11 Karl Marx, Economic Manuscripts of 1857-1858, in Karl Marx & Frederick Engels, Collected
Works, vol 28, Lawrence & Wishart, 2010, p. 259.
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argues that the right solution is “a progressive annual tax on capital”. Piketty is aware
that such a solution exceeds the power of the nation-states. Yet he believes that “if
we are to regain control of capitalism, we must bet everything on democracy— and
in Europe, democracy on a European scale”.!> Regaining the control of capitalism,
returning to the good old days: this is probably the most concise expression of the
utopia of our time.

Undoubtedly, the modern capitalist state is, to some extent, autonomous, both
from the field of economy and society. In this sense, it can set limits on capital, and
it has set, but this has limits too. Because (i) the capitalist state pursues the interests
of capital as a whole, it tries to provide the conditions for accumulation to continue
profitably, so it must avoid attempts that will reduce the overall rate of profit. (ii)
On the other hand, capital is not a homogeneous whole; it exists as separate capitals
and fractions of capital with different interests. Just like labor-capital conflicts,
intra-capital conflicts also pass through the mediation of the state. Accordingly,
the state’s decisions on issues such as taxes, incentives, public spending, exchange
rate, etc. limit the movement of some capitals, while paving the way for others. (iii)
Moreover, the state should not be considered the ultimate decision-maker. Both
capital accumulation and class struggle are processes that exceed state borders. The
state is sovereign in a particular territory but acts within a broader regional and
international context. It is the general world conjuncture that often determines the
policies pursued by individual states.

Many contradictions and conflicts arise from all these complex and multi-layered
relationships. In such an environment, the state tries to simultaneously perform
many tasks that may contradict each other. Within a specific world conjuncture, and
the framework of dynamic power relations between and within classes, it can create
a modus vivendi that will last for a while. But can’t do more than this. When the
general economic situation worsens, tax revenues decrease and debts increase (as
in the 1970s), no matter which party is in power, it is obliged to abide by capitalist
rationality.'?

c. The logic of social policy

Thus, it can be said that the social policy field is shaped via the mediation of the
state within the framework of the dynamic interaction of class struggles and capital
accumulation. In other words, when analyzing this field, it is necessary to take into
account three factors that affect each other. Class struggle is the key moment, and
as well as being limited by the bumpy course of capital accumulation, it may erect
barriers to capital accumulation in the opposite direction. The state acts, in a sense,
as a “collective capitalist”, and in its effort to provide the subjective and objective
conditions of capital accumulation within the territory it controls, it tries to solve the
problems that go beyond the horizon of individual capitals. For example, education,
health, reproduction, etc. of the total labor force in the country inevitably becomes

12 Thomas Piketty, Capital in the Twenty-First Century, translated by Arthur Goldhammer,
Cambridge: The Belknap Press, 2014, p. 572-3.

13 Ian Gough, The Political Economy of the Welfare State, London: The MacMillan Press, 1979,
p. 42.
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the subject of state interest. Moreover, the needs of international competition also
force the state to intervene in these fields.'* The state’s regulations in areas such
as education, health, housing, employment, and social security can also serve to
legitimize capitalist relations of production by creating a state image that cares
for and protects its citizens. However, it should be noted that the autonomy of the
capitalist state is not absolute but relative; it is conditioned by class power relations
and the process of capital accumulation.

In short, the formation of the “logic” of social policy is partly the result of the
functional needs of capitalist production. These are not given, indisputable things,
but requirements that are political by their nature, and that also pass through the
mediation of class struggle. At any given time, the question about what capital
accumulation in a territory requires is never answered, and in fact cannot be
answered, “technically”. Since capital itself is a contradictory social form, the logic
of capital accumulation takes shape within a complex struggle process.

Let us take the determination of the length of the working day as an example.
According to Marx, in the case of England, the determination of the length of the
working day that is considered “normal” is not the result of the functional needs
of industry or a compromise between labor and capital, but “the result of centuries
of struggle between capitalist and laborer”.!* Marx notes that two opposing
currents were seen in the history of this struggle. During the “germination” phases
of capitalist production, during the period from the 14th century to the mid-18th
century, by the “labor statues” issued before the Industrial Revolution, the working
day was forcibly extended, while with modern factory laws the working day was
essentially shortened. This contrast did not stem from the humanitarianism of the
factory owners or the requirements of industrial production.

The working day is a magnitude that can vary within certain (upper and
lower) limits. These lower and upper limits have both a physical character (for
example, workers cannot be expected to work 23 hours a day) and a social character
determined by the “general level of civilization”.!® There is ample playground
between these two limits, and the limitation of the working day by law is also a
contentious process. For example, Marx states that “Parliament passed 5 Labour
Laws between 1802 and 1833, but was shrewd enough not to vote a penny for their
carrying out, for the requisite officials, &c.”'” In any case, as of 1832, the working
day had been reduced to 12 hours (to 10 hours in 1848) in many industries.

But the issue was not closed, since the indirect consequence of the shortening
of the working day was an increase in the use of machinery in industry, and this
increased mechanization led to both an increase in the intensity of labor, and the
employment of female and child labor in the factories on a mass scale (and also gave

14 Giiltekin Akarca, “Saglik Tanimi ve Hekimin ve Isyeri Hekimi’nin Simifsal Konumu Uzerine”
[“On the Definition of Health, and the Class Position of Physicians and Workplace Physicians™],
Mesleki Saglik ve Giivenlik Dergisi [Turkish Journal of Occupational Health and Safety], vol 19,
no 71,2019, p. 25.

15 Marx, Capital, vol I, p. 276.

16 Ibid., p. 240.

17 Ibid., p. 283.

37



Revolutionary Marxism 2020

advantage to big business against small capitals). The machine turned into a crucial
weapon in breaking the resistance of the industrial worker. Moreover, the workers’
rebellion against the machines also led to the development of new machines: “It
would be possible to write quite a history of the inventions, made since 1830, for the
sole purpose of supplying capital with weapons against the revolts of the working
class.”!’® However, the resistance of the working class against this attack, which it
was now exposed to as a whole together with women, children, and men, brought
the birth of factory legislation. Marx writes that factory legislation is “just as much
the necessary product of modern industry as cotton yarn, self-actors, and the electric
telegraph”.' This is not a technical requirement, but a necessity mediated by class
struggle. Besides, once factory legislation has emerged, its content has become a
constant subject of conflict.

Some Marxist researchers such as Ian Gough believe that working-class struggles
—indirectly— serve the “long-term accumulation of capital”.?’ But it is difficult to
draw such a conclusion from Marx’s analysis. Marx’s thesis is that what is today
termed as “social policy” is shaped by the never-ending class struggles rather than
the functional requirements of capitalist production (in the end, the answer to the
question of what is “functional requirement” is also given on the same ground).
These struggles pass through the mediation of the state as a general rule and become
embodied in specific laws. The new institutional form that emerges as a result of
a process of struggle, and stamped and approved by the state, achieves a certain
permanence (path dependency). Howeve