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Why do some people have to go 

barefoot so that others can drive 

luxury cars? Why are some people 

able to live only 35 years in order 

that others can live 70 years? Why 

do some people have to be 

miserably poor in order that others 

can be extravagantly rich? I speak 

for all the children in the world who 

don't even have a piece of bread. 

FIDEL CASTRO



PREFACE 

First, it must be stated, value, whether exchange 

value or use value does NOT equal price, we will 

go into this more in depth later. 

Secondly, the Labour Theory of Value is only 

relevant to capitalist production, this is a large 

misconception many people have. 

Historically speaking, Marx was not the first 

economist to come up with the labour theory of 

value. Adam Smith and David Ricardo also came 

up with the idea. These two men are what we base 

the majority of our current economic system on 

today, since we have ditched Keynes as the main 

economist, we have seen a step back into classical 

economics under the name of neoclassical (or 

neoliberal) economics, with the neo, or new, 

additions of Hecksher-Ohlin, Leontief (Possibly 

Piketty in times to come, but that is up to debate) 

and so on and so on. So when we hear that Marx’ 

theory is bunk from certain individuals, we must 

remember where he got this theory from. 

As I write this, I must also point out that I have just 

finished my first year of university, I have taken two

economics units this year, Introduction to 

Economics and Introduction to International 

Business: Asia Pacific Perspective. While we were 

taught the general theories of the aforementioned 

economists which we base our economic system 

on, not one mention of Marx, nor the Labour 

Theory of Value or any of his other theories, was 

mentioned even when we looked at 

socialist/communist countries in the Business unit. 

I was the one who brought this subject up in class. 

Constantly. Even so, my lecturers and tutors in 

these units were unable to answer my questions, 

as they had not read a page of Marx. 

Finally, before we begin, what I have written here 

is my understanding of the Marxist Labour Theory 

of Value, not only am I quite new to Marxism, but to 

fit the entirety of Marxist economics in one 

document would be impossible, one would 

require many economic manuscripts on the 

subject. Thankfully, there are. Capital comes in 

multiple volumes, each one would be able to 

explain this subject far better than I ever could. 

INTRODUCTION: NOTES, DEFINITIONS & 

ASSUMPTIONS 

All societies make a decision on how to allocate 

labour, whether they are conscious of it or not. 

Marx argues that a society must decide how much 

useful labour is allocated in the production of 

whichever commodity. Note the word ‘useful’, 

useful labour is one of the distinctions between 

Marx to Ricardo and Smith, this dispels the notion 

of doing useless labour to create value. Often seen

in the argument thrown at Marxists by quite 

uninformed people, “What if I spend 4 hours 

toiling away at a mud pie!” Those 4 hours are 

useless labour, and therefore not part of the 

Marxist Labour Theory of Value. 

All commodities have a certain use value. A 

commodity’s use value is basically how useful a 

commodity is, a machine which makes guns is 

very 
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useful, and the price of the machine goes in part 

into the commodity which it creates, the gun, 

which in turn has its own use value. This also goes 

against the argument of mud pies, a mud pie has 

no use value, so the 4 hours of labour which made 

the mud pie is useless labour, and the product of 

that labour, the mud pie, is also useless by being a 

useless commodity. 

All commodities have an exchange value, this is 

often referred to by their price, but there is a 

difference, to which we will go into later. Again, we 

bring up the ‘mud pie’ argument, a mud pie has no 

exchange value, there is no person on the market 

looking to buy mud pies, nor is there a capitalist 

looking to spend money-capital on labour power 

to produce mud pies en masse. 

A use value and an exchange value are different. 

Useful labour is a commodity, which is bought and 

sold on the market. It is sold by the working men 

(sic) to the bourgeoisie, who buy this commodity, 

and put it to work transforming one sort of 

commodity into another, for example, timber 

blocks into a chair. 

Price is an exchange value, the ratio in which 

commodity is to  money. How do commodities 

exchange - by their exchange value, usually price. 

Commodities are created via the socially 

necessary labour time used to create them. 

“Socially necessary labour time is the labour time 

required to produce any use-value under the 

conditions of production normal for a given 

society with the average degree of skill and 

intensity prevalent in that society.” – Marx 

PART 1: SOCIALLY NECESSARY LABOUR TIME 

Let’s have a look at 3 factories producing a gun. 

One is owned by Comrade Hecknamistan, who is a 

great gunsmith and makes a gun in 9 hours. One is 

owned by Comrade Libertasnia, who specialises in 

Nukes, so it takes him a little longer at 12 hours. 

One is owned by me, VegemiteIsGross who has no 

arms manufacturing so it takes me a whole 15 

hours to make a single gun. 

The average socially necessary labour time is

(9+12+15) / 3, or, 12 hours. Please note, this 

socially necessary labour time is not all that makes

the exchange value of the gun. The socially 

necessary labour time (12 hours) is the amount of 

time it takes to transform raw materials into the 

gun. The value of the gun would also incorporate 

the living labour used to transform these raw 

materials into the gun but also the value of dead 

labour embodied in the raw materials being used. 

Dead labour is the labour that becomes 

crystallised as an item which cannot create new 

value. 

Now, Comrade Heck has now bought a machine 

which can now produce a gun faster, he can make 

a gun in 6 hours. Now the socially necessary 

labour time will fall, and so too will its value 

((6+12+15)/3= 11). This is why prices fall when 

better technology comes out. If a hand-made gun 

takes 24 hours, and a machine-made gun takes 6, 

the price of that gun will fall accordingly as less 

labour is required to produce the gun. 

PART 2: FACTORS AFFECTING VALUE 

But time is just one part of what makes up 

exchange value. 

“The value of a commodity… is determined 

amongst other things by the workers’ average 

degree of skill, the level of development of science 

and its technological application, the social 

organisation of the process of production, the 

extent and effectiveness of the means of



production, and the conditions found in the 

natural environment.” – Marx 

Here, Marx speaks of some of the factors affecting 

the value of commodities which would be the 

factors affecting production, which are normally 

kept in ceteris paribus 1 in economic calculations, 

and looking at the comparative advantage 

between nations. 

Marx shows how different factors affect the 

socially necessary labour time with the following 

quotes: 

“For example, the same amount of labour in 

favourable seasons is embodied in eight bushels 

of corn, and in unfavourable, only in four. The 

same labour extracts from rich mines more metal 

than from poor mines. Diamonds are of very rare 

occurrence on the earth’s surface, and hence their 

discovery costs, on an average, a great deal of 

labour time.” 

“Commodities which contain equal quantities of 

labour, of which can be produced in the same 

time, have therefore the same value.” 

In an instance of market equilibrium (When supply 

and demand meet) all commodities that share the 

same value should be able to be traded for the 

same price on the market. 

But we are not in a state of market equilibrium, all 

commodities are subject to supply and demand. 

All commodities’ prices fluctuate around its value. 

But when new technology or practices are 

implemented, the price of a commodity usually 

falls as the technology is spread about the market. 

This comes into the falling rate of profit and crisis 

theory, which we will not go in depth with right 

now, but essentially, market crashes happen 

because there is too much production, which 

requires more and more consumption, all the while 

commodities are getting cheaper to produce and 

therefore sell. 

According to supply and demand, if there is 1 gun, 

and 1 person buys it, this is the market equilibrium. 

If there are now 2 people who wish to buy the gun, 

according to market equilibrium, the price of the 

gun has just doubled due to market scarcity, the 

gun has not changed one atom, yet it is somehow 

more expensive. The theory of scarcity can be 

shown here to be inadequate at showing the value 

of a commodity. Scarcity does not create more use 

value, only changes the price of the commodity, or 

affects its exchange value. It should also be noted 

that exchange value also differs from price, which 

we will demonstrate more later on, when 

explaining Technology in Production. 

This does not mean that supply and demand are 

bunk theories, as they definitely come into play 

when determining the price of commodities, but 

supply and demand fail to include surplus value: 

“profit”. 

Ceteris paribus: “Other things being equal” or 

rather, “Other things held constant” the factors in 

production are kept at suspense, no new 

technology, no new environmental changes, no 

changes in labour and so on and so on. 

PART 3: TRADE, FORMULAS & SURPLUS VALUE 

At this point in time, it is important to talk about 

trade. 

Trade does not create use value. Two people can 

trade between them the same commodity for 

money, say Heck’s gun. Neither one of them has 

made any value to Heck’s gun. The first person 

trades Heck’s gun for $200, the second person 

trades back for $210, then the first trades it back to 

the second for $220, then back again for $230. 

Neither of them have had any input of value to the 



gun, they just add price to the gun. 

In trade, commodities are transferred for money, 

which then buys commodities. 

C – M – C 

This includes labour, which is a commodity. 

The worker sells their labour (C) for money (M) to 

buy commodities (C) 

C – M – C 

But this is only half of the equation. 

The other is the exchange of money (M) for 

commodities (C) to sell for more money (M’) 

M – C – M’

To explain, this is usually done by the bourgeoisie, 

they exchange money (M) for commodities (C), 

which is usually Labour (L) and the Means of 

Production (MP), which creates a new commodity, 

which is in turn to be exchanged for more money 

(M’) 

To expand, 

M – C< ᴸₘₚ – M’ 

It should be noted, that M – C – M. C – M – C is not 

the full equation in of itself, but we won’t be 

delving into that, if one wishes to, they can read 

the first 3 chapters of Capital vol. 2, which shows 

capitalist production as a whole. 

Where does surplus value come from? 

Well, it has been established that use value comes 

from labour, which is of itself, a commodity with 

use value. 

Say a worker toils for 1 hour and creates 1 value. 

The working day is 8 hours, so the worker 

produces 8 values. To have work under capitalism, 

the worker has a wage. Say the wage is worth 4 

values for the working day. The worker essentially 

works 4 hours creating 1 value per hour for 

themselves and 4 hours creating 1 value for the 

capitalist. The total value of the worker’s 

productiveness is 8 values, but the worker was 

only paid 4, the extra value is pocketed by the 

capitalist. This is what surplus value is, the unpaid 

productivity of the worker, which is pocketed by 

the capitalist. Rent is also the extraction of surplus 

value, as are taxes and so on and so on. This can 

also be shown as the rate of exploitation. The 

worker creates 8 values and realises 4, the rate of 

exploitation here is 100%. 

If the worker is very productive one day and 

creates 12 values and realises 4, as their wage 

does not change, the rate of exploitation is now 

200%. The opposite is true, if the worker is very 

unproductive and consistently creates 3 values 

and is paid 4, they are fired. It is the unspoken part 

of a contract. The worker will produce more than 

what they are paid, this is taken by the capitalist in 

the form of profit. If the workman (sic) were to 

realize the full product of their labour, there would 

be no such thing as “profit”. 

The simple fact that the worker does not realise 

the full value of their toil is what is called 

exploitation. The capitalist defends this 

exploitation by saying that they own the means of 

production, and this ownership essentially allows 

them to steal the surplus value created by the 

worker, despite contributing no labour into the 

creation of value. This is down to the opinion of 

the reader, whether or not they agree with the 

capitalist. 

As said earlier, Marx was not the creator of the 

Labour Theory of Value, as an avid student of 

Smith and Ricardo and the other bourgeois 

economists of the time, he learnt the idea from 



them and subsequently turned it against them and 

their economic system. 

Smith writes in the Wealth of Nations: 

“As soon as stock has accumulated in the hands of 

particular persons, some of them will naturally 

employ it in setting to work industrious people, 

whom they will supply with materials and 

subsistence, in order to make a profit by the sale of 

their work, or by what their labour adds to the 

value of the materials.... The value which the 

workmen add to the materials, therefore, resolves 

itself in this case into two parts, of which the one 

pays their wages, the other the profits of their 

employer upon the whole stock of materials and 

wages which he advanced.” 

And a little further on he says: 

“As soon as the land of any country has all become 

private property, the landlords, like all other men, 

love to reap where they never sowed, and demand 

a rent even for its natural produce....” The labourer 

“...must give up to the landlord a portion of what 

his labour either collects or produces. This portion,

or, what comes to the same thing, the price of this 

portion, constitutes the rent of land.” 

And again: 

“As soon as land becomes private property, the 

landlord demands a share of almost all the 

produce which the labourer can either raise or

collect from it. His rent makes the first deduction 

from the produce of the labour which is employed 

upon land. It seldom happens that the person who 

tills the ground has the wherewithal to maintain 

himself till he reaps the harvest. His maintenance is 

generally advanced to him from the stock of a 

master, the farmer who employs him, and who 

would have no interest to employ him, unless he 

was to share in the produce of his labour, or unless 

his stock was to be replaced to him with a profit. 

This profit makes a second deduction from the 

produce of the labour which is employed upon 

land. The produce of almost all other labour is 

liable to the like deduction of profit. In all arts and 

manufactures the greater part of the workmen 

stand in need of a master to advance them the 

materials of their work, and their wages and 

maintenance till it be completed. He shares in the 

produce of their labour, or in the value which it 

adds to the materials upon which it is bestowed; 

and in this share consists his profit.” 

Adam “father of capitalism” Smith, envisions 

surplus value here. It is the unpaid productivity of 

the labourer. 

This isn’t to say that surplus value is always bad, 

on the contrary, surplus value is necessary, surplus 

value is required to maintain the means of 

production which needs to be replaced and fixed 

every so often, and is also taken out in the form of 

takes in the general running of society, building 

infrastructure and so on and so on. 

Now we have looked at how labour commodities 

have value, both exchange value and use value. 

The basics of socially necessary labour time and 

how it affects production, while lightly touching on 

technology, which we shall go into now. 

PART 4: TECHNOLOGY IN PRODUCTION 

Say we have the three firms from earlier, Heck’s, 

Lib’s and Veg’s. Heck produces a gun in 9 hours, 

Lib in 12, Veg in 15. 

Assuming all workers are paid the same, and the 

gun made is the same too, the guns should also be 

priced at the labour time required to create them. 

Let’s say Heck sells his gun for $300, Lib for $400, 

and Veg for $500. 



Of course, due to supply and demand, Heck’s gun 

is in more demand as it is cheaper. 

Soon, both Lib and Veg have become as 

competitive as Heck or else they will leave the 

market, and are able to create their guns in 9 

hours, now all the guns sell for $300. 

Let’s expand this in our calculation, 

M – C< ᴸₘₚ – M’ 

Money is used exchange for commodities, of 

which part is the labour and the means of 

production, which are exchanged for more money. 

Say 3 guns are made in a day, and in 45 hours (a

work week of 5 x 9 hour days) 135 guns are made, 

selling for $300 for a total of $40 500. Of which $10 

000 is required in raw materials, $5 000 is used in 

upkeep for the machine, $500 is paid to the worker 

for an honest week’s wage. The surplus value of 

$25 000 is kept by the capitalist. 

Heck buys a machine which can now produce a 

gun in 6 hours, and so he undercuts the price by 

$50, making his gun $250, compared to $300 for 

both Lib and Veg. 

Now Heck is extracting what is known as 

superprofits, he is selling the commodity at a price 

above the commodity’s exchange value, and he is 

essentially stealing the customers from Lib and 

Veg. This also shows the difference between 

exchange value and price. The exchange value of 

the gun is worth the labour, means of production, 

and so on used in the creation of the gun but the 

gun is being sold at a price over that worth. 

Lib and Veg MUST now buy this new machine to 

stay competitive, and they do so. 

Now the three firms undercut one another and the 

price falls to the exchange value of the product, 

$200. 

PART 5: CRISIS THEORY 

What we have seen now, is that the cost of labour 

for the creation of this commodity has now fallen. 

Where the labourer was paid $500 for 135 guns, 

now they are being paid for more and more guns. 

To retain the profits of $25 000, more guns must 

be sold. The value of the commodity of labour has 

now fallen, just as the value of the commodity 

created by labour has also fallen. The capitalist 

must now produce more to retain their profits, or 

do practices like cut wages. This leads to the rate 

of exploitation becoming more and more. 

Eventually, we reach a crisis in production,

overproduction. This is seen in market failures. 

This can be summed up in the quote: 

“A similar movement is going on before our own 

eyes. Modern bourgeois society, with its relations 

of production, of exchange and of property, a 

society that has conjured up such gigantic means 

of production and of exchange, is like the sorcerer 

who is no longer able to control the powers of the 

nether world whom he has called up by his spells. 

For many a decade past the history of industry and 

commerce is but the history of the revolt of 

modern productive forces against modern 

conditions of production, against the property 

relations that are the conditions for the existence 

of the bourgeois and of its rule. 

It is enough to mention the commercial crises that 

by their periodical return put the existence of the 

entire bourgeois society on its trial, each time more 

threateningly. In these crises, a great part not only 

of the existing products, but also of the previously 

created productive forces, are periodically 

destroyed. In these crises, there breaks out an 

epidemic that, in all earlier epochs, would have 

seemed an absurdity — the epidemic of over- 

production. Society suddenly finds itself put back 

into a state of momentary barbarism; it appears as 



if a famine, a universal war of devastation, had cut 

off the supply of every means of subsistence; 

industry and commerce seem to be destroyed; and 

why? Because there is too much civilisation, too 

much means of subsistence, too much industry, 

too much commerce. 

The productive forces at the disposal of society no 

longer tend to further the development of the 

conditions of bourgeois property; on the contrary, 

they have become too powerful for these 

conditions, by which they are fettered, and so 

soon as they overcome these fetters, they bring 

disorder into the whole of bourgeois society, 

endanger the existence of bourgeois property. The

conditions of bourgeois society are too narrow to 

comprise the wealth created by them. And how 

does the bourgeoisie get over these crises? On the 

one hand by enforced destruction of a mass of 

productive forces; on the other, by the conquest of 

new markets, and by the more thorough 

exploitation of the old ones. That is to say, by 

paving the way for more extensive and more 

destructive crises, and by diminishing the means 

whereby crises are prevented.” – Marx and Engels 

PART 6: CONCLUSION 

Now, I believe I have summed up the most 

important parts, if one wishes to learn more, I 

would direct you to Capital vol. 1: 

www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1867-c1 

As well as Wage Labour and Capital: 

www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1847/wage- 

labour 

And finally, Value Price and Profit: 

www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1865/value- 

price-profit 

If you do not wish to subject yourself to Capital vol. 

1 (I don’t blame you, it’s a long read) Wage Labour 

and Capital as well as Value Price and Profit are 

very short reads and can be read in about 2 hours 

per book, and pretty well sums up a large part of 

Capital vol. 1, although with far less in-depth 

argumentation and reasoning, as well as lacking 

the economic formulas which were used in the 

making of this short introduction. 

Now, on the subject of the Labour Theory of Value, 

it is part of the combined package of Marxian 

economics, just one part of many in Marx’s critique 

of the capitalist political economy. It is important to 

note that the Labour Theory of Value only applies 

to capitalist production. Marx was a staunch 

materialist and was against the idealism of 

theorising what a socialist or communist society 

would look like outside of the most basic of 

assumptions and historical data. 

VEGEMITEISGROSS 

TR★ Contributor



Recent debates swirling around the centenary of 

the October take-over that marked the rise of the 

Bolshevik Party in Russia and the beginning of a 

process that would culminate in the formation of 

the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics have been

a perennial topic of discussion in our region of late. 

This is to be encouraged and expected. 

However, my own eager participation in these 

debates has apparently led some into perhaps 

making assumptions about my own positions on 

the subject of the Soviet legacy and what is to be 

learned from it. Assumptions that are neither 

accurate, nor entirely truthful. 

I don’t know whether these assertions are made of 

ignorance or malice, but I will not presume to cast 

aspersions on the intentions of my comrades in 

their counter-arguments against me (in this, I am 

extending to them a courtesy that some have not 

extended to me). However, given my view on the 

Soviet experiment seems a rather unique one in 

this region, I felt I owed it to give a broader 

explanation and elaboration on my position, and 

why it differs from the conventional wisdom of so 

many in this region. 

To segue into this case, I begin with one of the 

malformed assumptions that one of my occasional  

verbal sparring partners on this subject felt 

compelled to make about me several weeks ago, 

after our rather heated discussion had ended. I will 

not reveal this comrade’s name, partly for 

decency’s sake and partly because it is 

unimportant, what is rather more important is the 

sentiment expressed by this member of the region. 

I quote the following excerpt. 

“Also, Ced's arguments have all just been ''I know 

nothing about the USSR, other than what I’ve been 

told, and thus the vanguard is evil. Also, I’m mixing 

up the 1950s-on with the golden days because 

you can always look at thing as a whole and rather 

in their parts'' and ''You know what's better than 

Revolution? Remaining in our chains.'' 

Well, I would now give our anonymous 

commenter my riposte. In reply to the last 

sentence, I would argue that I’d prefer to state that 

I am not keen on the concept of exchanging one 

set of chains for another. Nor do I see a marked 

improvement from the chains of mad Tsarist 

Feudalism with the corrupt and stultified Red 

Bureaucracy. As for the claim about parts and 

wholes, I will gladly dispense my arguments about 

that in this piece as well. Then this erstwhile 

comrade will have no further complaints about my 

interpretation of the period. 

For knowing nothing about the USSR other than 

what I have been told, I confess that this case is 

true, by definition. I never lived in the USSR, nor 

any of its client states. I would also contend that 

neither did he, and without some extraneous 

evidence to the contrary, saying that I know 

nothing about the USSR other than what others 

have said applies as much to him and everybody 

else who argued against me as it does to me. 

Without first-hand evidence, we all rely on the 

experiences and views of others to inform our own. 

There is nothing wrong with this, nor does it 
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necessarily discount my views. This comrade also 

relies on what others have told him for his views on 

the subject, so we can dispense with this first case. 

Onto my assertion that the October coup merely 

replaced one set of shackles with another, it is 

necessary to bear in mind some salient points from 

the period. When Lenin first seized power in the 

near bloodless coup, he was faced with a difficult 

and immediately vexing question, should he call 

democratic elections for a nation-wide Constituent 

Assembly? One the one hand, he made a big deal 

out of the failure of the Provisional Government he 

overthrew to call such elections. On the other 

hand, the more prosaic fact indicated that the 

Bolsheviks would not win an outright majority, 

lacking as they did support from the vast majority 

of the rural peasantry. 

The results of the January 1918 election 

confirmed this suspicion. Receiving a barely 25% 

of the total vote, Lenin dismissed the Constituent 

Assembly after just a day of it meeting. The 

majority of the Assembly had been dominated by 

non-Bolshevik Socialist parties, particularly the 

rural supported SR’s and a minority of urban 

Menshevik delegates. In other words, Lenin’s 

action cannot be justified as a necessary counter- 

measure to rightist or Tsarist elements, rather a 

brutish and dictatorial suppression of those who 

ought to have been comrades. 

This episode is more important for the fact that it 

had a sequel. The Civil War that had begun in the 

wake of Lenin’s seizure of power intensified. While 

often wrongly characterised as a simple and 

arbitrary battle between ‘Reds’ and ‘Whites’, in 

actual fact it was a highly confusing mess of 

differing factions with varying ideological 

commitments and degrees. Following the 

suppression of the Assembly at machine-gun 

point, ‘Greens’ Armies, supported by peasants, 

national minorities and many disparate socialist 

groups also emerged, intensifying the conflict 

further. While one can acquit Lenin of sole 

responsibility for starting the Civil War, his petulant 

and dictatorial actions intensified the conflict, 

prolonged the ghastly misery of civil war, and 

inflicting needless mass suffering and destruction 

on a population already reeling from the First 

World War. His violent suppression of his own 

comrades was neither necessary nor justifiable, 

and violently prolonged and intensified a 

destructive civil conflict. Does any of this sound 

like the removal of chains and the bringing of 

freedom and bright future? 

As for the assertion that things were different in the 

‘golden days’ of the USSR, this merits closer 

examination. Of course, my erstwhile comrade did 

not mention which period to which he refers, only 

discounting the 1950’s. So, let’s go through them 

each in detail. 

Of the period immediately following the fall of 

Kerensky’s government I have already written, 

three or four years of a destructive civil war that 

Lenin himself played a crucial role in intensifying 

(and at least partial responsibility for starting, 

although I would argue he is less culpable in this 

respect) can hardly be called golden years. Years 

of mass famine, requisitions, starvation and misery 

are well-documented even by pro-Bolshevik 

sources in the period, differing only in where the 

blame is apportioned. Of the bloody suppression 

of the socialist Kronstadt Uprising I also needn’t 

elaborate. No, these can’t be the golden years that 

I am accused of ignoring. 

From Lenin’s death in 1924 to Stalin’s seizure of 

power in 1929 it can scarcely be more likely. A 

political and bureaucratic power struggle 

culminating in the ascension of Joseph Stalin is 

not exactly a triumphant epoch in the annals of 

any country. That the USSR at this time was still 

labouring under the proto-Capitalistic New 

Economic Plan is also a point against my comrade 



intending this to be the Golden Era. This one is 

scarcely more likely. 

From 1930 to 1945 one hardly need to even 

consider. Unless one considers the mass deaths 

and destruction justified by Stalin’s undeniable 

role in the destruction of Fascism in Europe. While 

I will not labour and repeat all the arguments 

about this period here, I will say those. Those (like 

myself) who criticise the appalling cost of the 

collectivisation and forced labour required for 

industrialisation under the Five-Year Plans often 

run up against a frequent objection, that without 

this, the USSR could not have industrialised rapidly 

enough to confront and defeat the Nazis. This 

merits closer examination. 

It is possibly true that an alternative and more 

broad-based Socialist regime would not have 

proceeded with such a rapid industrialisation 

programme. It is also however, likely true that no 

such self-respecting Socialist regime would’ve 

formed an alliance with the grotesque Fascist 

monstrosity as late as 1939, and only abandoning 

it when the enemy turned on them in June 1941. 

To emphasise the importance of this, one must 

recall that when Stalin made his callous pact with 

Hitler, Germany controlled only Austria and 

Czechoslovakia, and was still trying to form an 

alliance precisely to forestall a resurrection of the 

Triple Entente between Britain, France and Russia 

that had so doomed them in the first European 

War. Stalin’s obstinate refusal to contemplate a 

continuation of this alliance led directly to his pact 

with Hitler. Not having to worry about his Eastern 

Front allowed Hitler to overrun the entirety of 

mainland Europe, begin his campaigns in North

Africa and the North Atlantic, and conquer the land 

on which he would later begin his genocidal ‘Final 

Solution’. Ask yourself, would a temporary United 

Front between the liberal and Soviet powers prior 

to 1939 have been a worse alternative? Stalin’s 

 USSR played a key role in dismantling Nazism of 

course, but he was also a prime reason for why 

that job was so difficult to begin with. It is hard to 

imagine a less cynical Socialist regime making 

such a contemptible play for the affections of a 

genocidal and demented race nationalist regime 

between 1939 and 1941. If this is a Golden Age, it 

is a completely dispiriting and deflating one. 

Our erstwhile comrade explicitly did not call the 

1950’s a golden era, so I will discount any analysis 

of the Khrushchev era as irrelevant (since I am 

responding principally to their assertion) and now 

begin the analysis of the only remaining possible 

era, the Brezhnev Era. 

From 1964-1982 many of the Khrushchev era 

liberalising policies, already tentative, were swept 

away, and an increasing chill set over the USSR. It 

is also the period on which the “Arms Race” 

heated up, and the USSR began to focus its 

economy nearly exclusively on arms production in 

a futile attempt to match the American arsenal. 

This quixotic and doomed effort ultimately 

contributed to the decay in social services, 

productivity and general happiness. The Brezhnev 

Era is also renowned as an era of corruption and 

stagnation, as Brezhnev’s ‘stabilisation’ policies 

prevented removal of incompetent or venal state 

officials. Meanwhile, alcoholism in the USSR 

soared to the point of becoming the leading cause 

of death (which it remains to this day). Productivity 

fell and economic planners of the disastrous 

system of central planning failed to respond to the 

rapidly changing demands of the Soviet system. 

While consumer goods and production of them 

increased, this itself was below projections. The 

lethargy and energy of the Soviet leadership 

prevented anything more than halting reforms to 

stymie the decline. This slow miasma that gripped 

the Soviet Union led inexorably to the point of its 

collapse in 1991. Its leaders had neither the ability 

or willingness to address this, and more vigorous 



attempts to reform were stopped by party and 

military elites. The bloated Soviet bureaucracy had 

itself become incapable of the reform it needed to 

perpetuate itself, an illustration, in the most vivid 

sense, of my criticisms of vanguardism. All led 

directly to the complete and abject capitulationism 

of Gorbachev, and the collapse of the Union itself. 

None of this sounds like a particularly impressive 

Golden Era to me but now I have addressed the 

difficulties of each era in turn, can it really be said 

that I am confusing the whole for the parts? 

Perhaps my erstwhile comrades would do well to 

spend less time accusing me of counter- 

revolutionary heresy, and more time to the critical 

examination of the specious flaws in their own 

reasoning. I would ask them which of the above 

periods they would consider a Golden Era. 

Furthermore, I pose the question. Is that really 

the best we can do? If this is the best exemplar we 

have for the future of our ideals, then woe betide 

the Socialist movement in future. Perhaps as a 

cautionary warning to avoid certain pitfalls, the 

USSR is a useful example, but not an example to be

emulated, where avoidable. 

If all this makes me sound like a heretic, it is a 

criticism I neither care for nor feel the need to 

refute. I suppose I will have to accept this as what I 

am, and hope my comrades have sufficient sense 

to examine the arguments I have made above, and 

elsewhere, and not pay attention to various 

ideological slurs hurled my way. They are not 

useful, and prevent objective discourse and 

analysis. I will not lower myself to hurling the same 

accusations at those who have levelled it against 

me, I merely ask you to consider my case above on 

its merits, and make up your own minds. 

CEDORIA 

Justice



Greetings, my fellow TLAians or Assemblians or 

whatever, (We really need a bill to clear this up) 

I am Libertasnia, editor of this fine newspaper (I 

really hope you knew that or I’m becoming more 

and more irrelevant in my Posadist tirades in this 

paper) and Minister of Archives for the Leftist 

Assembly. As many of you may know, I have also 

served a term and ½ as Minister of Foreign Affairs 

under Cedoria and others, but that’s not important. 

This is my termly farewell to the readers of this 

paper unless I’m appointed again. Should I 

announce my intention to run for anything in the 

time between writing this and this issue’s 

publications, I’m sure you will know, and you can 

answer that question yourself. 

Anyway, ya boi Lib may or may not still be 

administering to this paper in the next GA (mostly 

because I can’t remember whether this is my 

second or third term as MoA, my memory’s as 

gone as Atealia’s grammar skills). Thank you for 

the support over the last two terms, I hope to 

continue contributing to this fine paper as we go 

ahead into the Socialist Future of Humanity (No? 

Really? Okie). 

LIBERTASNIA 

Minister of Archives

FAREWELL?



Author’s Note: This topic was suggested to me by 

Comrade VegemiteIsGross after listening to the 

song “Welcome to the Working Class” by David 

Rovics on the Discord bot provided to us by 

Comrade Caelapes. Rovics is one of my favorite 

musicians and I highly recommend you check out 

his music. 

The Middle Class. Its an almost meaningless word 

thrown around by politicians everytime they talk of 

“bring back jobs”, discuss tax reforms, or just 

because it’s near election time. Sometimes you 

hear the word “upper middle class” or “lower 

middle class” thrown around as well. According to 

the Pew Research Center, the middle class 

constitutes households that make “about $42,000 

to $125,000”. Yet, according to a study conducted 

by UC Berkeley, the average income of the bottom 

90% of the United States population is $34,074, or 

as Rovics puts it in his song: “a couple food stamps 

and a pile of sand”. 

So, while not below the poverty line, the average

American is not a member of the middle class as 

politicians would have us believe. Another 

interesting statistic, coming from an article by 

Forbes that compiled tax data: 4 out of every 5 

Americans are in the 2 lowest income tax brackets, 

or do not pay taxes at all. 1 in every 6 Americans 

makes less than $10,350 (or double that for 

married couples), meaning they do not even have 

to file a return. 

What does this data mean? This means that at 

least 16.7% of Americans fall under the poverty 

line, and most of the rest fall outside of the middle 

class. When politicians talk of “helping the middle 

class”, who in the hell are talking to? I’m in a Union 

family, and it’s not me. It’s not a majority of the 

people I know personally, and I doubt it’s many of 

you out there. 

Do not be fooled when bourgeois-democrats tell 

you they are looking to rebuild the middle class or 

bring back jobs. The concept of the middle class is 

another way to divide the proletariat from it true 

goal, and the “bring back jobs” statements 

distracts the workers and stirs anti-immigrant and 

racist sentiments. 

LIBERTASNIA 

Minister of Archives

MYTH OF THE 

MIDDLE CLASS



The Economic Calculation Problem, addressed 

first by the free-market economist Ludwig Mises, is 

often the greatest offense put forward by fedora- 

brandishing Libertarians. I will admit, I believe this 

argument to be the most logical and sound of 

those that Libertarians make. Yet, they themselves 

refuse to recognize the very flaw that Mises himself 

recognized in his “Human Action”: 

“What the operation of a market not sabotaged by 

the interference of compulsion and coercion can 

bring about is merely the best solution accessible 

to the human mind under the given state of 

technological knowledge and the intellectual 

abilities of the age's shrewdest men.” 

Note the bolded words: “the given state of 

technological knowledge”. While this paragraph is 

but a small part of the book, it is central to the 

rebuttal of this argument so often made in this day 

and age. In 1949, when “Human Action” was first 

published in the English language, today’s 

computers did not exist. It was not until the late 

50s that Professor of Business Stafford Beer would 

come up with “management cybernetics”, self- 

explanatory as the application of cybernetics to 

management and resource organization. 

Beer would later go to work with Salvador 

Allende’s Finance Minister, Fernando Flores, and 

now-President of the World Organization of 

Systems and Cybernetics Raúl Espejo to create 

Project Cybersyn (known as Synco in Spanish), a 

project intended to allow for a democratic 

transition to Socialism. This system was adopted in 

opposition to the centralized planning of the USSR 

and other Workers’ States at the time. Cybersyn 

would allow for both worker participation in the 

economy and an efficient way for the government 

to manage the economy. 

Either an unintended side effect, or a completely 

conscious intention of Beer’s, Flores’, Espejo’s, and 

the countless other economists and engineers that 

worked on this project; was that the Economic 

Calculation Problem raised by Mises was solved, 

or at least proven to be possible to defeat. Mises 

himself had conceded that the development of 

technology could surpass the ECP, and it certainly 

has. 

Cybersyn had proven its ability to work even 

before it was out of the prototype stage (the 

“Economic War” brought on by Nixon and the 

coup led by the Chilean military cut Cybersyn 

short before it could be fully implemented) when it 

subverted a truck-owners strike led by 

Confederación Nacional del Transporte, in turn led 

by nationalist leaders and funded by the CIA. 

If Cybersyn has proven its capacity to work 

efficiently and correctly whilst it was still in the 

prototype phase and supported by mere Telex 

technology, imagine what can be done with 

today’s high-speed computers, robots, and 

automation! It is a crime that technology cannot be 

used to its greatest capacity in benefitting all of 

humanity. I’m sure even Mises himself, as evident 

by his own words, would agree. 

LIBERTASNIA 

Minister of Archives

CYBERNETICS & 

ECONOMIC 

PLANNING


