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DISCUSSION 

A MARX FOR THE MANAGERS 

H. H. GERTH AND C. WRIGHT MILLS 

T nHERE is a tendency to interpret modern history, and particu- 
larly the twentieth century, in terms of an increasing bureaucra- 
tization. In whatever domain of thought the question has arisen 

there have been able presentations of the facts of the centralization of in- 
dustrial and administrative organization. But it is not only in statistical 
curves that such phenomena receive notice. They make up the stuff of 
several philosophies of history. 

It is no accident that Max Weber is more and more frequently quoted 
for his thesis that the historical drift may be seen as a bureaucratization 
of industrial societies, irrespective of their constitutional governments. 
It is this form of organization which is taken to be the substance of his- 
tory, the more so as it is identified with a growing rationality of modern 
society. 

It is clear that the application of occidental science is an indispensable 
element in the development of large-scale and planned administrations. 
For Thorstein Veblen, as well as for Weber, the advent of science is a 
phenomenon unique and central to Western civilization. Veblen focused 
more directly upon "the sequence of accumulative technology" and drew 
inferences directly from the fact of its dominance. Apart from the opaque 
line of technological rationality, social life is drift and habituation. The 
irrational institutions, particularly pecuniary ones, are in the main only 
permissive; all they do is occasionally hinder the spread of a mechanical 
rationality into all areas of life. It is the men who nurse the big machines, 
the industrial population, who implement that which makes history. 

For Weber, impersonal rationality stands as a polar opposite to per- 
sonal charisma, the extraordinary gift of leaders. For Veblen, technology, 
widely construed, stands opposite irrational institutions. And for both, 
in whatever other respects they may differ, the rational, the technical 
pole of history will come through; it will increase to dominate the social 
life of the West. 

In this kind of philosophy of history, warfare and revolutions, crises 
and class struggles, are not the central objects to be explained. They are 
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DISCUSSION 20I 

part of modern man's destiny, and as subsidiary processes they further 
implement the big drift toward rationality. The irrational is identified 
with charismatic leaders (Weber) or with "a democracy of emotions" 
(Scheler) or "institutionalized masses" (E. Lederer) or with "pecuniary 
institutions" (Veblen). Authors who follow Pareto and place emphasis 
upon revolutionary changes and historical discontinuities at the price of 
structures are likely to see reality under the emblems of oscillating elites. 
Occasionally "Youth" serves as the shibboleth of tacit hopes to escape 
the inevitable routinized structures of modern societies, and it is also 
used as an explanation of sudden crises. 

One of the latest formulations which popularizes such interpretations 
is provided in James Burnham's book.' His thesis is that what is happen- 
ing in the world will eventuate neither in socialism nor in capitalism; 
rather that through revolutions and wars we move toward "a managerial 
society." The alternatives of capitalism or socialism, of nationalism or 
internationalism, are displaced by a formula which absorbs a number of 
problems into the explanation of one phrase. Strangely enough, such ap- 
parently diverse structures as the New Deal, Russian communism, and 
naziism are taken to be phases on similar roads to this ultimate ending in 
"~a managerial society." 

In common with Spengler, the temper of Burnham's diction embodies a 
pervasive cultural pessimism, and from Marx it borrows the Draconian 
inevitableness of iron necessity. With Lawrence Dennis, Burnham shares 
a technical admiration of the efficient machines now prowling out from 
Germany and irresistibly attracting half of Russia. 

The "managerial world current" is Burnham's demiurge of history, for 
just as a rather petty species of executive manager in the Peloponnesian 
states became for Plato the World-builder, so Burnham Platonizes and 
imputes an irresistible movement toward power to the production expert 
and administrative executive. 

This philosophy of history is typically anchored, whether explicitly or 
not, in two different spheres: (i) in the changing class structure of the cor- 
porate capitalism of the twentieth century and (ii) in the shifting relation- 
ship between the executive and legislative branches of parliamentary 
governments and administrative growth of the former. Only by under- 
standing what has been happening in these two spheres can we locate 
Burnham's views. The significance of the trends evidenced in these 
spheres must be assessed, and their import for the rise to power of various 
personnels and structures must be drawn. What do they mean for the 

I The Managerial Revolution: What Is Happening in the World (New York: John 
Day Co., Inc., I94I). 

This content downloaded from 119.15.93.148 on Wed, 16 Jul 2014 05:35:09 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


202 ETHICS 

distribution of political power and the methods of holding it? How do 
they affect the chances of power of various strata and types of persons in 
modern societies? 

I 

There are several facts concerning the shift of class composition and 
function in twentieth-century capitalism upon which there is agreement. 
Occupationally, the most striking characteristic is the rise of the "new 
middle class. " Since the first great war of this century it has gained great 
social weight. It is composed of white-collar groups and of various pro- 
fessions; it makes up the bulk of clerical and technical staffs. It contains 
the salaried administrator and the expert civil servant, the trained man- 
ager and the private engineer. It is the chief repository of those skills 
necessary to run administrative and industrial machinery, and its mem- 
bers have assumed many of the functions requisite to a capitalist society. 

Recognizing the rise to economic and industrial functioning of this 
class, many writers have set forth lines of social action leading from it. 
It is precisely around the crucial facts concerning this new middle class 
that social interpretations have hovered, and in them are anchored dis- 
appointed socialist views and not a few prophecies and hopes. 

In taking cognizance of the new middle class, G. D. H. Cole stated in 
I937 that it has 

acted politically, as well as economically, as the faithful servant of large-scale 
capitalism ..... It has the power to organize and carry on industry itself, with- 
out the aid of the grande bourgeoisie, if it can insure the cooperation or the sub- 
servience of the proletariat, [and] if the proletariat could be reenforced by the 
adhesion of even a minority of the technicians, administrators, and professional 
men and women who form the active section of the new petite bourgeoisie, it 
could be strong enough .... to build socialism against the united hostility 
of the grande bourgeoisie and the more reactionary petite bourgeois groups. 

As over against Continental Socialists, English Socialists tend to discount 
the state with its armed forces. 

In The Engineers and the-Price System Veblen set forth the industrial 
and economic situation out of which an association and group conscious- 
ness of technicians, presumably recruited from this middle class, might 
arise. For him the realities of the case lie within the range of industrial 
and technological fact. The modern technological system is indispensable 
to modern populations, and only the engineers can run it. In the techni- 
cal planning and execution of work, "The technicians necessarily take 
the initiative and exercise the necessary surveillance and direction." Given 
the centralized and intricately connected technological system, "the 
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wholehearted cooperation of the technicians would be .... indispensable 
to any effectual movement of overturn." They are essential for any suc- 
cessful line of revolutionary action. But Veblen does not detail the means 
by which an association of engineers might come about. He does not ex- 
amine political and class situations, and the differential chances of power- 
holding and power-grabbing do not come within his explicit purview. 
On this crucial point he is ambiguous by irony, and behind this guise he 
states that, although they are indispensable to any overthrow, the tech- 
nicians will not engage in such a line of action. In so far as workers are 
organized, it is in organizations "for bargaining, not production," which 
are "of the vested interests." Yet,- in order to be successful, the engi- 
neers' revolution involves "inquiry and publicity" directed at "the under- 
lying population" and the working-out of a "common understanding and 
a solidarity of sentiment between the technicians and the working force 
engaged in . . . the greater underlying industries of the system." 

There are those among the technocrats who, being less competent than 
Veblen, were also less cautious. For these the apocalyptic day of seized 
power follows quickly the night of economic and technical shifts in func- 
tion. 

In I935 Alfred Bingham stated: "If .... the original Marxist concept 
of a class rising from functional supremacy to political supremacy be 
followed, it leads today to the conclusion that the technical and managerial 
middle classes are slated to be next in the sequence of ruling classes." In 
assessing the chances at power of the new middle class, Cole seeks pro- 
grammatically to draw their weight into the big push of the workers. 
Veblen seeks to draw the workers' support to the engineers among the 
new class. Bingham fears their support of fascism. But Burnham is not 
so cautious as all these. It is his thesis that the managers, who, although 
he does not say so, are drawn from the middle class, are increasingly the 
rulers of modern nations and that we are moving into a society over which 
they will be absolute lords. The heart of Burnham's thesis and the chief 
assumption underlying it are contained in the I935 quotation from Bing- 
ham. 

One error which pervades this interpretation of the chances at power 
of managerial elements of the new middle class is the assumption that 
the technical indispensability of certain functions in a social structure 
are taken ipso facto as a prospective claim for political power. This error 
is not confined to the view that technical managers and production engi- 
neers are going to usher in a society dominated by themselves; it also 
feeds the widespread notion that in modern Germany the middle class 
has attained power. If facts are brought to bear upon these points, they 
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will disclose the infeasibility of the basic assumption which underlies 
them. It is our view that such interpretations unduly short-cut the road 
from technical indispensability to a grab and hold of power. The short cut 
establishes too automatic an agreement between the social-economic order 
and political movements. 

It is only by confining the term "capitalism" to production for free 
markets, to a laissez faire economy under a parliamentary government, 
that Burnham is able to view imperialist. Germany as noncapitalistic. 
However, there is a type of capitalism that produces for the state rather 
than for an open market. As a system such production has always been 
most profitable. Nineteenth-century capitalism may have preferred 
peaceful penetration, the open door, and economic pacifism. Imperialist 
capitalism of the twentieth century increasingly trades at the point of a 
gun, but it is no less capitalism. 

In evaluating the class situation in Germany, we must consider that 
the group of big industrialists and Junkers have not lost power. If occa- 
sional members are plucked out for individual discipline, it does not mean 
that as a stratum they have been deprived of power but merely that what 
Mr. Thyssen loses becomes Baron von Schroeder's commission. Frequent- 
ly the inference is made that the governmental regulations of the German 
war economy, the political allocation of investment capital, raw materials, 
labor, and the subsidization of chances to export act to the detriment of the 
capitalist class. To some factions they do. In general, those suffer whose 
products and establishments are not considered vital for the war economy. 
The shift from a peacetime to a wartime economy affects this class as does 
any such crisis. Likewise, the political guidance of investment policies 
deprives many establishments of profits which under a free market would 
have been available for reinvestment. However, the funds which are 
losses to some capitalists are gains for other capitalists. In the political 
capitalism of Germany the state acts as a co-ordinating and transferring 
agency. The German army is big business, and to the extent that its 
acquisitions allow for the incorporation of other nations' businesses, it 
pays in "plant expansions." Why should munition-makers such as Hen- 
schel and Krupp, and airplane manufacturers such as Junker and Messer- 
schmitt, feel thwarted by plant expansions because they are financed from 
funds that are larger than those that would have been available in an 
open market and which consist of taxes and governmentally compelled 
loans? The political control of the total economy secures an investment 
to the big capitalists and their subcontractors who are considered essential 
to the war economy. Mr. Funk is no less divorced from the capitalist 
group than was Mr. Schacht: the latter came out of a bank, while the 
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former emerged from the commercial pages of the Berlin Boersen-Zeitung. 
The war economy makes the estates of the Junkers as necessary and safe 
as under the Kaiser or the Social Democratic regime when they faced the 
blockade. There is no evidence that the traditional ruling class of big 
industrialists and Junkers in Germany fare worse economically under 
Hitler than they did under the Kaiser. The Junkers' estates have been 
buttressed by a class of hereditarily entailed peasants. The National So- 
cialist party domesticates labor and the middle class for the owners better 
than did the Democratic Socialists. Control of prices works primarily for 
them and only secondarily for the peasant; as part of the consumers and 
as a labor reserve, the middle class helps carry the load. 

The fact that numerous individuals of middle-class extraction have 
had opportunities and have risen in the social scale does not mean that 
"the middle class rose to power." On the contrary, the Nazi war economy 
has violated all material election promises to the middle class. The middle 
class was politically important in the ascent of the Nazi party to power, 
but it is a power which they do not share. "Tax-Bolshevism" was not 
decimated; it was augmented. Wholesale distributions through co-opera- 
tives and department stores did not decline under Nazi control. At least 
half a million independent middle-class retailers closed down. And many 
independent enterprisers have become factory hands. In the light of such 
facts, it would be strange to assume that a class gets into power only to 
curtail its own opportunities and its own interests. Totalitarian regi- 
mentation has superseded Burgfrieden. 

Those individuals of middle-class extraction who have become officers 
in the army and Gestapo agents, by virtue of their party membership 
fill occupations which make them part of the state organization. From 
this state organization and not from their class extraction they derive 
such power as they have. In monarchial Germany many bureaucrats 
were recruited from among the petite bourgeoisie, but this did not mean 
that the imperial policy benefited the petite bourgeoisie. Nor does the fact 
that Hitler was a house-painter and Goebbels' father a blacksmith bene- 
fit the house-painters and the blacksmiths. The question is: Where is the 
power? And the answer is: It is the structure of domination, which is the 
state with its monopoly of physical force, and fused within it the indus- 
trialists and their agrarian colleagues. Neither the proclamation nor the 
social extraction of the political actor is the deciding factor in the use of 
power. Deeds answer the question cui bono? Discrete opportunities for 
individual jobs is one thing; access to the positions controlling the big 
business of Europe is quite another. The ascent of certain members of the 
middle class is more than counterbalanced by the compulsory descent of 
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other members of this class, by the decline of their standard of living, and 
by the war losses of their youth. 

The role of the German lower middle class in the ascent to power of the 
Nazi party is well known; the meagerness of their political harvest should 
by now be equally evident. The rise of a few Nazi parvenus into industrial 
robber barons, booty capitalists of imperialist dimensions, is paid for dear- 
ly by the nonowners and by displaced owners. The spoils of the war and 
levies on Jewry, municipalities, political protectorates, and subjected na- 
tions accrue to the propertied class. It is a peculiarity of modern warfare, 
irrespective of nations and constitutions, that the middle class has nothing 
material to gain from it. Political capitalism as it now dominates Ger- 
many does not benefit middle-class businesses, nor does it lend power to 
the middle class. Such psychic income of patriotic glory as they receive 
may compensate for social and economic deterioration. It is, however, 
ersatz. 

This middle class contains the managerial professionals with whom 
Burnham is concerned: he speaks of their grasp of and high chance at 
further power. The crucial fact in Germany concerning these skilled 
personnels in their relation to power is that their very indispensability and 
scarcity value for a war economy insures their loss of income and per- 
sonal freedom, and provides a decade of overwork. The close supervision 
over them partakes of army discipline. Not power but subjugation to 
martial law is their lot. They are as enslaved as any wage-worker. That 
skill is at a premium does not in itself mean that the skilled have an op- 
portunity for positions entailing power decisions. They are as attached 
to plants as were serfs to feudal manors-unless their income exceeds 
12,000 Reichsmarks (about $4,ooo) a year. A slight minority of them 
have salaries above this figure. As experts they give advice, but they re- 
ceive orders. 

Occupational skill is not identical with class position. Some engineers 
are hired men; other engineers do the hiring. A consultant engineer may 
have his own office, work for his own account, and, economically speaking, 
be an independent enterpriser. Or an individual with the same type and 
amount of trained skill may be a production engineer with a fixed salary 
and fixed stages in his career within an organization. The possession of a 
skill may well mean quite heterogeneous interests, class positions, and 
political loyalties. In a democracy, apart from common technical knowl- 
edge, technicians may be found on all political sides of many social fences. 
The technical knowledge of managers and their relation to production is 
one thing; their class position, political loyalties, and their stake in the 
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current system is quite another. There is no intrinsic connection between 
the two. 

Those who control the experts are not the "political colleagues" of 
managers but their powerful masters. From a managerial standpoint they 
may be amateurs, but perhaps it is always the experts in power-grabbing 
and wielding who, although not specialists in handling implements of pro- 
duction or destruction, master whole nations and purge experts. 

Modern industry does require specifically trained staffs. But such oc- 
cupational roles will be filled irrespective of the type of political system 
in which this modern industry is situated. The chances at political power 
for those filling technically indispensable roles is not a function of their 
technical roles but of their class position and political affiliations, what- 
ever they may be. 

Precisely because of their specialization and knowledge the scientist 
and technician are among the most easily used and co-ordinated of groups 
in modern society. This is proved in the German experience. The very 
rigor of their training typically makes them the easy dupes of men wise 
in political ways. In the face of Burnham's depiction of the sinister motives 
of dissatisfied managers and in defense of the trustworthiness, reliability, 
and loyalty of America's technical managers to owners and to our so- 
ciety as it is now duly constituted, it is pertinent to recall the resolution 
passed by the representative American Engineering Council. Their stand 
on the technocracy question was well to the middle right, and they 
thought it "appropriate at this time to record its unqualified admiration 
of Herbert Hoover .... [who is] one of the world's greatest leaders and 
benefactors of our time." 

All factual reports of the organizations of American scientists and in- 
dustrial technicians disprove completely speculations about the singular 
class position and political stand of such groups. An American "Soviet" 
of technically trained persons would be as politically and socially conserv- 
ative as any businessmen's service club. 

One prop which is used to support belief in the shift of the managers' 
de facto control of industry to dominance in the political order is the fact 
of absentee ownership. Absentee ownership is one of the problems of 
modern industrial society which certain thinkers, among them Burnham, 
solve in favor of the absentee owner's functioning agent. Where Marx had 
the coupon-clipping parasites expropriated by the exploited proletariat, 
Burnham has them expropriated by their junior partners and social col- 
leagues, the managers. The Marxist class struggle has shifted its stage 
from the barricades to the Social Club. The expropriation of capitalists 
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becomes automatic, intimate, and silent. Despite Mr. Krassin, an odd 
engineer whom Burnham cites, the Russian Revolution does not quite 
confirm this view. 

Burnham notes with satisfaction for his thesis that, while the absentee 
owners have been absent, their functioning managers have been gaining 
power. But what have the owners been doing while absent from their 
businesses? Veblen did not tell the whole tale in his depiction of the ac- 
tivities of the leisure class. Absentee owners have continuously devoted 
themselves to politics. Mr. Chamberlain did not lose power because he 
substituted a premiership for the management of his private steel cor- 
poration, and it is said that the contract for the Anderson bomb shelter, 
instead of a large-scale investment in underground shelters, in London 
was, among other reasons, not entirely irrelevant to the steel industry. 
If they are successful, the lords now taking over the guidance of the Brit- 
ish Empire's destiny will not lessen the prestige and luster of their class. 

Tenants have not become owners because they have had disposition 
over houses and farms and estates; they have not, during the last three 
hundred years, automatically dethroned the absentee owning British aris- 
tocracy. Nor will the production engineers and administrative experts 
displace the economic royalists whose confidence they now enjoy. 

Burnham's definition of private property significantly omits one as- 
pect of "disposition over goods": the disposition to the next generation. 
It is pertinent that the sons of the managers do not inherit the managed 
property but rather the relatives of the absentee owners. It is not usual 
for managers to sell out the plants which they manage. Socialism begins 
where a legal order does not provide for succession of property holdings 
in terms of blood relationship nor for private transfers of property. 
Hence, in this respect, naziism stands quite remote from communism. In 
Germany, as far as shifts in property holding are concerned, what has 
occurred makes for the happiness of owners and their heirs. Only in so 
far as they may become owners will the managers share in such happiness. 
It is by overlooking the problem of inheritance of property that naziism 
and communism appear as two phases of the same movement. Those who 
hate the Nazi but fear Russian communism know why. 

In treating Russian communism and German naziism as basically sim- 
ilar trends, Burnham confounds the regulatory power of the state with 
ownership. The ideal model of thought of economic theory may for cer- 
tain purposes disregard the regulatory power of the state, but in reality 
there has never been economic conduct which has not been subject to 
political and legal regulations. Every tariff and industrial code, even if 
totalitarian, distributes differential opportunities among economic agents, 
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and those who regulate do not thereby own. There is in Russia no private 
ownership of the means of production. Nobody owns them. Burnham's 
assumption that someone must, even if it be managers, because someone 
"controls" them, is a lag from capitalist ways of thinking. His definition 
of property as actual disposition means an eternalization of notions of 
private property. No commander of a battleship owns it or transfers it 
at will. Nor do the heiresses to industrial properties in the United States, 
Germany, and England lose ownership of machines and offices which 
their late fathers' production engineers and executives efficiently and 
faithfully run for them. The belief in private and hereditary property, 
and the maintenance of a society stratified in terms of property, is not a 
technical or a "managerial" problem. It is quite evidently a political 
and legal problem. And it is precisely in the sphere of politics that man- 
agers do not significantly differ from owners in their beliefs and loyalties. 
Mr. Krassin and Friedrich Engels became communists not because they 
were engineers and manufacturers but despite it. 

So far we have considered managers as the members of the new middle 
class who are technically and industrially "concerned directly in produc- 
tion." Burnham, however, does not restrict the term "manager" to such 
production and industrial functions. For him, it apparently includes a 
type of governmental bureaucrat. This duality of meaning, which per- 
vades his argument, enables him to lend to its cogency in various contexts 
by making references to powerful groups in each of these contexts. Either 
by violating the principle of identity or by taking the term "manager" 
as an emblematic slogan to mean those in power, Burnham exploits the 
facts concerning the growth of bureaucratic structures for his own thesis. 
Sometimes the "managers" are the "European managerial politician" and 
frequently they are referred to as "managers, in and out of government, 
along with their bureaucratic and military colleagues," and "the bureau- 
crats (for which we may read 'managers')." Yet later it is not "the bu- 
reaucracy but the managing group which is becoming the ruling class." 
Again, when discussing those who attain power in the United States, 
Burnham says, "The bureaucrats in charge of popular mass organiza- 
tions .... take their places among the managers." He means the C.I.O. 
"Who are the managers?" is a real question for those who wish to under- 
stand Burnham's argument. They seem to be, as we have said, those in 
power in whatever context Burnham discusses. They have one trait in 
common: all the groups mentioned as managers are more or less associ- 
ated with personnels holding offices in bureaucracies. Thus, much of the 
cogency that Burnham's thesis has is due to the simple fact that the form 
of organization all over the world is, perhaps increasingly, bureaucratic. 
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But the ends for which these structures will be used, who will be at their 
tops, how they might be overthrown, and what movements will grow up 
into such structures-these are not considered; they are swallowed in the 
consideration of the form of organization, the demiurge of history, the 
"managerial world current." 

II 
Since the late I920'S it has been often observed that the executive 

branch of parliamentary government has been assuming more weight 
and functions at the expense of the legislative organs. Wars implement 
this shift. The legislature may be reduced to an interrogative, occasion- 
ally criticizing, and, after executive successes, applauding function. All 
modern states are bureaucratic. But bureaucracies do not operate with- 
out definite social settings. 

There are several views of the power relations of a growing bureauc- 
racy. Hegel and his followers, down to Sombart and Burnham, hold that 
a bureaucracy becomes an autonomous structure with ultimate and su- 
preme power over all classes. Others have not emphasized so much the 
technical aspect of the machinery of power but its direction and ends. 
The question cui bono? and the question of recruitment of those who dom- 
inate in the power decisions of a bureaucracy lead to questions which 
cannot be answered by confining one's self to the consideration of the 
formal pattern of modern states, whether they be czarist, monarchial, 
democratic, or totalitarian. It opens the question as to the power rela- 
tions of the bureaucracy to various classes. 

If classes are ultimately defined according to their relations to the 
means of production, or in terms or property, a bureaucracy is certainly 
not a class. Typically, the official of a bureaucracy is not allowed to be- 
come an economic enterpriser. In so far Hegel is correct; they remain re- 
moved from specific economic interests. But if, as in the political capital- 
ism of modern Germany, a ruling group uses political power for building 
up private economic power, for acquiring industrial properties (G6ring, 
for example), it is probable that for once Marx may be correct in calling 
the state the executive committee of the ruling class. In parliamentary 
systems the group of owners may find its representation in the ruling 
party. In Germany the amassing of fortunes by Nazi chieftains does not 
curb but rather consolidates the power of the owning group. A new com- 
position for an owning group does not destroy it. The robber barons fuse 
with the older industrialists by sharing their wealth, their interests, and 
their worries. In some contexts he who hesitates and does not grab is 
himself an object to be grabbed. Adventurous imperialism under Nazi 
aegis has no use for the individual brilliance of a Cecil Rhodes; they or- 
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ganize a disciplined advance comparable only to the older corporate ad- 
ventures of such companies as the East Indian, but in a world already 
grabbed they must be even better armed, and they must mobilize an en- 
tire nation for their advance. 

For Burnham, the import of the growth of executive bureaucracies is 
the ousting of the capitalist owners. But there is no evidence for this. It 
is true that in America the corporations have been anti-Roosevelt and 
that the tension between the owners and the New Deal is due to the in- 
creasing of the regulatory power of the state. But this state control has 
by no means aimed at dislocating ownership. It has, in fact, been security 
against such dislocation. The New Deal has protected the perpetuation 
of the system of ownership against the dangers which seem to be inherent 
in it. It is not property which has been "managed," but the defaults of 
the property system. And in this respect, naturally, the corporate owners 
have not resented governmental expansion. They have resented that pro- 
tection has been extended to small owners, farmers and bank depositors, 
and to nonowning groups, as trade-unions and the unemployed. The cor- 
porate owners have sought to restrict the scope of such protection or 
"welfare regulation" by the government. The objection is that Roosevelt 
has "unduly" extended such control to the defaults of the system as it 
touches propertyless sectors of the population. 

What is the role and relation to power decisions of the expert in gov- 
ernment? Experts do not make decisions but influence them, and, fortu- 
nately for the wielders of power, by virtue of their specialization they are 
likely to draw different conclusions from the same observations. The 
turnover of experts within structures of power, military, industrial, and 
governmental, does not conduce to their steady influence upon ultimate 
decisions. Witness the army purges and the shuffling of "the self-confident, 
young men" of the New Deal. It is not irrelevant to contrast the insecu- 
rity of tenure of the expert with the legally guaranteed inheritance of pri- 
vate owners. In totalitarian regimes the personal insecurity of experts 
increases proportionately to the influence of their advice. In democracies 
experts may retire and grumble; in totalitarianism they are liquidated. 

But is it true that the state bureaucracies that have grown up are tend- 
ing to become the repository of power decisions? If not, for what class or 
social sector are they the instruments? 

Harold Laski has pointed out that the assumptions of the British civil 
servant are "the same as those of the men who own the instruments of 
production." The general strike of 1926 showed that British bureaucrats 
will stand socially and politically with the ruling class. Neither their al- 
leged neutrality nor their independence from the class in power has ever 
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been tested by their having to administer policies counter to the loyalties 
of their class. 

It is true that the larger a bureaucracy becomes, the more restricted its 
head becomes in giving orders. The means built up restrict the ends for 
which they can be used. But the top knocks off the "managers" before 
they get to be the depository of decisional power. The purges in Germany 
serve the owners, certainly not the "managers." In Russia the centraliza- 
tion of bureaucratic agencies involved the purging of any sector of it 
which was gaining too much weight and threatening the absolutism of 
Stalin and his ruling circle. The history of brain-trusters does not be- 
speak the power of the "managers" in the New Deal. 

III 

The task of understanding what is happening in the world today in- 
volves a comprehension of such basic issues as the retention or abolition 
of private property, the structure of classes, possible political and social 
movements, and of war. For it is from such matters and not in the all- 
pervasive drift to some generalform of organization that one may obtain 
a view which implements an intelligent and prepared expectation. To 
swallow such crucial items and possibilities into a form of organization is 
to be engulfed within the demiurge of history. The questions of events 
that require answering and which may well be weighty determinants of the 
course of history are not merely incidental to some unilinear tendency 
toward great organizations. They may well constitute the pivots of his- 
tory; they may be points around which managed structures swing in new 
and unforeseen directions. 

Nothing has been more surprising during recent decades than the dis- 
ruption of large-scale bureaucratic regimes and the quick dissolution of 
armies. And nothing is more astounding than the speed with which new 
and rival social machineries may be built up. The czarist police and the 
Communist G.P.U. may be equally harsh and brutal in their techniques 
of persecution; but this formal sameness should not obscure the fact that 
they are directed against different strata. Nothing is known of wholesale 
purges of production executives and army officers under czarism which 
would be comparable to the Communist purges of the middle I930's. It is 
such facts as these which make fruitless a lumping of all executive agen- 
cies under one rubric "the managers.' 

We must not only consider the formal structures of history; we must 
also consider the various uses which are made of them. For the class 
pivots of such use are also a part of history-and an important part. 
Marx believed that state bureaucracies would remain fairly stable 
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throughout bourgeois revolutionary shifts in power at the top, and Max 
Weber generalized this view for all revolutions. But this does not seem to 
be true of twentieth-century bureaucracies. Their very size and complex- 
ity make it possible for small alert groups with political loyalties to other 
machines to become "cells" in them and crucially to snarl and entangle 
their functioning. Little cells may be formed in bureaucracies which ex- 
ternally carry on their proper work but take commands from political 
groups on the outside. Such activities do not contribute to continuous 
bureaucratization. 

It is not convincing that a book subtitled "What Is Happening in the 
World" should be without an explanation of the drive to war. Wars seem 
to Burnham "natural to society"; they only further the drift toward a 
form of organization. In seeing capitalism's displacement by a managerial 
society, Burnham obviates an explanation of war. He vindicates naziism 
because it succeeded in eliminating unemployment. He has, however, to 
expand the concept of employment far beyond economic functions. The 
endowment of unemployed masses not with relief but with barracks and 
weapons may constitute a "solution," may lead out of unemployment 
crises, but it is no new precept to solve economic crises by plunging into 
imperialist warfare. The Nazi drive to war is not nihilism, but imperial- 
ism, an old phenomenon in a streamlined form. Factors which are not a 
part of the hypothetical managerial society but are intrinsic to the struc- 
ture and power grouping of the real world are needed to explain war. Of 
particular importance today is the political bolstering and implementa- 
tion of capitalist crises. "Germany," says Hitler, "must export or die." 
In shrinking world-markets German capitalism can conquer outlets for 
commodities and capital and raw materials only by violence. It is no 
longer possible by peaceful trade. Lebensraum for Central European capi- 
talism means raw materials and chances to export. Socialism in one coun- 
try may be possible; National Socialism is not. 

Burnham suffers from too much Marx: for economic determinism, 
control over the implements of production is the only route to power. 
But as E. A. Ross stated during the first World War such a view needs to 
be rounded out with a doctrine of martial determinism. Among wars there 
are revolutionary wars which may be capitalized and guided by self- 
elected elites but not always. No manager pushes a button to be immedi- 
ately and efficiently equipped with a spontaneous mass-grasp at power. 
To overlook the stress of war on loyalty and morale and to count for 
naught the deprivations of masses may be helpful contributions to the 
cogency of a unilinear and formal construction of history, but it does not 
make for a readiness to expect the unexpected. To be grounded in his- 
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tory is to expect of the future that which does not follow mechanically 
but flows from large decisions not yet made. The belief in the stability 
of German totalitarianism and of the self-split and doom of the Soviet 
Union is a prognosis of Burnham's which does not become less a wishful 
thought by his dressing it in admiration of the technically efficient. The 
loyalties of potential revolutionary strata are not wholly determined by 
who has the best parachutes: workers are not necessarily loyal because 
their employers have shiny machines; soldiers are not necessarily loyal 
because their weapons are the latest. 

On the other hand, Dr. Goebbels has correctly remarked that revolu- 
tionary organizations and their animi do not disappear while under- 
ground. They become dangerous in so far as they succeed by cell tech- 
niques in winning the loyalties of men within the bureaucratic structures. 
In France the army was defeated but the generals remained. The very 
extension of these bureaucratic structures brings with it the extension of 
chaos should they fall during their supreme test which is defeat in war. 
It is during such crises that not the specialist managers but revolutionary 
leaders may take over. The Russian and the German revolutions' of I 9I7 

and i9i8 started in their navies, not with but against officers. We are 
not so convinced of the stability and finality of naziism in Europe. Amer- 
ican rearmament may solve the problem of unemployment, and warfare 
is no Nazi patent. The military breakdown and the eventual breakdown 
of the Nazi war machine may well release forces which may be primarily 
apt in engineering revolutions and later in managing staffs of engineers. 
Their goal will not be to curb masses but to mobilize them. A prognosis 
of what is happening in the world today which reduces masses to the mere 
object of the mythologizing of engineers may well be surprised at the po- 
tentialities of the possible opponents of the present managers. If the 
present ruling owners fall, so may their managers. 

Burnham's theory of historical change does not take adequately into 
account the defacto functioning of class structures. For him the constitu- 
ents of society are masses and elites. History is now a struggle between 
managers and weak, because functionally "superfluous," capitalists; later 
it will be between different managers who will curb the masses with 
myths. In order to become dominant, all the managers must do is control 
the functional economy, really run the productive apparatus, silently 
knock over the remaining capitalists and curb the masses. That is all 
they have to do! 

Modern revolutions are not watched by masses as they occur within 
the palace of elites. Revolutions are less dependent upon managerial per- 
sonnels and their myths than upon those who bring to focus and legiti- 
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mate the revolutionary activity of struggling classes. The Russian revo- 
lutionaries may have been slight in number, but the peasants who wanted 
the land were many, and it is they who make revolutionary leaders suc- 
cessful. The French Revolution was not dissimilar. In Central Europe 
in i9i8 the urban proletariat was the class that pushed the socialist 
leaders into power. In modern history always behind the elites and parties 
there are revolutionary masses. Without such masses, parties may shout 
revolution, but (no matter how expert they may be) they cannot make it. 

So far such revolutionary masses, landless peasants, striking workers, 
and defeated armies have ousted owners and their managers. The pro- 
ductive process is not always and necessarily continuous and ongoing but 
may well exhibit major breakdowns and discontinuities; from the stand- 
point of the technologist, it seems to be the dilettantes and amateurs who, 
coming into power, build up a new staff of expert managers. Such radical 
shifts in the distribution of power and in the composition of personnels 
are not illuminated by being covered with the all-over phrase, "the man- 
agerial revolution." 
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