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It would be convenient indeed if such
a contentious issue as the relationship
between population and resources could
be discussed in some ethically neutral
manner. In recent years scientific investi-
gations into this relationship have multi-
plied greatly in number and sophistica-
tion, But the plethora of scientific inves-
tigation has not reduced contentiousness;
rather, it has increased it. We can ven-
ture three possible explanations for this
state of affairs: (1) science is not ethi-
cally neutral; (2) there are serious de-
fects in the scientific methods used to
consider the population-resources prob-
lem; or (3) some people are irrational
and fail to understand and accept scien-
tifically established results. All of these
explanations may turn out to be true, but
we can afford to proffer none of them
without substantial qualification. The
last explanation would re(ll-ui.re, for ex-
ample, a careful analysis of the concept
of rationality before it could be sustained
[6]. The second explanation would re-
quire a careful investigation of the
capacities and limitations of a whole bat-
tery of scientific methods, techniques,
and tools, together with careful evalua-
tion of available data, before it could be
judged correct or incorrect. In this
paper, however, I shall focus on the first
explanation and seek to show that the
lack of ethical neutrality in science
affects each and every attempt at “ration-
al” scientific discussion of the popula-
tion-resources relationship, I shall fur-
ther endeavor to show how the adoption
of certain kinds of scientific methods in-
evitably leads to certain kinds of sub-
stantive conclusions which, in turn, can
have profound political implications.

TuoeE EtHIicAL NEUTRALITY
ASSUMPTION

Scientists frequently appear to claim
that scientific conclusions are immune
from ideological assault. Scientific meth-
od, it is often argued, guarantees the
objectivity and ethical neutrality of “fac-
tual” statements as well as the conclu-
sions drawn therefrom. This view is com-
mon in the so-called natural sciences;
it is also widespread in disciplines such
as economics and sociology. The peculi-
arity of this view is that the claim to be
ethically neutral and ideology free is it-
self an ideological claim. The principles
of scientific method (whatever they may
be) are normative and not factual state-
ments. The principles cannot, therefore,
be justified and validated by appeal to
science’s own methods. The principles
have to be validated by appeal to some-
thing external to science itself. Presuma-
bly this “something” lies in the realms
of metaphysics, religion, morality, ethics,
convention, or human practice. What-
ever its source, it lies in realms that even
scientists agree are freely penetrated by
ideological considerations. I am not ar-
guing that facts and conclusions reached
by means of a particular scientific meth-
od are false, irrelevant, immoral, unjusti-
fiable, purely subjective, or non-replica-
ble. But I am arguing that the use of a
particular scientific method is of neces-
sity founded in ideology, and that any
claim to be ideology free is of necessity
an ideological claim. The results of any
enquiry based on a particular version
of scientific method cannot consequently
claim to be immune from ideological
assault, nor can they automatically be
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regarded as inherently different from or
superior to results arrived at by other
methods.

The ideological foundation of the ethi-
cal neutrality assumption can be demon-
strated by a careful examination of the
paradigmatic basis of enquiry through-
out the history of science (both natural
and social) [7; 16; 27], as well as by
examining the history of the ethical neu-
trality assumption itself [27; 40]. The
ideological foundation can also be re-
vealed by a consideration of those the-
ories of meaning in which it is accepted
that there cannot be an ethically neutral
language because meaning in language
cannot be divorced from the human
practices thrcrugh which specific mean-
ings are learned and communicated [9;
42%. It is not, however, the purpose of
this paper to document the problems and
defects of the ethical neutrality assump-
tion, critical though these are, I shall,
rather, start from the position that scien-
tific enquiry cannot proceed in an ethi-
cally neutral manner, and seek to show
how the inability to sustain a position
of ethical neutrality inevitably implies
some sort of an ideological position in
-any attempt to examine something as
complex as a population-resources sys-
tem.

Lack of ethical neutrality does not in
itself prove very much. It does serve, of
course, to get us beyond the rather triv-
ial view that there is one version of some
problem that is scientific and a variety
of versions which are purely ideological.
For example, the Malthusian terms
“overpopulation” and “pressure of popu-
lation on the means of subsistence” are
inherently no more or less scientific than
Marx’s terms “industrial reserve army”
and “relative surplus population,” even
though there is a predilection among un-
sophisticated analysts to regard the for-
mer phrases as adequately scientific and
the latter as purely ideological. Unfortu-
nately, it is not very informative to aver
also that all versions of a problem are
ideological, and it is downright mislead-
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ing to suggest that our views on the
population-resources problem depend
merely upon whether we are optimists
or pessimists, socialists or conservatives,
determinists or possibilists, and the like.
To contend the latter is not to give suffi-
cient credit to that spirit of scientific en-
deavor that seeks to establish “truth”
without invoking subjective personal
preferences; to say that there is no such
thing as ethical neutrality is not to say
that we are reduced to mere personal
opinion.

We are, however, forced to concede
that “scientific” enquiry takes place in a
social setting, expresses social ideas, and
conveys social meanings. If we care to
probe more deeply into these social
meanings, we may observe that particu-
lar kinds of scientific method express cer-
tain kinds of ethical or ideological posi-
tions. In something as controversial as the
population-resources debate an under-
standing of this issue is crucial; yet it is
all too frequently ignored. If, as I subse-
quently hope to show, the dominant
method of logical empiricism inevitably
produces Malthusian or neo-Malthusian
results, then we can more easily under-
stand how it is that scientists raised in
the tradition of logical empiricism have,
when they have turned to the popula-
tion-resources question, inevitably attrib-
uted a certain veracity to the Malthusian
and neo-Malthusian view. When they
have found such a view distasteful such
scientists have rarely challenged it on
“scientific” grounds; they have, rather,
resorted to some version of subjective
optimism as a basis for refutation. This
kind of refutation has not been helpful,
of course, for it has perpetuated the illu-
sion that science and ideology (under-
stood as personal preference) are inde-
pendent of each other when the real
problem lies in the ideology of scientific
method itself.

It is easiest to grapple with the con-
nections between method, ideology, and
substantive conclusions by examining the
works of Malthus, Ricardo, and Marx,
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for it is relatively easy to grasp the con-
nections in these works and thereby to
discern some important and often ob-
scured questions that lie at the heart of
any analysis of the population-resources
relation,

MaLTHUS

It is sometimes forgotten that Malthus
wrote his first Essay on the Principle of
Population in 1798 as a political tract
against the utopian socialist-anarchism

Godwin and Condorcet and as an
antidote to the hopes for social progress
aroused by the French Revolution. In
his introduction, however, Malthus lays
down certain principles of method which
ought, he argues, to govern discourse
concerning such an ambitious subject as
the perfectibility of man:

A writer may tell me that he thinks a
man will ultimately' become an ostrich.

I cannot properly contradict him, But

before he can expect to bring any rea-

sonable person over to his opinion, he
ought to show that the necks of man-
kind have been gradually elongating,
that the lips have grown harder and more

Erominent, that the legs and feet are

aily altering their shape, and that the

hair is beginning to change into stubs of
feathers. And till the probability of so
wonderful a conversion can be shown, it
is surely lost time and lost eloquence to
expatiate on the happiness of man in such

a state: to describe his powers, both of

running and flying, to paint him in a

condition where all narrow luxuries would

be contemned, where he would be em-
pl only in collecting the necessaries
of life, and where, consequently, each
man’s share of labour would be light, and
his portion of leisure ample [19, p. 70].

The method which Malthus advocates
is empiricism. It is through the applica-
tion of this empiricist method that the
competing theories of the utopian social-
ists, the proponents of liberal advance-
ment and the rights of man, and the ad-
vocates of “the existing order of things”
can be tested against the realities of the
world. Yet, the %rst edition of the Essay
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is strongly colored by a priori deduction
as well as by polemics and empiricism.
Malthus sets up two postulates—that
food is necessary to the existence of man
and that the passion between the sexes
is necessary and constant. He places
these two postulates in the context of
certain conditions; deduces certain con-
sequences (including the famous law
through which population inevitably
Places pressure on the means of subsist-
ence); and then uses the empiricist
method to verify his deductions. Thus
Malthus arrives at a conception of meth-
od which we may call “logical empiri-
cism.” This method broadly assumes
that there are two kinds of truths which
we may call “logical truths” (they are
correct deductions from certain initial
statements) and “empirical truths” (they
are correct and veriﬁable factual state-
ments which reflect observation and ex-
periment). Logical truths may be related
to empirical truths by uniting the two
kinds of statements into a hypothetico-
deductive system. If empirical observa-
tion indicates that certain of the derived
statements are “factually true,” then this
is taken to mean that the system of state-
ments as a whole is true, and we then
have a “theory” of, for example, the
population-resources relationship. Mal-
thus constructs a crude version of such
a theory.

Another feature of empiricism is wor-
thy of note. Empiricism assumes that
objects can be understood independently
of observing subjects. Truth is therefore
assumed to lie in a world external to the
observer whose job is to record and faith-
fully reflect the attributes of objects.
This logical empiricism is a pragmatic
version of that scientific method which
goes under the name of “logical posi-
tivism,” and is founded in a particular
and very strict view of language and
meaning,

By the use of the logical empiricist
method Malthus arrives at certain con-
clusions supportive of those advanced by
the advocates of “the existing order of
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things,” rejects the utopianiem of Gnd-
win gnd Condorest, and rebuffs the
hopes for political change. The diminu-
tion in polemics and the greater reliance
on empiricism in the subsequent editions
of the Eseay may in part be regarded as
a consequence of Malthus' basic disoov-
ery that scientiic method of a certain
sort could accomplish, with much great-
er credibility and power than straight
polemics, a definite social purpose. The
resort to empiricism was faciitated in
tuen by the growing body of information
concerning the grewth and condition of
the world’s population—a prime source,
for example, was the work of the geog-
rapher Alexander ven Humboldt [10].

Having shown that the “power of
population is indefinitely greater than
the power of the earth te produce sub-
sistence,” and that it is a “natural law”
that population will inevitably proess
apuinst the means of subsistence, Mal-
thus then goes on to discuss the positive
and preventive checks through which
population is kept in balance with the
means of subsistence. The subsequent
evolution in Malthus' ideas on the sub-
ject are too well-known to warram repe-
tition here. What is ofter forgotten, how-
ever, is the class character with which
he invests it. Glacken, for example, who
treats Malthus in the penultimate chap-
ter of his monumental study, Traces on
the Rhodian Shore [5], ignores this as-
pect to Malthus entirely.

Malthus recoguizes that “miscry™ has
to full somewhere” and maintains thut
the pusitive checks will necessarily be
the lot of the lower classes [19, p. 821,
Malthus therehy explains the misery of
the lower classes as the residt of a natu-
ral law which functions “absolutely inde-
pendent of all human regulation.” The
distress among the lowest classes has,
therefore, to be interpreted as “un evil
sn deeply seated that no human ingenu-
ity can reach it” [I9, p. 101]. On this
basis Malthus arrives, “reluctantly,” at a
set of policy recommendations with re-
spect to the poor laws. By providing wel-

fare to the lowest classes in society, ag

egate humen misery is only increased;

eeing the lowest classes in soctety from
positive checks only results in an expan-
siom of their numbers, a gradual reduc-
tion in the standards of living of all
members of society, and a decline in the
incentive to work on which the mobiliza-
tion of labor through the wapc system
dcgends. He also argues that increasing
subsistence levels to “a part of society
that cannot In general be considered as
the most valuable part diminishes the
shares that would otherwise belong to
more indusirious and worthy members,
and thus forces more to bedome depen-
dent” [19, p. B7]. }

From this Malthus draws a moral:

Haxd as it may appear in individual
instances, dependent poverty onght to he
held disgraceful. Such a stimulus seems
ta be ahsolutely necessary to pramote the
bappiness of the great mass of mankind,
and every geneml attempt to weaken
this stimulus, however benevolent its
apparent intention will always defeat its
OWE purpose. . . .

I feel no doubt whatever that the
parish lawg of England have contributed
to raise the price of provisions and to
lower the real price of labour. They have
therefore contributed to impoverish that
class of people whouse only possession is
their lahour. 1t is also difficult to suppose
that they have not pawerfully contribeded
tu generate that carelessness and want of
{rugality observable among the poor, so
contrary to the disposition to be remarked
among petty tradesmen and small farm-
ers. The labouring poor, to use a vulgar
expressivn, seem always to live from hand
o mouth, Their present wants employ
their whole attention, and they seldum
think of the future. Even when they have
an opportunity of saving, they seldom
cxercise it, but all thet 5 beyond their
present nccessities goes, generally speak-
ing, to the ale-house. The poor laws of
England may therefore be sald to di-
minish both the power and the will to
save among the commen peeple, and thus
ta weaken one of the strongest incentives
to sobriety and industry, and consequent-
ly to happiness {13, p. B81.
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Thus, Malthus arrives at what we have
now come to know as the "counter-intui-
tive solution®—namely, that the best
thing te do about misery and poverty
is to do nothiny for anything that is done
will only exacerbate the problem. The
only valid policy with respect to the low-
est elasses in society is one of “benign
neglect.” This poliey is further supported
by a certain characterization of “typical”
"behaviors exhibited among the lower
classes. Arguments such as these are still
with us. They appear in the policy state-
ments by Jay Forrester, Edward Ban-
fcld, Patrick Moyniban and others. In
fact, welfarc policy in the United States
at the present time is duminated by such
thinking.

Malthus® approach to the lower classes
has, if it is to be judged correctly, to be
set against his view of the roles of the
other classes in society—principally those
of the industrial and lémdelfI interests.
These roles ave discussed more analyti-
cally in The Principles of Political Econ-
omy. Here he recognizes that there is a
problem to be sclved in accounting for
the accumulation of capital in society,
The capitalist saves, invests in produc-
tive activity, sells the product at a profit,
ploughs the profit back in as new invest-
ment, and commences the cycle of accu-
mulation once more. There is a serious
dilemma here, for the capitalist has to
sell the product to someone if a profit
is to be achieved, and the capitalist is
saving rather than consuming. If the
capitalist saves too muech and the rate
of capital accumulation increases too
rapidly, then long bhefore suhsistence
problems are encountered, the capitalists
will find expansion checked by the lack
of effective demand for the increased
output. Consequently, “hoth capital and
population may be at the same time, and
for a period of great length, redundant,
compared to the effective demand for
produce™ [20, p. 402].

Malthus placed great emphasis upon
the effective demund problem and sought
to convince his eontemporary Ricardo

that in practice: “the actual check to pro-
duction and population arises more from
want of stimulant than want of power
to produce” [I14, p. 117]. Ricurdo was
not persuaded, and the idea of effective
demand in relationship to eapital accu-
mulation and wage rates remained dor-
mant unti! Keynes resurrected it in his
General Theory of Employment, Interest
and Money.

Malthus” solution to the problem of
cffective demand is to rely upon the
proper exercise of the power to consume
on the part of those unproductive elasses
—the landlords, state functionaries, ete.--
who were omiside of the productivn pro-
¢ess, Malthus took pains to dissociate
himself from any direct apologetics for
conspicuous consumption on the part of
the landed pentry, He was merely say-
ing that if the capitalist, who was not
gu:;i in to what Adam Smith ecalls
“mankind’s insatiable appetite for trin-
kets and baubles,” was v succeed in the
task of capital sccumulation, then some-
one, somewhere, had to generate an
cffective demand:

It it unguestionably true that wealth
produces wants; but it is a still more im-
portant tneh that wants produce wealth,
Each dause acts and reacts upon the
other, but the order, hoth of precedence
and importance, is with the wants which
stmulate industry, . . . The greatest of
all dificulties in converting uncivilized
and thinly propled countries into civilized
and populous ones, is to inspire them
with the wanfs best caleulated to emcite
their exertions in the production of
woalth. One of the greatest henefits which
foreign commerce confers, and the rea-
son why it has always appeared an al-
most necessary ingredient in the progress
of wealth, is its tendency to inspire new
wants, to form new tastes, and to furnish
fresh motives for industry. Even civilized
and improved countries cannot afford to
lose any of these motives [20, p. 403].

Effective demand, lacated in the un-
productive classes of soctety and stimu-

Tated by ueed creation and forcign trade, .-

was un important and vital foree in stim-

")
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ulating both the accumulation of capitsl
and the expansion of employment. Labor
might be unemfployecl, consequently,
simply because of the faflure of the up-
per classes to consume. This theory uf
effective demand does uct sit easily with
the theory of population, For ome thing,
it appears contradictory to assert via the
theory of populativn that the power to
consume be withheld from the lowest
classes in society while asserting, through
the theory of effective demand, that the
upper classes should consume as much
as possible. Malthus attempts to Tesolve
this contradiction by arpuing that the
upper classes do not increuss their mam-
Lers according to the principle of popu-
laticn—they consume conspicuously and
1egulate their mmibers by prudent habits
generated out of a fear of a decline in
their station in life. The lowest classes
imprudently breed. The law of Popula-
tion is consequently disaggregated into
one law for the poor and annther law for
the rich, But Malthus also has to explain
why an effective demand cannot be gen-
erated by an increasing power to con-

sume on the of the laboring classes.
Such & possibility Malthus quickly dis-
misses as illogical for: “no one will ever

employ capital merely for the sake of
the demand occasioned by thosc who
work for him” [20, p. 404].

He adds that the only case in which
this could oceur would be if the lahorers
“produce an excess of value gbove what
they consume.” He dismisses this possi-
bility entircly. But even Ricardo, in an-
notating this pessage, asks quite simply
"why not? and writes out a simple case
to prove bis pomt [36, p. 420]. And, of
comrse, it 18 this idea, which Malthus
rejects out.of hand, that forms the foun-
dation of Mar<s theory of surplus value,
out of which the Marxist theory of rela-
tive surplus population stems,

Internal to Malthus’ own work there is
a central contradiction. On the one hand,
the “natural law” of population asserts a
ductrine of inevitable misery for the mass
of markind, while the theory of effective

demand poinés to social controls to the
employment of both capital and labor.
Zinke suggests that Malthus did not need
to reconcile these conflicting positions,
for the principle of population applies
in the long run, while the theory of effec-
tive demard is an explanation for short
yon eyclical swings [43]. Malthus doos
not appear to have thought this way
about it. In the Summary View of the
Principle of Population, published in
1830, Malthus attempts to reconcile these
divergent views. Here he admits that
“the laws of private property, which are
the grand sn'i.)mnulzmt'sp tope;rtgduutiun, do
themselves so limit it as slways to make
the actnal produce of the earth fall very
cunsiderably short of the power of pro-
duction” [19, p. 245].

He then goes um to point out that vn-
der a system of private property “the
only effectual demand for produce must
enme from the owners of pmgerty,” and
that the control of effective demand so
intervenes with respact to the principle
of population that it prevents the visita-
tion of misery on all sectors of mankind
and "secures to 4 portion of society the
leisure necessary for the progress of the
arts and sciences™a phenomena that
“cunfers on soclety a most signal bene-

‘it Claims for social reform, and par-

tiedlardy any challenges to the principle
of private property, are mispluced. To
do away with a society hased on com-
petitive individualism regulated through
the institutions of private property is to
permit the prineiple of population to
operate unchecked—an eventuality that
will plunge all of mankind intu a state
of misery. The laws of private property,
insofar as they bave restricted the n;ﬁur—
tunities for the laboring classes, have
artificially checked the operation of the
principle of population and thereby re-
dueed the aggregate misery of mankind.
Malthus thus reconciles the principle of
population with the theory of effective
Jemand;
It makes little difference in the actusl
rate of iucrease of population, or the
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necessary existence of checks Lo i,
whether the state of demand and supply
which ovcasions an insufficiency of wages
to the whole of the labouring classes be
produced prematurcly by a bad structure
of society, and an unfavourable distribu-
tum of wealth, or necessarily by the com-

arative exhaustion of the soil. The la-
Eom'er feels the difficulty in the samc
degree and it must have ncarly the same
results, from whatever canse it arices
[19, p. 247].

Malthus was, in principle, a defender
of private property arrangements, and it
is this ideology that underlies his formu-
lation of the principle of population as
well as the theory of effective demand.
Private property arrangements ingvitably
mcan an uneven distribution of income,
wealth, and the means of production in
soviety, Malthus accepts some such dis-
tributional wrangement and accepts its
class character, Specific distributional
arrangement may be judged good or bad,
but there was no way in which a ration-
al society could be ordered which did
not jncorporate necessary class distine-
tions, Multhus bolstered his arguments
with analysis and materials blended to-
gether, particularly with respect to the
theory of population, by appeal to a
method of logical empiricism, In his writ-
ings on political economy, however, Mal-
thus frequently made use of a method
more characteristic of Ricarde, In part
the contradictory character of much of
Malthus’ writings on population and
effective demand stems from the disjone-
tion of method used to cxamine the two
phenomena, At this peint, therefore, we
must turn to that method of investigalion
most clearly eshibited in the clearly
spelled-out analytics of Ricardo.

Ricampo

Ricardo accepted Malthus’ principle
of population without any reservations
and, it mnst he added, quite uncritically.
But the population principle plays a
quite different role and is also treated
according to a quite different methodol-
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ogy in Ricardo's work. Ricardo’s method
was to abstract a few basic elements and
relationships out of a complex reality and
to analyze and manipulate these ideal-
ized elements and relationships in order
to discern the struclurc of the system
under consideration. In this rnagner Ri-
cardo built an abstract model of eco-
nomic allocation through the market
mechanism—a working mode] of capital-
ist saciety—that had litde need for an
empirical base. The function of such a
model was to provide a tool for analysis
which would both cxplain and predict
change. Ricardo was not an empirtcist in
the sensc that Malthus was in the Esseaiy
on Population, and he used faets spar-
ingly, largely by way of illustration
rather than with the intent to verify the-
ory. The suceess and legitimacy of such
a method depends, of course, entirely
upon the reasonubleness of the abstrac-
tions made. It is impurtant to look, there-
fore, at the nature of the abhstractions
and idealizalions built into Ricardo’s
maodel in order to understand both his
substantive conclusions and his treatment
of the population-resources problem.
At the heart of Ricardu's system we
find a basic assumption concerning the
mature of economic rationality: “eco-
nomic man” is the model of rationality
to which all human beings ought to as-
pirc. Ricardo was, cunsequently, a nor-
mative rather than an empirical {posi-
tive) thinker. More deeply buried in
Ricardn’s work, however, is a doctrine
ol social harmony achieved through eco-
nomically rational behavior in the mar-
ket place. This doctrine of social har-
meny i3 frequently found in the political
econoeny of the period, and its appear-
ance in Ricardo’s work is not unecon-
nected with the use of an analylic,
model-building methodelogy. A set of
elements and relationships linked into a
logical structure is bound to be internal-
v eomsistent and to be internally har-
monious. The modcl also generates eqyuil-
ibrivm-type solutions ta problems when
it is subjected to manipulation and anal-
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ysis, It is with rospect to the social har-
mony concept that Ricardo’s work con-
trasts most markedly with that of Mal-
thus and Marx. The latter's work is ex-
pressive of the theme of class conflict
throughout, whereas in Malthus’ work
the sense of class conflict is confused
with social harmony (particularly in The
Principles of Political Economy) as Mal-
thus secks to combine results arrived at
by means of logical empiricivin with
those arrived at by means of an abstract
model of the economy. Class conflict can
scarcelv be found in the harmoniocus
analytics of Ricardo’s market systen, al-
though the amnalytical results are used
for class purposes, namely, the defeat of
the landed interest and the subservience
of wage labor to the interests of the
industrial enirepreneur.

Under these conditions it is surprising
to find that Ricardo so easily accepted
Malthus’ principle of population. In part,
the siruplicity of Malthus’ deductive ar-
gument must have appealed to him, but
there is a much morc significant reason
for Ricardo’s wholehearted endorscment
of the principle. Only by means of it
could Ricardo keep his system harmoni-
ous and in equilibrium. The analytic
problem for Ricardo was to explain the
equilibrium wage rate. Wages, he ar-
gued, were basically determined by two
tactors: searcity and the costs of subsist-
ence. In Ricardo’s system lahor was re-
garded abstractly as a commodity like
any other, and a growing demand for it
ought to elicit a supply so that wages
would, in the long-run, tend to the level
of a “natural wage” set by the costs of
subsistence. The mechanism that Ricar-
do appropriated from Malthus to achieve
the balance between the supply and de-
mand for labor was, of course, the prin-
ciple of population, through which the
laboring population would automatically
increase their numbers:

When, however, by the encouragement
which high wages give to the increase of
population, the nuniber of lubourers is
increased, wages again [all 10 their natur-
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al price, and indeed from a re-action
sometimes lall below it [35, p. 84].

In the short run and under favorable
circumstances, the ratc of accumulation
of capital could exceed that of the power
of population to reproduce, and during
such periods wages would be well above
their “natural” pricc [35, p. 98]. But such
periads are bound to be short-lived. Also,
when a population presses against the
means of subsistence, “the only remedies
are either a reduction of pcople or a
morc rapid accumulation of capital.”
Consequently, the laws dcterining
wages and “the happiness of far the
greatest part of every community” were
dependent upon a balanced relationship
between the supply of labor, via the
principle of population, and the accumu-
lation of capital. Population, Ricurdo
argued, “regulates itself by the funds
which arc to cmploy it, and therefore
always increases or diminishes with the
increase or diminution of capital” [35,
p- 78]. Even Malthus, however, objected
to this use of his pupulation principle,
observing that it took at least sixtcen
years to produce a lahorer, and that the
population principle was far more than
just an cquilibriating mechanism [20,
pp. 319-20].

Ricardo accepted that:

the pemicious tendency of the poor

laws is no longer a mystery since it has

been fully developed by the able hand
of Mr. Malthus and every friend of the

poor must adamantly wish for their aboli-
tion [35, p. 106].

Like Malthus he argucs that:

The principle of gravitation is not
more certain than the tendency of such
laws to change wealth and power into
misery and weakness; to call away the
exertions of labour from cvery object,
except that of providing mere subsistence;
to confound all intellectnal distinetion; to
busy the mind in supplying the body's
wants; until at last all classes should be
infected with the plague of umiversal
poverty [35, p. 108].
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if we should attain the stationary state,
from which I trust we are yet far dis-
{aul, then the pernicious nature of these
laws hecome more munifest and alaming

[3S, p. 109].

Ricardo’s evocation here ol an ultimatc
stationary state is of interest. The analy-
tic mudel—buildin? mcthodology that he
employed naturally suggests, as we have
seen, harmony and equilibrivzin, and it
is understandable that Ricardo should
infer from his model that there must in-
evitably be some kind of equilibrium or
stationary state. (J. 5. Mill came to the
same sort of conclusion nsing a similar
methodological frameworl [28, pp. 752
7].) Ricardo is here arguing also 1hat un-
der such an equilibrium condition, in
which the demand and supply of labor
are equated and the prospects for hurther
capifal aceumulation eliminated, there
would appear to be a choice between
conditious of universal poverty {cvery-
body receiving a mere subsistence wage}
or conditions in which rational thought
and civilizatdon itself eould sorvive, at
least among an alite. Ricardo is also sug-
gesting Lhat social welfare provision will
become particularly permicious in non-
growth sitnations, Again, this argument
is still with ws and we will return to it
later.

Ricarde found Malthus
with respect to effective demand “Yuite
astonishing” however, and commented
that: “A body of unproductive labourers
are just as mecessary and useful with a
view lo future production as a firc which
should comsume in the mannfacturers
warchuuse, the goods which those un-
productive labourers would otherwise
consume” [36, p. 421].

Ricardo would have no truck with
Multhus™ defensc of the landed interest
and it iy clear from his remarks and
policies with respect to the com laws,
rent, and the like, that Ricardo’s sym-
pathies lie entirely with the industrial
entrepreneur wha alene, in Ricardo’s

arguments
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system, epitomized economic rationality,
Ricardo was in fact offended by the role
the landed interest plaved, and since he
discounted the problem of effective de-
mand entirely, Ricardo came to regard
the landed interest as a mere barrier to
progress and to the achicvement of so-
¢ial harmony, _

Ricardo's model building analytics per-
mitted him to argue positively for
change. Tle was not deterred by empiri-
cal cvidence, and he had no sense of
debt to history, His normative analytics
alowed him to see the possibility for
changing and improving reality, rather
than just understanding and accepling it.
Like August Liosch {another great nor-
mative thinker) TRicardo could take the
view that "if my model does not conform
to reality then it is reality that is wrong”
[18, p. 363]. Ricardo could profect upon
the world a working model of capitalist
socioly  cumstructed in the image of
an idealized social harmony achieved
through the benificence of rational eco-
nomic man. Ricardo sought to change
reality to fit this image, and in the pro-
cess he played an important and vital
role in furthering the progress of indus-
triglization in nincleenth century Eng-
Tand.

Magx

Marx argues that both Ricardo and
Malthus were projecting ideological as-
sumptions without admitting or cven
perhaps being aware of them:

[Malthus's theory] suits his purpuse
remurkably well-an apologia for the
existing state of affairs in Hngland, for
landlordism, “State and Chireh”™ . . . pur-
sons and menia] servants, assailed by the
Ricardians as so many useless and super-
anmmated druwbacks of bourgeois pro-
duction and as nuisances. For all that,
Ricarde champiened boursecis produe-
tion insofar as it signified the most un-
restricted development of the social pro-
ductive forces. . . . He insisted wpon the
historical justification and necessity of
this stage of development. His very lack
of a historical sense of the past meant
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that he regarded everything from the
historical standpoint of his time. Malthus
also wanted to see the freest possible
development of capitalist production . . .
but al the same time he wants it to adapt
itself to the “consumption needs™ of the
aristoeracy and ils branches in State and
Church, to scrve as the material basis for
the antiquated claims of the representa-
tives of interests inherited from feudalism
and the absolute monarchy. Malthus
wunts hourgecis production as long as it
is not revo[utionary, constitutes no  his-
torical factor of development, but mercly
creates a broader and more comfortabie
basis for the “old” society [25, pp. 52-3].

The contrasts between Malthus, Ri-
cardo, and Marx arc usually portrayed
in terms of their substantive vicws on
such issues as the population-resources
problem. The more [undainental con-
trast, howeyer, is surcly one of method.
Murx’s method is wsually called “dialce-
Heal materialisi,” but this phrase con-
veys little and conceals a lot. Fully to
understand it requires some understand-
ing of German critical philosophy and
in particular that branch of it which
most fully developed a non-Aristotclian
view of the world—the most eminent
rcpresentatives in this tradition being
Leibniz, Spinoza, and Ilegel. The nature
of this non-Aristotelian view requircs
exposition,

Marg’s use of language is, as Ollman
has pointed out, relational rather than
absolute [29]. By this he means that a
“thing” cannot be understood or even
talked about independently of the rela-
tions it has with other things. For exam-
ple, “resources” can be defined only in
relationship to the mode of prodluction
which seeks to make ugse of thom and
which simultanecusly “produces” them
through both the physical and mental
activity of the users, There is, therelore,
no such thing as a resource in abstract
or a resnurce which exists as a “thing in
itsclf.” This relational view of the world
is fundamenta]ly different from the usu-
al and familiar Aristotelian view { charac-
teristic of logical empiricism or Ricardian
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type model building} in which things
are thought to have an essence of some
sort and are, therefore, regarded as de-
fmablc without reference tu the relation-
ships they have to other things.

On this basis Marx evolves certain
fundamental assumptions regarding the
way in which the world is structured
and organized. Ollman suggests that:
“The twin pillars of Marx’s ontology are
his conception of reality as a totality of
internally related parts, and his concep-
tion of these parts as expandable rela-
tHons such that each one in its fullness
can represent the totality™ [30, p. 495].
There are different ways in which we
can think of such a totality. We may
think of it as an aggregate of elements—
a mere sum of parts—which enter into
combination without being fashioned by
any pro-existing relationships within the
totality. The totality can alternatively be
viewed as something “emergent”; it has
an existence independent of jts parts
while it also dominates and fashions the
parts contained within it. But Marx’s
non-Aristotelian and relational view per-
mits him a third view of the totality in
which it is neither the parts nor the
whole, but the relationships within the
lodality which are regarded as funda-
mental. Through these relatinns}lips the
totality shapes the parts to preserve the
whole. Capitalism, for example, shapes
activities and elements within itself to
preserve itself as an on-going svstem.
But conversely, the ¢lements arc also
continually shaping the totality into new
configurations as conilicls and contradie-
tions within the system arc of necessity
Tesolved.

Marx rarcly used the word totality to
refer to everything there is. He usually
focused on the “social” totality of hu-
man soviety, and within this totality he
distinguished various structures. Struc-
tures are not “things”™ or “actions,” and
we  cannot  establish  their existence
through observation. The meaning of an
observable act, such as cutting a log, is
cstablished by discovering its relation
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to the wider structwe of which it is a
part, Its interpretation will depend upon
whether we view it in relation to capital-
ism or socialism, or whether we place
it in relation to some quite dillerent
structure, such as the ecological system,
To define elements relationally means
to interpret them in a way external to
direct observation; hence the departure
from empiricism accomplished by rela-
tional mades of thought.

Within the social totality Marx dis-
tinguishes various structures [6]. The
“economic basis” of sociely comprises
two structures—the forces of production
(the actual activities of making and do-
ing} and the social relations of produc-
tion (ihe forms of sovial organization set
up to facilitate making and doing). Marx
thus distinguished between a techmical
division of labor and a social division of
labor, In addition, lhere are various
superstructural features: the structures
of law, of politics, of knowledge and
science, of idevlogy, and the like. Each
structure is regarded as a primary ele-
meut within the social totality and each
is capable of a certain degree of autone-
mous development, But because the
structures are all interrelated, a perpetu-
al dynamism is generated out of the con-
fliots and interactions among them, For
example, Marx sees a major contradiction
between the ingreasing socialization of
the forces of production {through the
intricacies of the division of labor) and
the private-property basis of consump-
tion and ownership in capitalist society.
Within this system of interacting struc-
tures, however, Marx accorded a certain
primacy of place to the economic basis.
In arguing thus, Marx usually appealed
to the fact that man has to eat in order
to live and that produstion—the #rans-
formation of nabwe—therefore has to
take precedence over the other structures
in a conflict situation. There is a deeper
reason for the significance which Marx
attached 1o the ecomomic basis; it is here
that the relationship between the natur-
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al and sccial aspects of life hecome mest
explicit.

Marx's conception of the man-nature
relation is complex [38]. At one level the
human being is seen as a part of nature
—an e¢nsemble of metabolic relations in-
volving constant sensuous interaction
with a physical environment. At another
level, human beings are seen as social—
each os an ensemble of social relations
[22]—and capable of creating forms of
social organization which can become
self-requluting  and  self+ransforming,
Society thereby creates its own history
by transforming itself, but in the process
the relationship with nature is also trans-
formed, Under cupitalism, for example:

Nature becomes for the first time sim-
ply an object for mankind, purcly a
matter of utility; it ceascs to be recog-
nized as & power in its own right; and
the theoretical knowledge of its inde-
pendent Jaws appears only as & strategem
designed to subdue it to human require-
ments, whether as the object of consump-
tion or as the means of production. Pur-
suing this tendency, capital has pushed
beyond national bounduaries and preju-
dices, beyond the deification of nature and
the inherited self-sullicient satisfaction of
existing needs confined within well-de-
fined bounds and [bevond] the reproduc-
tion of traditional ways of life. Capital
is destructive of all this and permanently
‘revolutionary, tearing down the ohistacles
that impede the development of produc-
tive forces, the expansion of need, the
diversity of production and the cxploita-
tion and exchange of natural and intellee-
tual forces [24, p. 911.

Marx saw the capitalist Jaw of accu-
nlation always pushing sociely lo the
limits of its potential social relations and
to the limits of its natural resource base
—continuously  destroving the potential
for “the exploitation and exchange of
natural and intellectual foress” Re-
source limitations could be rolled back
by technological change, but the tide of
eapitalist accumulation quickly spreads
up to these new limits.

Marx also argued that capitalism had
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successtully brought secicty to the point
where mankind could be free of nature
in certain important material respects.
Human beings are now in a position to
create nature rather than mindlessly to
alter it. Through the creation of nature
—a creation that has to proceed through
a knowledge and understanding of na-
ture’s own laws—human heings could be
freed to discaver their own cssentially
human nature within the system of na-
ture. There is, for Marx, an enormons
diference  between  this  unalienated
creation of nature and the mindless ox-
ploitation under capitalisim which, in the
haste to accumulate, is always  con-
cerned, as Engels has it, “only about the
first tungible success; and then surprise
- is expressed that the more remote effects
of actions directed to this end Lurm out
to be of a quite different, mainly of an
oppusite, character” [3, p. 296,

In the final analysis, the conflict and
contradiction between the system of
nature and the social system could he
resolved only by the creation of an ap-
propriate and entirely new form of hu-
man practice. Through such a practice,
hman heings will “nut cnly feel, but
alse know their unity with nature” and
thereby render obsclete “the senseless
and anti-natural jdea of a contradietion
between mind and matter, man and na-
ture, soul and body” [3, p. 293].

Marx’s methodology  allows  that
knowledge and the processes of gaining
mnderstanding are internal to society.
Subject and object arc net regarded as
independent entities but as relationships
one to the other. "l'his conception is very
different indeed from that of traditional
empiricism in which thr subject is pre-
sumed to be “instructed by what is out-
side of him,” or from that of a pricrism
and innatism {clearly implied in Ricar-
do’s methed) in which the subject
“pussesses from the start cndogenois
structures which it imposes on objects”
[34. p. 19]. Marx in fact fashions a
methodology similar to the contructiv-
ism advanced hy Piaget: “Whercas ollier
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animals cannot alter themselvos except
by changing their species, man can trans-
form himself by trans[orming the world
and can structure himsclf by construct-
ing strueturcs; and these structurcs are
his vwn, for they are not entirely pre-
dostined either from within or without”
[33, p. 118]. The subject is thus secn as
both structuring and being structured
hy the vbject. As Marx puix it, “by thus
acting on the external world and chung-
ing it, [man] at the same time changes
his vwn nature” [23, Vol. 1, p. 175].

The thinking subject can create ideas
in the imagination. But idcas have at
some stage to leave the realms of ab-
stract knowledge and to enter into hu-
man practice if they are to be validated.
Onee incorporated into human practice,
concepts and ideas can become (via
technology) a matoerial furce in produc-
tion and can alter the social relations of
production {through the creation of new
medes of social organization). Although
many ideas remain barren, some do not
—"at the end of every labour process we
get a result that already existed in the
imagination of the labourer at its com-
mencernent.”

Idcas are herefore regarded as sacial
relations through which society can be
structured and reconstructed, But con-
cepts and categories are also produced
under specific historical conditions which
are in part internal to knowledge (the
categories of thought handed down to
ns) and in part a reflection of the world
in which knowledge is produced. The
categories of thought available to us are,
as it were, our intellertual capital which
it is open to us to improve (or destray}.
I, however, ideas are social relations,
then it follows that we can gain as much
insight into society through a critical
analysis of the relations idcas express,
as we can through a study of society as
object. The analvsis of ideas in Marx's
work is as much directed to understand-
ing the souviety that produced them as
it is to wnderstanding what it is they tell
us about the reality they purport to de-
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scribe. Marx is, thus, adopting a meth-
vdological framework that is perpetually
revolving around the question: what is
it that nroduces ideas and what is it that
these igeas serve to produce?

Maxx’s substantive conclusions on the
“population problem” are in part gen-
erated out of a vigorous criticism of
writers such as Malthus and Ricardo.
Marx set out to transform the calegories
handed down to him, for he saw that to
do so was necessary if the realities of
life were to be transformed. Marx traced
the structure of Malthus' and Ricardo's
thought back to their respective theories
of value, Out of a criticism of these and
uther theorics of value, Marx arrived ut
the theorv of surplus value. Surplus
value, he argned, originated out of sur-
plus labor, which is that part of the la-
borer’s working time that is rendered
gratis to the capitalist, In order to ob-
tain empleyment, a laborer may have to
work ten hours. The laborer may pro-
duce enough to cover his own subsist-
ence needs in six hours, Tf the capitalist
pays a subsistence wage, then the lahorer
works the cquivalent of four hours free
for the capitalist. This surplus labor ean
he converted through market exchange
into its money equivalent—surplus value.
And surplus valuc, under capitalism, is
the source of rent, interest, and profit.

On the basis of this theory of surplus

value, Marx produces a distinctive the-
ory of population.

If surplus value is to be ploughed back
to produce more swplus value, then
more money has to be laid out on wages
and the purcha.se of raw materials and
means of production. If the wage rate
and productivity remain constant, then
aceumulation requires a concomitant
numerical expansion in the labor foree—
"accumulation of capital is, therefore,
increase of the proletariat” [23, Vol 1,

p. 614]. If the labor ::UPPI)’ remains con-
ﬂhnt then the inmcrcasing demand for
labor generated hy acenmulation wilt
bring fbout a rise in the wage rate. But
a rise in the wage rate moeans a diminu-
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tion of surplus value, falling profits, and,
as a consequence, a slower rate of accu-
mulation. But:

this diminoiion can uever reach the
point al which it would threalen the sys-
tem itself. . . . Either the price of lubour
keeps on rising, beeause its rise does not
interfere with the progress of accumula-
tion, . . . Or accumulation slackens in
consequence of the rise in the price of
labour, because the stimulus of gain is
blunted. The mechanism of the process
of capitalist production removes the very
ohstacles that it temporarily creates [23,
Vol. 1, p. 6191

Under these conditions, the “law of
capitalist production” that is at the hot-
tom of the “pretended natural law of
pepulation” reduces itsclf to a relation-
ship between the rate of capitalist accu-
mulation and the rate of expansion in
the wage-labor force. This relationship
is mediated by technical change, and
the increasing social productivity of la-
bor can also be nsed as “a powerful lever
of accumulation” [23, Vol. 1, p. 621].
The use of this lever permits an expan-
sion of surplus value through a growing
substitution of capital for labor in the
production process. Marx then proceeds
to show how thesc processes combine to
create a “law of population peculiar to
the capitalist mode of production,” add-
ing that “in fact every special historic
mode of production has its own special
Jaws of population, historically valid
within its limits along” [23, Vol. 1, pp.
632-33]. Here we can see a major de-
parture [rom the thought of both Mal-
thus and Ricardo who attributed to the
law of population a “universal” and “na-
tural” validity.

Marx largely confines attention to the
law of population operative under capi-
talism. He points out that the laboring
population produces both the surplus
and the capilal equipment, and thereby
ploduces the means “by which it itself
is made relatively R:upf*rﬂut}u:: [23, Vol
1, p. 632]. He then goes on 1o say!

If a surplus labouring population is a
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necessary product of accumulation or of
the development of wealth on a capitalist
basis, this swplns population becomes,
conversely, the lever of capitalist accu-
mulation, nay a condition of existence of
the capitalist mode of production. It
forms a disposable industrial reserve
army, that belongs to capital quite as ab-
solutely us if the latter had bred it at iis
own cost. Independently of the limits of
the actual increase of population, it
creates for the changing needs of the
sell-expansion of capital, a mass of human
maticrial always ready for cxploitation
[23, Vol. 1, p. 632].

This rclative surplus population has,
however, another vital function—it pre-
venls wages rising and thereby cutting
into profits:

The industrial reserve army, during the
periods of stagnation and AVCTAgE DPIOS-
perity, weighs down the active la}]:_,)our
army; during the pericds of overprodue-
tion and paroxysm, it holds its pretensions
in check. Relative surphis population is
therefore the pivut around which the law
of supply and demand of labour wuorks.
It confincs the field of action of this law
within the limits absolutely convenient to
the activity of exploitation and to the
domination of capital [23, Vol 1, p.
632].

The production of a relative surplus
population and an industrial reserve
army are seen in MarxXs work as his-
torically specific, as interual to the capi-
talist mode of production. On the basis
of his analysis we can predict the oceur-
rencc of poverty no matter what the
rate of population change., Marx explicit-
ly recognizes, however, that a high ratc
of capital accumulation is likely o act
as a general stimulus to population
growth; it is likely that laborers will try
to aceurnulate the only marketable com-
modity they possess, labor power isclf
[23, Vol. 3, p. 218]. Marx was not argu-
ing that population growth per se was a
mechanical product of the law of eapi-
talist accumulation, nor was he saying
that population growth per se did not
affect the sitnation. But he was arguing
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very specifically, contra the position of
both Malthus and Ricardo, that ihe
poverty of the laboring classes was the
inevitable product of the capitalist Taw
of accumulation. Poverty was not, there-
fore, to be explained away by appeal to
some natural law. Tt had to be recog-
nized for what it really was--an endemic
condition internal to the capitalist mode
of production.

Marx docs not talk about a population
problem but a poverty and human ex-
ploitation problem. He replaces Mal-
thus” concept of overpopulation by the
concept of a relative surplus population,
He replaces the inevitahility of the “pres-
sure of population on the means of sub-
sistence” (accepted by both Malthus and
Ricardo) by an historically specific and
nccessary pressure of labor supply on
the means of emplovment produoced in-
ternally within the capitalist mode of
production. Marx’s distinctive method
permitted this reformulation of the popu-
lation-resources problem, and put him
in a position from which he could en-
visage a transformation ol society that
would eliminate poverty and misery
rather than accept its incvitability.

METHODOLOGY AND THE
PoruLaTiON-RESOURCES RELATION

The contrasts between Malthus, Ri-
cardo, and Marx are instructive for a
variety of reasons. Each makes usc of
a distinctive method to approach the
subject material. Marx utilizes a non-
Aristotelian  (dialectical}  framcwork
which sets him apart from Ricarde and
Malthus who, in turn, are differentiated
from each other by the use of abstract
analytics and logical empiricism, respec-
tively. Each method generates a distine-
tve kind of conclusion. Each author also
expresses an ideological position, and,
at times, it seems as if each utilizes that
melthod which naturally vields the de-
sired result. The important conclusion,
however, is that the mcthod adopted
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and the nature of the result are integral-
ly related,

It is surprising, therefore, to find so
litle dehate or discussion over the ques-
Hon of method for dealing with such a
complex  issue as  the popmlation-re-
sources relation. Here the ethical neu-
trality assumption appears to be a major
barrier to the advance of scientific en-
quiry, for if it is supposed that all scien-
tiic methods are ethically neutral, then
debates over methodology scarcely mat-
ter. The matcrials on the population-
resources relation published in recent
years suggest that the Aristotelian legacy
is dvminant: we still usnally “think Aris-
totle” often withoul knowing il. Yet the
Aristotelian cast of mind seems ill-suited
for dealing with the population-resources
relation, and so there has been a meth-
odological struggle internal to the Aris-
totelian tradition o overenme Lhe Hmita-
tivns inherent in it. There has been, as
it were, a Comvergenee toward Marx
without overthrowing the Aristotelian
trappings. Marx ame@ts that the appro-
priate method to deal with the popula-
tian-resources relation has to be holistic,
system-wide in its compass, capable of
handling dynamics (feedbacks in par-
ticular}, and, most important of all, in-
ternally dynamic in that it has to be
capable of producing new concepts and
categories to deal with the system under
investigation and, through the operation-
alization of these new enncepts and cate-
gories, change the system from within,
It s this last {eature that gives to Marx’s
work its dialectical quality. Most con-
temporary invesligations of the popula-
tion-resources relation recognize all of
Marx’s requirements save the last, and
rely upon svstems theory for their meth-
odological foundation, Systems-theoretic
[ormulations are snplushcdted enough
{in principle} to do evervthing that
Marx sought tu dv except to transform
concepts and categorics dialectically, and
thereby to transform the nature ot the
system from within. Some example‘; will
bear out this point.
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Kuecsc et al. [15] adopt what they call
a “materials balance” approach tv the
population-resources relation which s,
in effect, a two-stage input-output mod-
el. The first stage describes the flows
within the economy; the second stage
deseribes the flows within the ecological
system; and the two systems are linked
by the physical principle that matter can
ncither he ercated nor destroved. The
model is deseriptive in the sense that the
cocflicients have to be estimated from
empirical data, but experimentation on
the model is PDSSLIJ]E- by e:\amlmng the
sensitivity of rcsults to chanpes in the
coefficients.

In the study by Meadows et al. [26]
methods derived from systems dyvnamics
are uscd; a system of difference equa-
Homs is simulated to indicate future out-
comes of populalion growth, indnstrial
expansion, rescurce use (both renewable
and non-renewable}, and environmental
deterioration. The system in this case in-
corporates feedbacks (both positive and
negative} and is, in enntrast to thal of
Kneese et al, oriented to development
through time. The Meudows model has
come in for a great deal of criticism and
4 team from the University of Sussex
[2] has cxamined the model in detail.
They reformulated it in certain impor-
tant respecls; showed same of the prob-
lems inherent in the data used to esti-
mate the equations; and concluded that
s0me urmeccssarﬂy pessimistic assump-
tiony were injected into the Meaduws
madel.

The essential point to note, however,
is that all of these formulations lead to
neo-Malthusian  conclusions:  strongly
vriced in the Meadows model; somewhat
muted in the case of Kneese ¢t al. {who
speak of the new Malthusianism}; and
long run in the case of the Sussex team's
investigation {rather like Ricardo they
secm to suggest that the stationary state
is inevitable but a long way off).

The neo-Malthusian results of these
studics can be traced back kb the Aris-
totelign form in which the question is
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pnsed and the answers constructed. And
it is, of gourse, the ability to depart from
the Aristotelian view that gets Marx
away from hoth the short yun and long
run ipevitabilities of neo-Malthusian con-
clusions. Marx envisages the production
of new categories and concepts, of new
kuowledge and understanding, thrnut%h
which the relationships between the
natural and social system will be medi-
ated. This relutional and dialcctical view
of things comes clusest tu impiuging
upuon tracliticnal concerns with respect
to the problem of technological change.
It has, of coursc, long heen recognized
that Malthus wus wrong in his specific
torecasts because he ignored lechnologi-
cal changc. Ricardo saw the pr_)ssihilities
of such change, but in the long run he
saw society inevitnhly succumbing to
the law of diminishing retims. The dif-
ference betwecn the Meadows model
and the Sussex tcam's refashioning of
it is largelv due to the pessimism of the
former and the optimism of the latter.
In all of these cascs, -tcchnulugica]
change is seen us something csternal to
society—an unknown that cunnot be ac-
counted for., Bul, for Marx technological
change was both internal to and inevita-
hle within society; it is the product of
human creativity, and stems From the
inevitable transfermalion of the concepts
and categories handed down to ws. Clnly
if we let ourselves be imprisoned within
the system of knowledge handed down
tn 1s will we fail to innevate. Further,
it is wmiecessarily restriclive o ihink
that humun inventiveness and creativity
apply onlv in the sphere of technology—
human beings can and do ereate social
structurcs as well as machines. This
process Marx regards as essential and
inevitable precisely because man could
and would respond to the necessities of
survival. The only danger lies in the len-
dency to place restrictions on ourselves
and, therely, o confine our own creativ-
ity, In other words, if we become the
prisonens of an ideology, prisoncrs of
the concepts and  cutegones handed
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down to us, we arc in danger of making
the neo-Malthusian conclusions brue, of
making environmental determinisin a
condition of our existence.

Tt is from this standpoint that Marx's
method generates quite diffcrent per-
spectives and  conclusions  from  those
generated by simple logical empiricism,
Ricardian type normative analytics, or
cantemporary  systems thec,\ry. Let me
stress that I am not arguing that the
latter methods are illegitimate or errone-
ous. Each is in fact perfectly appropri-
ate for certain domains of enquiry. T.ogi-
cal compiricism has the capacity to in-
form us as to what is, given an existing
st of categories. Insofar as we make
use of this method, we arc bound to con-
struct what I have elsewhere called a
statts quo theory [7]. The Aristotelian
manuer in which normative, ana]ytical
model building proceeds yields “uught-
te” prescriptive statements, but the cate-
gories amd concepts are idealized, ab-
stracted, and stationary tools imposed
upon a changing world. Systems theor_y
is a more sophisticated form of modcl-
ling relying upon various degrees of ab-
straction and a varying cmpirical eon-
tent. Dialecticul materialisin, in the man-
nor that Marg nsed it, is “eonstrctivist”
in that it sees change as an internally
generated necessity that affects cate-

ries of thought and material reality
alike, The relalionships between these
varions methods are complex. The meth-
ods are not, obviously, mithially oxelu-
sive of each other; but different methods
appear appropriate for different domains
of enquiry. And it is difficult to see how
anything other than u relational, con-
structivist, and internally dynamic meth-
vd can be appropriste for lgoking into
the future of the populativn-resources
relation, particularly when it is so ovi-
dent that knowledge and vnderstanding
arc smch important meadiating foroes in
the construction of that future, Results
arrived at by other means may be of
interest, only if they are set within the
broader interpretive power provided by
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Marx’s method. All of this would be a

mere academic problcm (a]th(}ugh one
ot crucial signilicance) were it not for
the fact that ideas are social relations,
and the Malthusian and neo-Mualthusizn
results arrived at (inevitably) by means
of other methuds are projected into the
world where they are likely to generate
immediate political consequences. And
it is to these consequences that we now
turn.

THE Poriticar IMPLICATIONS OF
PorvrLaTion-Rrsnurces THEORY

At the Stockholm Conference on the
Fnvironment in 1972, the Chinese dele-
gation asserted that there was no such
thing as a scarcity of resources and that
it was meaningless to discuss environ-
mental problems in such terms. Western
commentators were mysiified and some
concluded that the Chinese must possess
vast reserves of minerals and fossil fuels
the discovery of which they had not yet
communicated to the world, The Chinese
view i5, however, quite consistent with
Marx’s method and should be considered
from such a perspective. To elucidate it
we need Lo bring into our vocabulary
three catepories of thought:

{1} Subsistence. Malthus appears to
regard subuistence as something abso-
lute, whereas Mars regards it as relative.
IFor Marx, needs are not purely biologi-
cal; they arc also socially and culturally
determined [31]. Also, as hoth Malthus
and Marx agree, needs can be created,
which implies that the meaning of sub-
sistence cannot be established indepen-
dent uf particular historical and cultural
circumstances if, as Marx insisted, defini-
tions of social wants and neceds woere
produced under a given mode of produc-
tion rather than mnnlllahl'y held down
by the Malihusian laws of population.
Subwistence is, then, defined internally
to a mode of production and changes
over tme.

{2} Resources. Resources are materi-
als availablc “in nature” that are capable
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of being transformed into things of util-
ity to man. It has long been recognized
that resources can be defined only with
respect to a partficular technical, cultr-
al, and historical stage of development,
and that they arc, in effect, technical
and cultural appraisals of nature [4; 39].

{3) Scarcity. It is often erromevusly
accepted that searcity is something in-
herent in nature, when its definition is
inextricably social and cultural in origin.
Scarcity presupposes certain social ends,
and it is these that define scarcity just
as much as the lack of natural means to
accomplish these ends [J2]. TFurther-
more, many of the scarcitics we experi-
e (]D not al'ise Out Of ]'laturc but are
created by human activity and managed
by social organivation (lhe scarcity of
building plots in central London is an
example of the former; the scarcity of
places at university is an emmple of
the latter}. Scarc;ty is in fact necessary
to the sivival of the capfca]lst mode of
production, and it has o be carefully
managed, otherwise the self-rcgulating
aspect to the price mechanism will hreak
down [7].

Armed with these definitions, let us
consider a simple sentence: “Overpopu-
lation arises because of the scarcity of
resources available for mecting the sub-
sistence needs of the mass of the popu-
lation.” If we substitute our definitions
into this sentence we pget: “There are
too many peuple in the world because
the particular ends we have in view
(together with the form of social organi-
zation we have) and the materials avail-
able in nature, that we have the will and
the way to use, are not sufficient to pro-
vide us wilh thosc things to which we
are accustumed.” Out of such a sentence
all kinds of possibilitics can be extracted:

(1) we can change the ends we have
in mind and alter the socfal organization
of scarcity;

(2) we can change our technical and
cultural appraisals of nature;

{3} we can change our views concern-
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ing the things te which we are accus-
tomed;

(4} we can seek to alter our mumbers.

A real concem with environmental is-
sues demands that all of these options
be examined in relution to exch other.
To say that thero are ton many people
in the world amounts to saying that we
have nol the ima gination, will, or ability
to do-anything about propositions (173,
(2), and (3). In fact (1) is very difficult
to do anything about because it tnvolves
the replaceinent of the nsarket exchange
system as o working mode of econnmic
mtegratian, proposition {2} has always
heen the great Elope for rcso]ving uur
dilliculties; and we luve never thought
too coherently abaut (3) particularly as
it relates to the muintenance of an cffee-
tive demand in capitalist econonies {no-
body appears 1o have calenlated what
the effects of mwch reduecd personal
consumption will have un capital accu-
mulation and employment).

I will risk the generalization thut noth-
]..I'Lg (}f m]TSEEILI‘;‘-ILUe Cirt b(‘- drjlle H.b{)ut
(1) and (3) without dismantling and
replacing the capitalist market exchange
ecomomy. If we are reluctant to contom-
plate such an alternative and if {2} ismot
performing its function too well, then wo
have to gn to {4). Much of the debate
in the western world focusses an (4},
but in & soviety in which all four aptions
can be integruted with cach other, it
wmust uppear lacile to discuss environs
mental problems in terms of rnalurally
avising scarcities or overpopulation—this,
presumably, is the point that the Chincse
delegation to the Stockholm Cunference
wds making,

The trouble with focusing cxelusively
on the control of population numbers is
that it has certuin pelitical implications,
Ideas about environment, population,
and resonrces are not neutral. They are
political in origin and huve political
offeets. Hishn‘icall}' it is deprcssing to
loak at the use made of the kind of scn-
tence we have just analyzed, Onee con-
notations of absolute limits come o sur-
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tound the concepts of resource, scircity,
and subsistence, then un absolute limit
is set for population. And what are the
political implications (given these con-
notations) ol saving there is “overpopu-
lafion™ oy & “searcity of resources™ The
meaning can all too quickly be estub-
lished. Somehody, somewhere, is redun-
dant, and there is nal enongh to go
round. Am ¥ redundant? Of course not.
Are you redundant? OF course not. 5o
who is redundant? Of course, it must he
them. And if there is oot enough to Lo
round, then it is on Iy right und proper
that they, who conbribute so little to
sociely, cught to beur the brunt of the
burden, And i we hold that there are
certain of us who, by virtue of our skills,
abilities, and attainments, ure capable of
“conferring a signal benchit wpon man-
leind™ though our contributions to the
cemmon good and who, hesides, ure the
purveyors of peace, freedom, culbure,
and civilization, then it would appear lo
e our bound duty to protect and Pre-
serve ourselves for the suke of all mam-
kind.

Let me make un assertion. Whenover
a theory of averpopalation scizes hold
in a society dominated by an elite, then
the non-elite juvariably expericnce sonme
torm of political, economic, and sncial re-
pression, Such an assertion can be just-
fied by an appeal to the hislorical rvi-
dence, Brituin shortly after the Napole-
onic Wars, when Malthus was so influen-
tial, provides one exanple. The conserva-
tion movement in the United Stales at
the turn of this century was based on a
gospel of efficiency that cutbraced natu-
ral rosource inanagement and lahor rela-
tons ulike. The combinaton ol the
Arvan ethic and the need for increased
lehensraum produced  particululy  evil
results in Hitler's Germany. The poliay
preseriptions that frequently uttach to
essays on the problems of population and.
covironment convey a similar warning,
Jacks and Whvte [11], writing in the
twilight vears of the British Eupire,
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could sce only one way out of the scar-
city of land resources in Afriea:

A feudal tvpe of society in which the
native cultivators would to some extent
be tied to the lands of their European
overlords seems nost genem]ly suited to
mest the needs of the soil in the present
state of African development. .. . It
would enahle the people who have been
the prime canse of erosion [the Euro-
peans} and who have the means and
ahility to coutrol it to assume responsi-
bility for the soil. At present, humani-
tarian considerations for the natives pre-
vent Buropeans from winning the altain-
able position of dominance over the soil
LTI, p. 276).

Such dircct apalogetics for colonialism
sound somewhat odd today.

Vogt, whose book The Road to Survi-
vl appcared in 1948, saw in Russian
vverpopulation a serious military and
political threat. He argued that the Mar-
shall Plan of aid to Europe was the re-
sult of an nnenviable choice between
allowing the spread of communism and
providing international welfare, which
would mercly encourage population in-
crease. e also poiats to the expendabil-
ity of much of the world's popalation:

There is little hope that the world will
escape the horror of extensive famines in

China within the next few vears, But

from the world point of view, thesc may

be not only desivable byt indispensable.

A Chinese population that continued to

increase at a geonetric rate could only

be a global calamity. The mission of Gen.
eral Muarshall to this unhappy land was
called a failure, Had it succceded, it

might well have heen a disaster [41, p.

238].

It is iromic indeed that this prediction
was published in the very vear that Mao
Tsc-tung came to power and :-:r_mght, in
true dialectical fashion, to transform
China’s problem into a sclution through
the mobilization of labor power to creale
resources where there had besn none be-
forc. The resultant transformation of the
Chinese earth {as Buchanan [1] calls it)

has eliminated famine, raised living
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standards, and elfcelively  eliminated
hunger and material misery.

It is easier to catch the political im-
plications of overpopulation arguments
in past eras than it is in our own. The
lesson which these cxamples suggest is
simply this: if we accept a theory of
overpopulation and resource scareity but
insist upon keeping the capitalist mode
of productivn intact, then the inevitable
results are policies directed toward class
or ethnic repression at home and policies
of imperialism and neo-imperialism
abroad. Unfurtunatcly this relation can
be structured in the other direction, If,
for whatever reason, an elite group rc-
quires an argument to support policics
of repression, then the averpopulation
argument is most beautilully tailored to
fit this purpose. Malthus and Ricardo
provide us with onc cxample of such
apologetics. It a poverty class is neces-
sary to the processes of capitalist accu-
raulation or a subsistence wage essential
to economic equilibrivan, then what bet-
ter way to cxplain it away than to appeal
to 2 universal and supposcdly “natural”
law of population?

Malthus indicates another kind of
apolugetic use for the population princi-
ple. Tf an cxisting social order, an elite
gronp of some sort, is under threat and
is fighting to preserve its dominant posi-
tion in society, then the overpopulation

“and shurtage of resources arguments can

be used as powerful ideological levers to
persuade peoplc into acceptance of the
status quo and of authoritarian measures
to maintain it. The English landed inter-
est used Malthus’ arguments thus in the
early nineteenth century, And this kind
of argument is, of course, cven more
effective if the elite group is in a posi-
tion to creuate a scarcity to demonstrate
the point.

The averpopulation argument is easily
used as part of an elaborate apologetec
through which class, ethnie, or {neo-}
colonial repression may be justified. It
is difficult to distinguish between argu-
ments that have some real funndation
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and arguments (ashioned for apologetic
reasons. In pencral the two kinds of ar-
guments get inextricably mixed up. Con-
sequently, those whe think there is a rcal
problem. of some sort may, unwittingly,
contribute strength to the apologists,
and individuals may contributc in good
faith to a result which, as individuals,
they might [nd abhorrent.

And what of the eomtemporary ecol-
ogy und environmental movement? T be-
lieve it reflects all of the currents | have
identified, but under the stress of con-
temporary events it iy diffienlt to gort
the arguments out clearly. There are
deep structural problems to the capital-
ist growth process (epitomized by per-
sistent  “stugflation” and  international
monetary  uncertainties).  Adjustments
seem necessary. The welfure population
in America is being iransformed from
a tool for the manipulation of effec-
tve demand {which wus its ceonomic
tale in the 1960s) into a tool for attack-
ing wage 1ales (throngh the work-fare
provisivn)—and Malthus™ arguments are
all being used to do it. Wage ntes have
been under attack, and policies for de-
pressing real earnings are cmerging in
both America and in Europe to com-
pensate for falling rates of profit and a
slowdown in the rate of eapital aceumu-
lation, There can be na question that the
existing social order perceived itself to
be under some kind of threat in the late
1960s (particularly in France and the
U.S.A., and uow in Britain), Was il acd-
dental that the environmentalist argu-
ment emerged so strongly in 1965 at the
erest of campus  disturbances?  And
whut was the effect of replacing Mar-
cuse by Bhrlich as campus hero® Condi-
tions appear to be exactly right for the
emergenee of overpopulation arguments
as part of a popular ideology to justity
what had and what has to be done to
stubilize a capitalist economic system
that is under severe stress.

But at the same time there is mount-
ing evidence (which has in fact been
building up since the early 1950s) of
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certain ccological prablems that now
exist on a wor]d-wige as opposcd to on
& purely lncal scale {the DDT cxample
heing the most spectacular). Such prob-
lems are real envugh. The difficulty, of
course, is to identify the underlying rea-
son for the emergence of these difficul-
ties. There has been some recognition
that consumption patterns induecd under
capitalism may have something to do
with it, and that the nature ol private
enterprise, with ils predilection for shilt-
ing costs onto society in order to im-
preve the competitive position of the
lirm, also plays a role 52]‘ And there
s no question that runaway rates of
pupulation grawth {bhrought about to a
large degree by the penetration of mar-
ket and wage-labor relationships into
traditional rural societies) have also
played a role. But in their haste to lay
the origin of thesc problems at the door
of “overpopulation™ (with all of its Mal-
thusian connotations), many analysts
have unwittingly invited the politics of
repression that invariably seem to be ut-
tached to the Malthusian argument at
time when economic conditions arc such
as to make that argument extremely at-
truactive to a ruling elite. '
Ideus are social relations: they have
their ultimate origin in the social con-
ecerns ol mankind and have their ultimate
impuct upon the social life of mankind.
Arguments concerning  environmental
degradation, population growth, resource
scarcities, and the like cun urise for guite
disparate reasons and have quite diverse
impacts. It is therefore crueial to estab-
lish the political and social origins and
impacts of such arguments, The political
cmsequences of infecting a strangly pes-
simistic view into a world structured
hievarchically along class and ethnic
lines and in which therc is au ideologi-
cal commitment to the preservation of
the capitalist order are quite lerrifying
to conteraplate. As Levi-Strauss warns
in Tristes Tropigues:
Once men begin to feel cramped in
their geographical, socizl and mental
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habitat, they are in danger of being
lempted by the simple solution of deny-
ing eme seetion of the species the ryht to
bo considered lnnan [17, p. 4017

CONCLUSIONS

Twentieth century scienee in the west-
em world is dominated by the tradition
of Aristotelinn materialism. Within that
tradition, logical empiricism, bucked hy
the philosaphical strength of logical posi-
tivism, has provided a general paradig-
matic basis for scientific enquiry, More
recently the “model builders” and the
“systemns theorists”™ have come to play
a larger role. All of these methods are
destined to generate Malthusian or neo-
Malthusian results when applied to the
analysis of global problems in the popu-
lation-resources relation. Individnal sci-
entists may cxpress Oplimism or pessi-
mism about the future, while the results
of scientific investigation may indicate
the incvitable stationary state to be far
away or close at hand. But, given the
nature of the methodology, all the indi-
cators point in the same direction.

The political consequences that low
from these resnlts can be serious. The
projeetion of a neo-Malthusian view into
ihe palitics of the time appears to invite
rcpression al home and neo—colonial poli-
cies abroad. The neo-Malthusian view
often funerions Lo legitimate such policies
and, therehy, to proserve the position of
a tuling elite. Given the ethical neatral-
ity assumption and the dominant concep-
tion of scientific method, all a ruling
elitc has to do to generate neo-Malthus-
ian viewpoints is to ask the scientifie
comununily to eonsider the problews in.
herent in the popnlation-resources rela-
tion. The scientific results are basically
predetermined, althongh individual sci-
entists may demur for personal “subjec-
Hve” reasans.

It is, of course, the central argunent
of this puper that the only kind of meth-
od capable of dealing with the coniplexi-
ties of the population-resources relation
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in an integrated and truly dynamic way
is that tounded in a properly constituted
version of dialectical materialism,

This conelizsion will doubtless be un-
palutable to many hecanse it sounds
ideological to u society of scholars nur-
tured in the belief that idevlogy is a dirty
word. Such a helicf is, as I have pointed
out, idcological. Further, failure to make
use of such a method in the face of a
situgtion that all regard as problematic,
and some regard as hordering on the
catastrophic, is to enurt ignorance on a
matter ag scrious as the survival of the
human species. And if ignorance is the
result of the ideological helicf that sci-
cnee 18 and ought to be idedlogy free,
then it is a hidden idenlogy that is the
most serions barrier to enquiry. And if,
out of ignorance, we participate in the
politics of repression and the pulitics of
fear, then we are doing so largely as a
consequence of the ideologicul claim to
he idcology free. But then, perhaps, it
was preciscly that participation that the
claim o he ideology free was designed
to elicit all along,

LiteraTure Crrkp

1. Euchanan, K. The Trnsformation of the
Chinese Egrth. New York: Prasger, 1870

2. Cole. H. §. 1, C. Freeman, M. Jahoda,
and K, L. R Pavitl, Thinking about the
Futnre: A C ritique of the Limits to Crowth.
Londun: Chatta end Windus, 1973,

3. Engels, V. The Dislectics of Nature, New
York: Intcrnational Publishers, 1940,

4. Firey, W. Man, Mind and the Land. Clen-

coe, Illioms: Free Press, 1960.

. Glacken, C. Traces on the Rhodian Shore.
Berkeley: University of California Press,
1967,

6. Godelier, M. Rationality end Irvationality
in Eeomomies. London: New Left Books,
1Y78,

7. Harvey, D. Social Justice and the City.
Baltimare: Johny Hopkins Press, 1573,

8. Hays, 5. The Consereation Muovement and
the Gospel of Pfficiency. Cambridge, Mas-
sachusetts: Athepewm, 1959,

Y. Hudson, W. D. Modem Moral Philosuphy,
London: Macmillan, 1570,

o



10.

1L

12

13.

15.

16.

17.
18.

149,

20.

21.

2.

28,

PopuLaTioN, Resounces, anp Tae [oenLony oF SCIENCE

Humboldt, A. von. Essat Politique sur le
Royaume de It Nouvelle Espayne. Paris:
T. Schoell, 1811.

Jecks, G. V, and R. O. Whyte. Vanishing
Lands. New York: Doubleday, 1939,
Kapp, K. W, The Sorial Costs of Private
Enterprise.  Cambridge, Massachusetls:
Harvard Widversity Press, 1950.

Keynes, J. M. The Genergl Theory of Em-
ployment, Interest and Money. New York:
Hareonrt Brace, 1936,

. Keynes, . M. Hssays in Biagmphy. New

York: Meridian Bonks, 1951.

Kneese, A, V., K. U. Ayres, and K. C.
D'Arge. Economicy and the Envirenment.
Washington, D.C.: BResources [or Lhe
Future, 1970

Kuln, T. 8. The Stucture of Scientific
Revolrtions. Chicago: Chicago University
Press, 1962,

Levi-Stranss, C. Trister Tropigues, Noew
York: Athenewm, 1873,

Lisch, A. The Ecanomics of Lovation, New
Haven: Yala University Press, 1954,
Malthus, 'I. K. Aa Ersay on the Principle
aof Papulation and a Summary View of the
Principle of Population. Hannondsworlly,
Middlesex: Pengunin Books, 1970,
Malthus, T. R. Principles of Political Feon-
onty. New York: Augustus Kelley, 1968.
Marx, K. The Poterty of Philosophy, New
York: Internztional Publishers, 1963:

. Marx, K. The Economic and Fhilosophic

Manuseripts of 1844, New York: Interna-
tional Puhblishers, 1964.

23. Marx, K. Capital. 3 volumes, New York:

Internatinmal ublishers, 1867,

. Marx, K. The Grundrisse, L.ondon: Mae-

millan, 1971. .

. Marx, K. Theoties of Sutplus Value. Part

3, Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1972,

.« Meadows, D, H, D L. Meadows, ].

Randers, and W. W, Behrens. The Limits fo
Groweth. New York: Universe Books, 1972.
Mesjaros, 1. "Ideology and Social Science,”
Snciglist Repister, 1972,

Mill, |. 8. Principles of Political Feonomy.
Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1963,

29.

30.

31.

3.

33

87,

38.

38

40.

41.

42

43,

7

Ollman, B, Alienation: Maw's Conceplion
of Man in Capitalist Society. TLondou:
Cambridge University Press, 1971,
Ollian, B. “Marxism and Politica]l Scienec:
Prologomenon to o Dichate on Mars™s Meth-
od,” Politics gnd Society, 3 (1973), pp.
491-510.

Orans, M. “Surplus,” Human Organization,
25 (1966), pp. 2132,

Pearson, H. “The Economy Has No Snr-
plus: A Critique of a Theory of Develop-
ment,” in K. Polanyi, C. M. Arensberg, and
H. W. Pearsun. Trude und Murket in Early
Lmpires. Glencoe, Ilincis: Free Press,
1957,

Piaget, [. Structurolism. New York: Harper,
1570

. Piaget, |. The Principles of Genetic Episte-

mology. London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1872,

- Ricardo, D. Principles of Political Feonomy.

London: Canubridge University Press, 1951.

. Ricardn, D. The Works and Correspondence

of David Ricurdo. Volnme 2. london:
Cambridge University Press, 1951,

Sauer, C. Agrieultural Origing and  Dis-
persals. New York: American Geographi-
cal Society, 1932,

Schmidt, A. The Concept of Neature in
Marx. London: New Left Books, 1871,
Spochr, A. “Cultural Differences in the
Interpretation of Naturd Resourees,” in
W. L. Thomas (ed.). Man's Hole in Chang-
ity the Fece of the Earth, Chicago: Chica-
go Universily Press, 1056,

Tarascio, V. ). Pareto’s Methodological
Approach to Ecenomies, Chapel Hill, North
Carolina: University of North Curolina
Press, 1966,

Vogt, W. The Road to Survivel. New York:
W. Sloane Associates, 1548,

Wittgenstein, L. Philpsuphicel Investiga-
tions. Oxlord: Oxlord Univensity Pross,
1938,

Zivke, G. W. The Problem of Malthus:
Must Pratgress End in Overpopulation. Uni-
versity of Colorado Studies, Series in Een-
nopies, N 5, Boulder, Colorado, 1967,






