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becomes manifest; it can be expect- 
ed that  the  unions will use all pos- 
sible means to oppose it,  not only 
because it  wdl  increase unemploy- 
ment  and lessen  the slze of wage 
increases,  but also because it would 
destroy their power. Such an in- 
crease in labor-management  strife 
would make  the  mtroduction of 
cybernated  equipment  even nzore 
attractive : machines don’t have 

ideas of their own an’d don’t  go out 
on strike. ’ 

Unemployment rates  must  there- 
fore  be  expected  to  rise in the six- 
ties. This  unemployment will be 
concentrated among the  unsldled, 
the older worker and  the youngster 
entering  the  labor  force. Minority 
groups will also be hard  hit. No con- 
ceivable rate of economic growth 
will avoid this  result, 

IV: The $60 Billion Gap 
Why is t,be economist now so confi- 
.dent oE continued growth in  our 
SabiIity to produce? His basic belief 
stems in large  part  from  his in- 
ability to perceive any forces  which 
would  reverse  a  trend that has 
now  continued  for well over a cen- 
tury.  Indeed,  many  economists  now 
argue  that a higher  rate of growth 
must be expected in the  future be- 
cause of the effects of increased ex- 
penditure  on  research  and devel’op-, 
ment. As evidence, they  point  to  the 
extraordinary  rise in agricultural 
production  since  the  government in- 
troduced a major R & D program in 
the  nineteen-thirties.  Since  then, 
dramatic  increases  in  agricultural 
productivity-far larger  than those 
attained in many  manufacturing 
industries - have  occurred. Ben 
Seligman, research h e c t o r  of the 
Retail Clerks International Asso- 
ciation,  states : 

So advanced  is our agricultural 
establishment  that  even  the 110 per 
cent of t he  labor  force it now  em- 
ploys i s  too much.  Farm  output in- 
creased 77 per  cent  between 191 0 
and  1954,  while  land  used  for  crops 
wen t   up   on ly  15 per  cent  During 
the  same  period,  labor  on  farms  as 
measured by man-hours  dropped 
over 30 per cent, This  suggests an 
almost threefold  rise zn productiv- 
ity. 
By now the agricultural  labor 

force  has decreased still further  and 
most economists  expect that agri- 
culture will need no more than 5 
per  cent of the  total  labor  force 
within a brief period of years. 

This overwhelming increase in 
productivity is now  agreed to be  the 
main reason why the farm policies 
of all recent  administrations  have 
proved ineffective.  The  major gov- 
ernment  programs in agriculture 
inaugurated in the 1930s had two 
main aims: to raise  the  incomes of 
farmers  and  to  protect the natural 
resources of the country. On the 
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one  hand, government policy called 
for a  restriction of production;  on 
the  other, a research  program to 
improve farming  techniques  was 
inaugurated Inevitably, R & D pro- 
grams  have  been so successful  that 
the  gap  between  potential  agrichl- 
tural supply and effective demand 
has  continued to widen. The con- 
sequent possibility of large-scale 
ovensupply forced the government 
to reduce the prices paid  for  sur- 
plus agricultural  produce  and also 
to restrict  production ever more 
severely: As part of this  latter pro- 
gram,  payments  are  made to farm- 
ers who  voluntarily  cease to use 
their  land for the  production of cer- 
tain crops. The government has 
come, in effect, to pay  for non- 
production, , and  h’as  recently  ex- 
tended  this policy by agreeing to 
compensate seed producers for not 
selling the see’d which would have 
been  used if farmers  had not re- 
duced the acreage  planted. 

Market Forces Prevail 
The  recent  painful experience in 

agriculture  should  teach us that one 
of the  most basic  tenets af theoreti- 
cal economics ?‘is correct: Adam 
Smith  stated  that  the effective op- 
eration of the economy requires 
that  the  individual should react to 
market  forces  and  that  attempts to 
control  production  through govern- 
ment  intervention would necessari- 
ly fail. The  greatest  irony is that 
the  principal beneficiaries of to- 
day’s government farm programs 
are  no longer the  small  farmers, 
but  the mechanized  farm-factories. 

The government cannot second- 
guess the  market, for market  forces 
will always take  their ‘revenge.” 
Thus  any  attempts to provide a par- 
ticular  group  with  protection inside 
the  market will distol‘t the  opera- 
tion of the economy, wonen the 
position of other groups or d’amage 

the  interests- of the group  the gov- 
ernment  is  trying to help. The gov- 
ernment’s lack of eiTectiveness in 
controlkg  the  market wdl become 
even more  apparent  when  the eco- 
nomic  picture  is  further  changed 
by the R & D revolution  which is 
augmenting  the  number of alterna- 
tive ways of doing the  same  thing 
and therefore  the complexity of con- 
trolling  production.  Even such ap- 
parently socially valuable  govern- 
ment  programs  as  increases in  min- 
imum wages  are unlikely to attain 
their goals, for they tend to en- 
courage the process of cybernation 
by raising  the wages of those worlc- 
ers who are in most  direct competi- 
tion with  cybernated  equipment. 
Governments will only move ever 
further  into a mire of controls if 
they try to manipulate  the  market. 
Social goals must be achieved in 
other  ways. 

The Production ‘Gap’ 
Although the  manifest  absurdity 

of, the  agricultural  position has 
forced  even the  most conservative 
economist  to recognize the’ prob- 
lem of abundance in this  part of 
the economy, very few discuss the ’ 
parallel  problem in the  rest of the 
economy despite the fact  that  it is 
now generally agreed that we could 
produce ut least another $60 billion 
worth of ecofacts  with  presently 
available  productive  capacity. A 
1962 report of the Conference on 
Economic Progress, an organization 
which  has tried to inform  the 
American people of the gap  between 
potential  and  actual produdtion,  en- 
larges  on  this  point: 

W e  have  also  experienced a n  ex- 
traordznarily  high  level of adle plant 
and  machznes, not only during re- 
cessionary  periods, but also o n  the 
average  for  the  whole  period f r o m  
7954 olt into 1962 - even though 
1962 is popularly  regarded as n 
highly  prosperous  gear with fre- 
quent  citations of ~ecord-breaking 
production. . . . 

With natiopal production for the 
period from  the  beginning  of   1953 
t o  the  middle of 1962  as a whole 
estimated  at $387 billion below max-  
imum productian (1961 dollars), 
and with man-years of employment 
about  24  million too low, business 
investors,  farmers,  wage and salary 
workers, and professional  people 
have  all  forfeited  immense  aggre- 
gates of income a?td 0ppoi.tunit.y. 
Average  family income, foT the  pe- 
riod as a whole, has been $6,300 
lower than  it wotdd have  been un- 
der  conditions of maximum  employ-  
ment and production. 
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The lack of acceptance of this 
evidence of excess productive ca- 
pacity in  manufacturing  results 111 
large  part hom the  continuance of 
old patterns of economic thought 
and  failure to examine  all  the im- 
plications of new concepts.  Econ- 
omists simply have not accepted 
that  the R & D revolution in  indus- 
try, whlch  started  almost  twenty 
years later  than  that  in  agriculture, 
will znevztnbly have  the  same  effect 
and cause  the development of abun- 
dance in t h s  area also. 

Farm vs. Factory 
This  discrimination in awareness 

is not  restricted to practitioners of 
economics. Its generalization is il- 
lustrated by the  contrasting  ap- 
proaches to abundance in agricul- 
ture  and  industry of two editorials 
in a fall, 1962, issue of The N e w  
Yorh T i m e s .  One treats  the prob- 
lem of the  corn  surplus  with a 
happy  disregard of market condi- 
tions, and  with wry humor, discuss- 
ing  the claim of an Illinois agron- 
omist to have  increased yields of 
corn by installing  loud-speakers to 
broadcast  music over his fields. As 
this  increase in production would 
“add  to the glut” of corn,  the edi- 
torial  suggests that subsidies  should 
be eliminated  for  farmers growing 
corn to music as they “should be 
able to get premium  prices  for  their 
product,  particularly if it  is sold 
as popcorn.” 

The  other Times editorial ex- 
amines  the  steel  industry  and  here 
the  facts of the market  are  much 
in evidence and  humor is conspicu- 
ous by its ab3ence. The  inability of 
the  industry to sell all it  can pro- 
duce is analyzed in terms of ‘tough 
competition from  foreign produc- 
ers,”  other  metals  ,taking “a share 
of its  traditional  markets,” “slack- 
ening of demand,  partly  because 
steel  users  have learned to  get along 
with smaller stocks,” and  “high 
costs.” The proposed solution is also 
in terms of the market: 

T h e  steel  companies  recognize 
that  they have to  increase  their 
spending on  plant and  equipment zn 
Order to  ilnprove  their  competitive 
position. They   have   beez   emom-  
aged to  invest b y  the Administra- 
tion, which  put  through  deplecia- 
tzon reform as  well as tax  credit 
for corporate  spending o n   n e w  
plant. I n  addition, the funds saved 
through  tke  reduction a n  dividends 
can be  applied to new  investment.  
I n  today’s competitzve  atmosphere, 
there  can  be no relaxation i-n the 
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continuing effort t o  control costs 
aud upgrade quality. 
These two editorials  are cited be- 

cause they seem to  reflect a rather 
widespread  difference in attitudes 
to manufacturing  and  agricultural 
surpluses Yet if we look closely at 
this  situation,  there is n o  social 
basis for a wdlingness to be friv- 
olous about agricultural  surpluses 
and shoulder-to-the-wheel serious 
about manufacturing surpluses. The 
reason for  the  contrast in attitudes 
does not lie in the  larger scope of 
the  agricultural  problem,  but  rather 
in the  fact  that  the  manufac- 
turing  surplus  is potential ,  requires 
n o  action from  the government, and 
has  not yet entered  the  public  con- 
$ciousness  The  agricultural sur- 
pluses, o n  the  other  hand,  are nc- 
tzral, they  have compelled govern- 
ment to intervene in ways  which 
are deeply opposed to the  conven- 
tional  definitlon of “proper” govem- 
ment action and they have forced 
h e i r  way into  the,public conscious- 
ness. 

But  why  are the  agricultural  sur- 
pluses actual and the  manufactur- 
ing  surpluses potential? 

Prices received by the agricul- 
tural marketive aze s t d l  normally 
detennined by market forces; it does 
not usually  have the’ability  to  raise 
prices  through  restricting supply. 
Its  rational economic  action,  there- 
fore, is to produce as much as pos- 
sible because  the, larger  its sales, 
the  more  money it will make.  Thus, 
in contrast  to  the  industrial  mar- 
ke,tive, the  agricultural  marketive 
has  an incentive to produce as 
much  as  it  can. The resulting agri- 
cultural production has been larger 
than  the effective. demand  and ac- 
tual surpluses  have developed. 

Most nonagricultural  types of 
marketives .benefit, as we saw 
earlier,  from  restricting  supply. If 
they  produced to  the Limit of their 
ability,  they would be  forced to low- 
er the prices  they charged for their- 
kcofacts and  their  profits would 
therefore  often decline. Thus  these 
marketives  have an incentive  to 
produce far less than  the  maximum 
possible amount and most  indus- 
trial surpluses  therefore remain PO- 
tentinl .  The  fact  that  abundance is 
only potentially available in the 
nonagricultural  sectors of the  econ- 
omy has allowed us to continue  to 
ignore  it. Homwever, we will be 
forced in  the vely near  future  to 
recognize the reality of manufac- 
turing abundance  because  the gap 

between  potential supply and effec- 
tive demand will continue to widen 
and  brmg about  three  reactions 
whlch will be widely felt: ( 1  1 a 
greatly increased drive for con- 
sumer  seduction, (2) an ever-grow- 
ing army of unemployed, and (3)  
a strengthening  and  widening of 
government  intervention in the 
economy. 

Can Wc Close the ‘Gap’? 
As of the end of 1962, there was 

already a  gap of at least $60 billion 
between  immediately  available po- 
tentlal supply and effective  demand. 
The  continuation of even the re- 
striicted past  rates of growth would 
lead to an annual increase in po- 
tential  supply of ‘at  least $20 billion 
in the  immediate  future  and  at  least 
$30 bdlion per year by the  end of 
the  decade. Arno H. Johnson has 
calculated  that  this would mean 
,that “. . . personal consumptiioiz in 
the United States  must be’expancled 
by, at least  60 per cent to  about 
$536 billion in 1972 if we are to 
match a productive  ability of $835 
billion. This  means  adding $200 
billion of personal  consumption to 
athe $336 billion level of mid-1961.’’ 

What  forces could develop t o  
close the already  existing gap be- 
tween  potential  supply  and  effec- 
tive demand  and  then keep  it  
closed? A large  number of econu- 
mists still avoid discussion of this 
question by simply stating  ,that  the 
$60 billion gap  results  from too 
much  government  intervention in 
.the economy;  others  claim that i t  
is caused by a failure of govern- 
,merit to  intervene  to  encourage 
growth. In both  cases i t  i s  argued 
that  changes in government  actions 
would suffice to allow the u,se of 
all the  available supply, and  that 
more  effective  application of tra- 
ditional economic policies will there- 
fore close the  gap,  Other economists 
point to real needs-alleviation of 
poverty, better pulblic services and 
buildings,  greater help  for  the poor 
countries-which could  absorb all 
available  production. There can be 
no doubt that  these  needs  taken to- 
gether  could, and should, absorrb all 
the  avadable production in the 
,short run. But the fact  remains 
that ways have  not  been  found  to 
pay  for  these  needs in the  past  and 
will n o t  be found in the  ,future  un- 
less major  changes  are  made in the 
socio-economic system. 

Why should  this be so? Let us 
first  examine  the  probIem of pov- 
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erly.  Michael  Harrington has ar- 
gued in his book, The Othel- Anzer- 
zca, that some 40 to 50 rn~llion 
Amelxans  have been cut off from 
the  main  stream of American  life 
and  are  frequently to be found m 
ghettos  where  they  are no longer 
noticed and therefore  cause  llttle 
disturbance in the consciences of 
then- fellow Americans. A report  re- 
leased by Pres~dent Kennedy in the 
winter of 1963 stated  that 32,000,- 
000 Amer~cans “are still on  the 
fringes of poverty, and worse.” 

The  already  cited 1962 report of 
the Conference  on Econ,omic Prog- 
ress  has described the  same reali- 
ties in  terms of economic  sta,tlstics: 

I n  1960, approxinzately 38 mzl- 
laon Amelqncans, or more  tlzan’  one- 
f i f t h  of a natzon, lived an poverty! 

I .  . . Tlzese zncluded  almost 10.5 mal- 
lion multtple-persort fanzzlies with 
annual incomes under $4,000, and 
almost 4 nzzllion  unattached zndz- 
viduals with annual zncornes under 
$Z;OOO. More t h a n  12 5 rnvllpLon 
Americans  had  less than , hal f  the 
zncovne Teguzred to l a f t  thenz above 
poverty,.  zncludang almost 3 3 mil- 
lzon  famzlzes zrnder $2;000, and 
about 1 75 nzzllion  unattached in- 
dzuzcluals under  $1;000. . , , 
The needs of the poor are known 

to be real  and  urgent,  but we have 
already  seen  that  many  forces  are 
working agamst an improvement 
in  the posltion of the less skilled 
land educated worker. The  potential 
lor  major  increases in effectzve de- 
mand  from those with low incomes 
is therefore  highly  limited  unless 
major changes  are  made in the 
tsocio-economic system. 

Closed Avenucs 
The second, arena  for  increased 

potential  con,sumption is  that  usual- 
ly  designated  as  public  expendi- 
tures, i.e , those  designed to alle- 
viate  the  social problems  resulting 
from  the  shortage of public  build- 
ings, schools, parks,  etc , and  the 
inad’equate  number of pohce, school- 
teachers  and  other public  servants. 
However, given present  attitudes to 
fiscal  responsibility, the  existing 
levels of debt of local, state  and 
federal government and  the  fact 
that  the public and  the legislalors 
appear to believe that  taxation  rates 
OF all levels df government  are  al- 
most  as  high  or high’er than  is 
feasible, it seems unhlcely that  any 
substantial  mcrease 111 expenditures 
will be achleved  unless new  ways 
are  found to make  funds available 
f o i  ‘these  purposes. 
3YG 

The final possibility is  .lo make 
more  resources  available ’to the poor 
couhtnes.  It IS sometimes  careless- 
ly  argued thal  the poor countries 
could absorb  any surplus America 
and  the West had available. We 
cannot ignore the  fact  that Amer- 
ica has had  large  amounts of un- 
used  capacity  available for a con- 
slderable number of years  and t h ~ s  
has no t  led to a  large  increase m 
the outflow of funds to the poor 
countries, in addition,  recent Con- 
gressional  attitudes are hardly fa- 
vorable to any  major  increase  ,in 
the near  future. However, even if 
political realities- are ignored, the 
argument  is  unreasonable.  The to- 
tal  amount of economlc aid  now 
flowing overseas 1s limited; a n  im- 
mense  increase  cannot be achleved 
overnight, if only for  administra- 
tive reasons. In addition, many  of, 

I those  most closely connected with 
the problems of development  now 
agree that  there  are  few poor coun- 
tries  with a really  acute  shortage 
of capital  for worth-while invest- 
ments-the bottleneck is  not  money, 
but  men and Ideas. Even If a de- 
clslon were  taken to provide as 
much  capital  for  the developing 
countries  as  they could usefulZy ab- 
sorb, it seems unhlcely that they 
couldluse  as  much  as 10 per cent 
of the  annual  increase  in produc- 
tion in the  West and , impossible 
that they could use  more than 20 
per cent. 

Thus,  although  large  unsatisfied 
demands for  ecofacts do exist, the 
potential  purchasers wiil not  have 
the necessary iunds to obtain  them. 
Unless changes  are  made 111 the 
present SOCIO-econ’omic system,  both 
nationally  and  mternationally,  the 
increase in effective demand to bal- 
ance  our growingr  supply can only 
come from  the  wealthier  groups al- 
Teady zuitlzin the  abundant econ- 
omy. But as  Peter L. Bernstein 
points  out in The Price of Pros- 
perzty, there is no  assurance  that 
the American people “would unques- 
tionably spend . . , the overwhelm- 
ing portion of the  add~tional in- 
come accruing to them  at  loftier 
levels of business  activity.”  Bern- 
stem’s comment is  reinforced by a 
conslderatlon of changes in  pur- 
,chasing  habits  and an examination 
of deve1opmont.s in product  relia- 
bility High levels of consumption, 
in themselves, no  longer  confer 
prestige m certain groups and  this 
attitude  wdl certainly spread,  for 
it is the opinion leadens who have 
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€irst  rejected  conspicuous  consump- 
tion. Regarcling product  reliability, 
levels of effective  demand wlll be 
decreased by the development of 
longer-bed products.  This trend  is ’ 

particularly  noticeable  for  durable 
goods, such  as TV sets and automo- 
biles. 

I 

A Final Card 
The optlmlstic  analyst has one 

final  card  up  his sleeve: its  nature 
can be well lllustrated by quoting 
Prudential‘s Econovzic  Forecast for 
1963: “Although a further slowing 
of the economic growth rate  is now 
indlcated,  our economy is not con- 
signed to perpetual  slack.  The 
‘years of transition’ will end in the 
mid-sixties Then, an upsurge oE 
households  formed by our big crop 
of postwar babies will create  new 
forces of demand.”  Unfortunately, 
the I argument 1s incomplete:  the 
increase in the  number of ecofact- 
consummg  households  resulting 
from  these marriages will be ac- 
companied by an increase in the 
job-seeking labor  force made  up o f ’  
heads of these  households and, rn 
some cases, the= wives ‘also.  The 
increase 111 demand  wdl therefore 
be  balanced by an increase in po- 
tential supply. 

Thus  the  manifold “solutions” 
to the gap betw’een supply and de- 
mand are, in  reality,  nothing  but 
wishful  thinking. I t  should  there- 
fore be clear that a proposed cut in 
taxes  is no  more  than a short-term 
palhatwe. It wdl not provide money 
to those, In the lowest Income 
brackets  who would be most  willmg 
to  spend  it.  ,Under our  present socio- 
economic  system, nelther  the on- 
der-consummg nor  the  overconsum- 
ing groups will furnish  the  .increase 
m demand  necessary to close the 
gap.  But  this is  hardly a state of af- 
fairs  callkg for loud  lamentatlons, 
on  the  contrary,  the  continuing  gap 
between  potential  supply  and  effec- 
tive demand  ,opens  new  and  en- 
couraging possibilitles 

Since the rise of civilization, a 
restricted  class  has exploited the ‘re- 
mainder of the population in order 
t o  llve well. Today in America more 
people live well than ever before 
,and  the economically exploited class 
is smaller t h a n  at any time in the 
past. Nevertheless, the  historian of 
the twenty-first  century wdl still be 
puzzled as  he looks back  on Lhe 
nineteen-slxties,  for he will never 
understand our point of view. He 
will wonder how we could tolerate 
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ah exploited minority when it wals 
possible for the remainder of the 
population to provide for it without 
damaging  thefi own economic posi- 
tion. He w f l  ask how  we could ac- 
cept  a society in which those with 
m-oney had relatively few unsatis- 
fied  needs  and those with  many  un- 
satisfied  needs  had no money. 

The Fear of Abundance 
Why  do we appear to fear abun- 

dance  and why  do  we have so much 
difficulty in adapting to it? The 
,availability of more ecofacts than 
we are  currently  using would seem, 
at first  sight, to  be a  most desirable 
state of affairs. Unfortunately, 
the  present  operation of our 
system does not allow  everybody to 
share in abundance. We must no’w 
ask how Ithose within the  abundant 
economy maintain  thek position 
and how the distribution of income 
is decid,ed. The  answer reveals the 
fundamental irrationality in the 
functioning oif our  present ‘system. 
We have already seen that the abil- 
ity to charge  high prices and make 
high pkofits depends on the per- 
petuation of scarcity ‘md that the 
markeltive must therefore try to  
Limit  ibs production andsales. Sim- 
ilarly high wages and salasies will 
be most easily achieved when  there 
are insufficient workers; unions and 
professional groups, therefore, tfy 
to restrict  entry to their occupa- 
tions. In effect, then, i t  is preci,sely 
those groups most successful in re- 
stricting supply that are entitled to 
the  largest  quantity of resources. 

A particularly  unpalatable aspect 
of the  present  situation is ‘the fact 
that  the biggest profits are often 
achieved through anti-social or even 
illegal activities. Under  certain cir- 
cumstances, (social disapproval or 
illegality results in scarcity and 
scarci,ty results in high prices. For 
example,  the scarcity value o f ’  il- 
legally distributed narcotics in the 
United States yovides  the criminal 
with the possibdity of making large 
proTits and ‘encourages him to cre- 
ate new addicts who will then be- 
come regula- clients. In England, 
on .the other  hand,  narcotics  are 
provided to registered addicts at 
cost and  there is therefore less 
profit to be made out of encourag- 
ing addiction. 

Another example of the prpfit 
possibdities created by anti-social 
activities is .the process known as 
“blockbusting,” in which real-estate 
brokers encourage  panic sales 
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caused by a created fear  that hous- 
ing values would drop if members 
of a minority group should move 
in to  the neighboihood. In some 
cases, the subsequ’ent selling price 
of a house has  been twice as  high 
as  its price when  purchased by  ;the 
broker during ,&e panic-sale period. 

We can now summarize. It  is 
those who  are willing and .ab18e to  
preserve scarcity who will increase 
their  clauns on available abun- 
dance.  This  situation i,s hardly  func- 
hon& for it means  that  those who 
successfully restrict Isupply increase 
their  rights  to o b t h  ecofacts, while 
those who create an abundance of 
ecofacts in their own sphere of 
production will seldom gain the 
right to a fair proportion of the 
general abundance. 

We have also seen that  the mebh- 
ods which maketives have so far 
used to preserve ;a scai-city vgue 

V: Government’s 

for  their OWE ecofacts have  begun 
breaking down and that profit rnar- 
gins  are  tending  to decline. The 
reaction of marketives to this situ- 
ation  has  been  to  invest in increas- 
ingly efficient machinery, despite 
the  fact  that they have  more than 
enough capacity to produce all the 
ecofacts that pepple are willing and 
able to buy at the present  time. 

Purchase of new machinery  usu- 
ally decreases the  number of work- 
ers employed because i t  will typi- 
cally require less people  to tu& out 
the  same  amount of production: 
indee’d, this is  often  the  definition 
of .‘knore efficient.’” Thus  the opera- 
tion of the  market within the exist- 
ing socio-economic system  penal- . , 

izes those who produce abundantly, 
forces  the  introduction of new ma- 
chinery  ‘even  when  existing  equip- 
ment  is stdl adequate, and leads to 
growing unemyloyment. 

Although Keynes was already argu- 
ing, in the 1930s, far a ‘hovel ex- 
pedient” to deal with growing abun- 
dance, i.e., the development of so- 
cial and economic justice, his econ- 
omist disciples found a different 
novel expedient. They suggested 
that  the only way 40 deal  with 
abundailce  was  to  in’sure that i t  
never developed: that, in fact, one 
should keep demand growing so 
fast  that it would never be  possible 
to produce more than could be sold. 
Most economists ,and politicians 
throughout ‘the world are now com- 
mitted to this  latter solution. They 
have never asked Wf iam Gom- 
berg’s question: “Why must we de- 
pend  on a whirling-dervish ec’on- 
omy  keyed  to  compulsive consump- 
tion?” 

Today the goals of almo’st all 
countries  are expressed primarily 
in terms of ‘a maximum,  or at least 
adequate, rate of growth. For ex- 
ample, the members of the Organi- 
zation  for Economic Cooperation 
and Development have pledged 
themselves to achieve a 50 per  cent 
increase in their production of eco- 
facts  during  the, sixties. Britain’s 
“National Productivity Year” was 
designed to pulblicize the need for 
an increased growlth sate. 

Competition between th,e Com- 
munist bloc and  the West is also 
predominantly discussed in the 

Complex Role 
same  terms. Both sides apparently 
seem willing ,to concede that  the 
bloc which has  the  faster  rate of 
economic growlth will come to rule 
the world-and i t  sometimes even 
seems to be assumed that  it should 
do so. For this reason, the United 
States is apparently  determined  to 
achieve a yearly percentage rate of 
economic growth equaling that of 
Russia. 

Unfmtunately, America has never 
really considered the potentials 
opened up by abundance: it  has 
simply continued to assume that 
there is  no other possibility but con- 
tinued growlth in the supply of eco- 
facts. Government and marketives 
are both committed to  this goal and 
fail to recognize that m.any of the 
policie’s they adopt are contradic- 
tory and  that Ithe combination of 
all of theni  is actually destroying 
the  market system. 

What are the more  significant 
government actions in the eco- 
nomic  field?  First,  the government 
has accepted an implicit obligation 
to  provi.de minimum  subsistence 
for all in recognition of ,the fact 
that  an increasing  number of those 
with low levels of skill and educa- 
tion will be unable to  find jobs in 
coming years. Second, it is trying 
to limit  the  extent of this problem 
through  retraining and depressed- 
=ea programs. Third, i t  adjusts in. 
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