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ABSTRACT

This paper assesses two linked problems. First; dégpite unceasing technical advance, do growingny
and misery reign in most of the world? Second, digythe entry of the USSR and other Eastern casitnto
the market produce a catastrophic collapse in atasdof living and welfare, and an unparalleledisrin all
aspects of production and political life?

The paper explains the role played by productigifferentials between different parts of the worahd how
they are sustained dynamically. This is a posifeedback process. The surplus profit arising fohn@sé
productivity differentials is re-invested in thegher productivity countries, permitting them to ntain and
extend this gain, resulting in a secular rise ffedénces between national output capacities, avegry long
period of time.
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The Poverty of Nations
Technical Change and Accumulation in the Modern Glbal Market
Alan Freeman November 1995

'‘Bourgeois society reproduces in its own form etheng against which it had fought in feudal or dhsst
form' — Marx, Theories of Surplus Valuepl75

TECHNICAL PROGRESS AND SOCIAL REGRESSION: THE PROBL EM POSED

The world today confronts two vast and indissoldbiied problems. First: why, despite unceasindnmézal
advance, do growing poverty and misery reign intnofshe world? Second, why has the entry of the&sBS
and other Eastern countries into the market, contia what the experts predicted, led to a catpsim
collapse in standards of living and welfare, anduaparalleled crisis in all aspects of productiod @olitical
life?

These two problems, whose solution concerns atigseon the planet, reduce to the following: hovt ihat
technical progress, which for the first time makegphysically possible to liberate human beings from
subjection to Nature, not only maintains but pragtuand reproduce®cialregression and deprivation?

A FIRST STEP IN THE SOLUTION

Consider two firms making the same good, the secsimy a more efficient, and hence less costlyrtiegte.
Neither marxism nor the most prejudiced orthodory deny that it makes more profit than the fireduse it
pays less to produce a good which sells for theeganiae.

Hence if new producers arrive on the market, ridisesolume of goods found there, and so causesptictall,
then existing producers will experience a lossjnairdition of their own profits in comparison witladier
times. However prices do not fall so low as theylhdan the absence of the older, less productitredj and
so the new producers realise a higher than avenadi which they experience as a gain.

The first beneficiaries of a new technology alwagalise a higher profit, which persists as longhase are
both backward and advanced producers of the sarméd gothe same market. This, they experience as a
temporary gain or windfall — a surplus profit.

Moreover the losses are indissociable from thesg@me could not take place without the other. &leists,
therefore, at least empirical justification for agimg of a transfer from one to the other. Where find
systematic, unilateral transfers we find also thetemal basis for inequality. If, moreover, we fitttht this
system of transfers — losses by one party and dainthe other — is neither transitory nor accidebta
endemic and self-perpetuating, then we should wwask if this chronic condition is an aspect oflabgl
market.

Orthodox political economy does not speak of suahsfers and does not even have the words to ditsso.
justification is as characteristic as peculiadetlares that they cannot exist. It excludes threm the rational
world, and ends up demonising them. Convinced tthetmarket incarnates perfection, besotted by dba i
that perfection is equilibrium, it must designatsitaiation of disequilibrium — such as the coexisteof two
technologies or two profit rates — as either tamgi and hence marginal, or an anomaly imposed by
exceptional, exogenous and probably malign circants. If one rummages in the literature, this disimn is
found buried alongside rent, monopoly, externaljtithcome effects', adjustment processes, andnso o
anywhere but so-called ‘perfect competition'.

This implies that the 'cause' of inequality, of &myd, is never the market as such, but alwayoktion of its
divine law. The real world acquires the fantastipect of a never-ending journey towards an undeéfitestiny
which is proclaimed the true reality. This bringghodoxy to the grotesque, manifestly false andsgua
religious idea that the poverty of billions of pémppf mass death, of a planet made up of two \gpikinever
part of the sacred plans of the Gods of the malkdtthe result of unforeseen imperfections: eitfistorical
'‘backwardness' or 'underdevelopment’, or outsiderfarence — by communists, tyrants, drug barons,
fundamentalists, trades unions — or indeed becafigbe historical and genetic incompetence of @erta
peoples.

Faced with the terminal failure of economics tplain a level of inequality and poverty in the webihich
defies imagination, ideas of this last type areugirgg at the door of respectable science; 'geregptanations
of psychology, of deprivation, of educational attaent and poverty. Why are people rich? becausedte
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gifted. Why do others die? because they were bmrithis eugenics in modern dress leads directip¢oold
'scientific' conceptions of the Nazis.

Pioneers such as Amin, Gunder-Frank, Emmanuel albbi® have pointed the way to the alternative
explanation that the market itself generates inkguand poverty. However the subject of most suak is
historical, concerning a world already divided irgpparently advanced and apparently backward deantr
Their contribution has been to show how capitalgrpetuates such inequality. We propose one sordifier
step; to prove that capitalism creates the inetyuagardlessof historical circumstance. The latter determines
whois rich andwhois poor just as accidents of birth determine wha igorker and who is a capitalist; but
history is no longer the primary cause povertyffitgest as birth is not the primary cause of woeke

When Marx speaks of rent or money, which exist athbarchaic and modern forms, it is striking that h
initially abstracts from the survivals of formerrjpels of history, and takes as his initial assuopt world
completely dominated by capitalism, in which comihpgroduction is universal. There is good reason f
this; he rightly seeks to avoid attributing anyeeffof the market itself to external or non-maidenomena.

We will apply the same method to technical chatigis;article studies not the movement from preedigitto
capitalist economies but the effects of technitenge in gure capitalist economy; a world which, in fact,
more closely resembles the world of today than prgvious phase of society, namely a global capttali
economy.

This is required. The most tragic illusion of rectmes is the idea that the market is the antidmieequality,
poverty and war. And if indeed the cause of ineityuéd external to the market, then the solutiotoisemove
the external disturbance, not the market. But theket itself is thecauseof inequality. To show this, though
many other factors play a role, we first abstraonf them. By showing that, even assuming no externa
disturbanceneverthelesgrowing inequality is a necessary product of tecaihddvance in a market economy,
we show most clearly both its root cause, and gduessary treatment.

SURPLUS VALUE, SURPLUS PROFIT AND THE ROOTS OF INEQUALITY

Any change in price, in a society where money fiamst as a universal means of purchase, impliestersyof
gains and losses. If | buy cotton for $10 and yay wool for $10, and if my cotton falls to $5 whijeurs
rises to $15, then | have lost $5 and you haveeghihe same amount. The market has transferrexb8brfie
to you as surely as if we both began with $10 imeyoand you violently deprived me of half my treasd he
first step in understanding is to quantify thesmgand losses.

VALUE

When there is a price change, what exactly passasdne hand to another? Normally inist simply money,
and nor is it goods or services — 'use values'@x térms them. In the case discussed above, naldcding
takes place. My loss is provoked entirely by aifalbrice, just like losses on the Stock ExchaMgbat is lost
or gained is an abstract purchasing power, a cgptcibenefit from the creations of humans in gahéy
buying them. This 'something' is value.

In fact no economist denies this. It is a hiddenhtra horrible professional secret not discussefiont of
children. Every economist admits thbaehind prices lurks something frightful: ‘reality’. Théassticians
calculate indexes to explain that the purchasinggpoof money has changed with inflation, and cdkgfu
instruct us that the 'real value' of the dollatter point is what it buys. One of the most rigoréusdational
works of modern economic thought, by Gerard Debisesimply called 'The Theory of Value'. The basisll
subsequent polemics against Marx, by the Germanogagist Bohm-Bawerk, was entitled 'Value and Price'.
spite of the chill which the very idea of Value po&es in the heart of the orthodox economists, rajrthem
can deny it exists or they would be like physicdéprived of the concepts of space and time, dogists
deprived of Life.

The debate between economists does not concerxistence of value but its origin and magnitudeeréhs
no need to go further except for one sole reasenadiht, which goes to the heart of the matteroppse only
that if $1 represents a certain quantity of vatbhen $2 represents twice as much: that is, thaesgnémctions
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at any given moment asraeasureof value® If this is accepted we can measure the transfengoged by a
system of exchanges in money terfns.

Although | do not share the view that money sufficientmeasure of value, | prefer to leave this point here
on the one hand because it does suffice to undbeevital part of the truth which concerns us, andthe
other because it serves to establish the ideolbgieacter of the orthodox vision. There is wideeptance
of money as a measure at least of distributionwbaclusions flow from this agreement?

SURPLUS VALUE AND SURPLUSPROFIT

To fix our ideas more clearly, consider two entegf@urs making computers of essentially the samepand
functionality, which serve to represent a techmycatlvanced product. Suppose that producer P1$Hy$00

for raw materials and $4,000 in wages, and supgbseproduces 10 computers. Suppose that producer P2
could, with the same amounts of money, producedfpaiters. But suppose that having a limited caplital
makes only 5 computers with $2,500 in raw materigending $1,000 in wages. There are now 15 carput

on the market, which we assume sell for a tot&ia#,500. Finally suppose wages are the same evergvwh
avoid secondary complications.

Let us now compare the situation before and aftedyrction. Before, there was $10,000 in raw maleiia
P1's hands, and $2,500 in P2's hands: a total 268Q. After production, there are only computerd they
are worth $22,500. Thanks to the workers' actisjttetal value has risen by $10,000: that is, theyeadded
this value. If orthodoxy wishes to deny this, coitidlease stop charging us Tax on this Value Added

The workers received $5,000. So for each $1 reddiyean average worker, she or he creates a swail
worth $2. The workers' average capacity for creatimlue, which Marx calls the ‘value-produtVertprodukt)
is hence $2 for each $1 in wages, so that for 8adh wages a further $1 —$5,000 in all — is avdddor the
producers. Marx terms this surplus value.

This can, if we choose, be expressed in time idstéaollars. If $10 is the average cost of an lowork then
each such hour creates $20. Or, the value of mmmagining constant, each average hour costs anrarabu
value which could have been created with half-anrlod average labour.

| do not deny the importance of this, but | worttedl on it, both to avoid irrelevant objections ametause the
same argument can be put — as Marx generally d@sseasily with value measured in money as withesal
measured in time.

Whether in money or time, the proportion of thisvnealue which each producer appropriates is differe
Each computer sells for the same, average, priceeShere are a total of 15 computers this comes t
$22,500/15 =%$1,500 per computer. Producer P1, whs ®n of them, receives $15,000 of the grosenmag
and P2 receives the rest, namely $7,500. SincerB®anaterial costs were $2,500 it appears thatPthe
workers added $5,000. P1's raw material costs $&0e000 so it appears that the P1 workers — whdoarre
times as numerous, let us remember — also adde@@&SA\pparently, therefore, each P2 worker prodioes
times as much value as each P1 worker. Moreovenwiner of the more efficient technique realisesddipof
$4,000, four times higher than his rival who seswamiserable $1,000.

The reality is that P2 enjoyssarplus profit a technological rent, due to his temporary mohopoa new
technology. His ownership of a part of human knalgke incarnated in his machines, lets him seize a
disproportionate share of the value created elsmytend concentrate it in his hands. Moreover his @5
linked to the other's loss. The same process wdricithes him, augmenting his capital and with & tise of

the new technique, deprives the others in the ssaotor of the same benefits. Progress trails ppwerits
wake or, to put it the other way round, povertynighes progress.

From the point of view of the individual produceisseems as if the poor P1 workers are four times
productive as those of the fortunate P2. This dafimn obscures the reality that the differencends the
responsibility of P1's lax workers but the old maebk they work on. It is a consequencelistribution, not
production No question here of complex versus simple, oileskiversus unskilled labour; this is the same
work carried out by the same workers with the sdewel of skill and the same intelligence. Tbaly

! See Freeman (1995), Freeman and Carchedi (1995)lelt to Rodriguez (1995) cannot be overstated. Se
also Salama, de Brunhoff, Duménil, Lipietz and kole

2 There is however no general agreement on the elsaimgdistribution provoked by monetary inflation o
deflation, that is, changes in the value of morewill not deal here with this important questiondawill
assume (with Marx) that the value of money remaansstant.
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difference is the technology. Nor does the organimposition of capital, which is the same in the wases,
or even the neoclassical ratio between 'quantitycayital' and 'quantity of labour' enter the matfEne
differences result from the different productivitief the two sets of machines; end of story.

This reality impedes neither P1's efforts to cut\uerkers' wages to recover the same profit rateeasivals,
nor the efforts of the theoreticians to explaint ttree workers must redouble their efforts to emulate their
sisters and brothers if they wish to reverse timsfortune.

This is a fetishism, and a very powerful oneappearsthat differences between factories, regions atidmsa
are due to the differences between the intrinsiclpetive capacity of their workers. But without njang a
single attribute of the labour force, a redistribatof capital and technology would change evenghiNow
capital and technology are human products. Thesefdlr the different workforces display different
productivities, the original cause is the differefistribution of these human products, not a prstig
difference in gifts of Nature such as intelligerarewill. And if we wish to change the human corwlitj it is
hence to the distribution of human products, nohéw characteristics, that we must look. Otherwisenii
see everything as the reverse of what it really is.

Though there may be differences between young &hdiarkers, women and men, strong and weak, one can
only understand the source of inequality in theeigtcof the benefits of human activity on the basfighe
assumption that, to borrow a phrase 'all humanscegated equal’. One must make abstraction, asoto b
Ricardo and Marx, from these differences, assurtiiad their impact is already accounted bmfore they
reach the market by the process of value formatignthe very fact that the entrepreneur has a drexce
between these different people. It is not possibiean entrepreneur to acquire a permanent monapody
particularly strong, active or gifted type of parsior the simple reason that her or his rivals htinee same
purchasing power on the same labour market andsiogply buy their own equivalents. Butig, as we shall
show, possible for a definite group of entrepresduoracquire a permanent monopoly in the advantafjes
particular techniques.

To put it in its simplest form: explainingequality requires a prior definition of what squal Just as one
needs a unit of equal measure to distinguish betierey and short, just as one needs units of egeiht to
distinguish heavy from light, one must first statieat is equal between humans at the outset in @an to
describe, let alone measure, what is unequal bettesm at the finish.In a world where anyone can make
anything by pushing a button, inequality is notuaction of the length of the finger but the distaro the
button.

THE WINGS OF THE OWL OPMINERVA: SUPERPROFIT AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY

There is, however, a problem. Apparently P1 carilyeabange the situation: all she needs is camtal
technology. On this basis orthodox theory, rooteaduilibrium, ignores the problem we have raidédw
technology is treated as diffusing so rapidly thath differences can be ignored or treated as teampdiow
can it then be that certain producers, and cewaikers — in fact the great majority on the planaeverseem
to overcome this inequality?

% Hence, if there are differences in skills or spksation between workers of different countriéeytare the
posteriori result of the distribution of the sums of valueisthbought the education which produces these
differences, and do not reflect any intrinsic diffiece prior to this education. If an employer pf$s000 to
train a worker on a machine and as a result makedwice as productive, it is exactly as if the éogpr
invested in software to the same effect. The oiffer@nce is that the worker carries this knowleagth her
when she leaves the factory; capitalism has nosegéarated the worker from theentalmeans of production.
But as we shall see, this is changing.

*'The basis of value is the fact that human beialzge to each other's labour as equal, and germewlin this
form social, labour. This is an abstraction, likkhuman thought, and social relations exist ambogan
beings only to the extent that they think, and psesshis power of abstraction from sensuous indality and
contingency. The kind of political economist whaaaks the determination of value by labour timetioa
ground that the work performed by 2 individualsidgrthe same time is nabsolutely equafalthough in the
same trade), doesn't yet know what distinguishesanusocial relations from relations between animtdésis

a beast. As beasts, the same fellows then alsorwdéficulty in overlooking the fact that no twese values
are absolutely identical...and even less difficiltyjudging use values, which have no common measur
whatsoever, as exchange values according to thgned of utility.' Marx (1988) p 232.
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Recall that the differences in question result frima distribution of two human products — capitata
technology. At first sight there is no limit on thiffusion of technology since it is, at root, arrfo of
knowledge, and once known to even one person shaupdinciple be rapidly learned by others. But we
should never forget that to become a force of pttdn, a new technique must first be incarnatedxin
machine. Technique only exists, in the modern maikehe form of capital, where it is imprisonékel a half-
formed Michelangelcd®

But the production of capital certairilylimited, not least by the quantity of capital gogueduced in a given
period of time, and above all by the quantity ofvri@abour required to produce these goods. Morethesise

of capital is limited to its owners. The unequatdbution of technology cannot, therefore, be atissted from

the unequal distribution of capital.

The proof lies in a kind of revolution unfolding foee our eyes; the universal introduction of irgetlial
property. For the first time, forms of knowledgest»such as software and genetic engineering whiole
escaped the physical limits of this or that patéicimachine. In a certain sense these forms of ledye can
replicate themselves unaided, in that their cosepfoduction is almost nothing. Their associatigih money
and hence capital has been stretched to breaking po

The response has been in my view profoundly reaatio | know the software industry is full of nigays
who want to help the world, that missiles are dmbys' toys, and so on. But what counts is the logithe
games they play. For the first time since Mettdrnitis a crime to share information. There arsoagtions
and crack police teams who can enter any houseropany in search of forbidden information and geibple
for having it. In negotiations on ‘free' trade, mfohumber one is theestriction of information flow.
Cryptology, the key to all this, has becommititary secret. In France it is a crime against the dtafgss it
on. The US creator of one of the best sharewaxagyischemes in existence had the guts to distriibdtee
throughout the world just before the US governnmaled it a crime to do so. Now pursued retrospetyivhe
faces ten years in jail for passing out free infation.

The object of this arsenal of laws is to tear thiegs from the owl of Minerva. Its function is to m&in by
social means the entrepreneur's hitherto physigalyranteed monopoly of special technology, whied h
reached the point of taking the air on its own.

Why? To maintain the pre-existing relation betwkaawledge and capital, through which the introductf
a new technology itself furnishes a source of surplrofit — a larger-than-normal proportion of duspvalue
and hence human labour — which in turn providedtisis for the advance of the new technology,gp stith
and inseparable from the growth of the capital Wideploys it.

Here lies the key to the entire movement. If thecpss of technological diffusidtself deprives the ‘backward'
countries of the capital they require to deployrk® technology, or at least slows their acquisitiit to the
point where it is always bypassed by yet newerneldgy before they have reaped its benefits, thesd
countries willnevercatch up.

RELATIVE SURPLUS VALUE, INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY, AND PERMANENT SUPERPROFIT

Two fundamental obstacles prevent us understanling this process can become society's normal law of
motion.

1) Although the introduction of a new techniqueaimy given sector impoverishes the other producethe
same sector, this cannot be the case for theintsli€€onsider a third producer P3, who buys compuad
makes, let us say for simplicity, silicon. Suppos@reover that this requires 10 computers. Wherethas no
P2, assuming the value-creating capacity of anageeworker to be the same, P1 produced all 10esfeth
computers for a total of $18,000 and this was vittapaid for them each year. But once P2 arrivesptice

®'Just as machinery is described here as the "rsastachinery”, and its function is describechissfunction

in the production procesgthe business of production), so equally is thig tfor thescientific knowledge
which is embodied in this machinery, or in the roeihof producing, chemical processes, etc. Sciappears
as apotentially aliento labour,hostile to it anddominantover it, and its application — on the one hand
concentration and on the other hand the developimémta science of the knowledge, observation aadt c
secrets obtained by experience and handed dowitidgredly, for the purpose of analyzing the prodoot
process to allow the application of the naturalesces to the material production process — this, th
application of science, rests entirely on the satar of the intellectual potentialities of the pess from the
knowledge, understanding and skill of the individwarker.' Marx (1994) p34
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(and value) falls to $15,000. This is as if P3 hadself installed a kind of new technology, anchwitt having

to lift a finger. Can she not reap the benefits’sThthe process which Marx describes aspifealuction of
relative surplus valuean entire stage of history in which the capitallass takes over and organises the whole
of society, including science, accumulating at ehigher rates by raising productivity through acssion of
technical revolutions. This is normally presentsdwolly progressivé because it seems to reduce without
limit the human effort necessary to create anyryivee value.

2) Once the new technique is installed, P2 is Hintsempelled to use technology which now beginsggi
The door is open to his competitors to do to hinathe just did to them. His claim on a piece of huom
knowledge congealed in steel and concrete, his etitive advantage ebbs away as other and bettalsriv
steal their own march on him. In other words hisaadage is temporary; it is limited in time, unlikee
permanent monopoly which derives for example frbendwnership of the earth.

We will deal with the first point later. But firsbnsider the second objection. The error is asvi@l just as a
species does not vanish when particular individdads nor rivers run dry because their water pasgesthe
sea, the existence of superprofit in general dadsdepend on any particular source of it. Althoubh
possession of a particular new process is temppoitaig/perfectly possible to renew the source udesprofit
provided the innovator can always introduce thet maxovation before his or her rivals. This is gecret of
Microsoft's billions. Superprofiin generalexists as long as there is technical progress,agisivers last as
long as there is rain. The real question is: widexes this superprofit accumulate? Where does dngbhow is
it used? Where are its wellsprings, its falls asddkes? What is its general law of motion in @bgl market
economy?

If there were an unlimited supply of capital, thieole world could immediately adopt each new techaithe
moment it entered the general pool of human knogdedut as we have already noted, the diffusion of
technology is limited by the diffusion of capitélence there wilalwaysbe old and new technology side by
side, because new techniques can only advancdadyops the factories which use them are produced.

But this means an 'exceptional’ proportion of sugplalue will always be appropriated by innovagmaperly
organised, and the rest will always be correspaigdideprived. It is neither the fault of P1's wanikewho do
not have the machines to produce like P2's, non &we owner herself. It is the fault of the univerk is the
fault of reality, or to be precise, market realBrogress itself, with its continuous revolutiongroductivity,
is in a global market the root of a permanent sewfcsuperprofit. The question is to understand h@an be
that the beneficiaries are always the same groygaople.

UNEQUAL EXCHANGE IN THE MODERN WORLD

Is there empirically, in reality, a visible permabhemnonopoly of the means of technical progress? The
accumulated evidence of two centuries of ‘progriesabsolutely clear. The existence of a group aifoms
with exclusive disposition of all the most advant¢ecdhnology is almost beyond dispute — the mostegpful
symbols being nuclear weapons and air power anchtist decisive indicators being means of commuioicat
and information technology. On the world scalés itlear that the almost unthinkable differencesvben the

life and well-being of the different peoples of therld reflect equally immense divergences betwten
technologies they dispose of.

A grotesque social experiment has in effect beelgcted. We have lived through a century whichtbated

to completion the theory that the differences betwaations are due solely to historic and cultdiféérences,
that each nation has the same chance of escapuagtp@nd that it is only by chance are there dold poor

in the world. By the 1950s it was already cleat thatechnicalmeans to feed, clothe and house the people of
the whole world to a decent and human standardegkithat the only true obstacle to universal Eben from

the tyranny of Nature was humans themselves. Badys later this is doubly, trebly, probably quaudyuso.
There is almost no question that growth in proditytihas outstripped the growth in population.tifen, the
problem was merely technical the end of history ikdndeed be in sight and we would truly be onvbhege

of a garden of Eden of our own manufacture.

But this is not so. Indeed the latest act of thizcpss is neither discreet nor peaceful. We sdeathmst the
only countries which escaped the process of impstverent are those which to a greater or lessemexte
escaped for a time the world market, namely the RISShina, Eastern Europe, and Cuba.

® Though not by Marx
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China is the exception that proves the rule. The @ountry that has decisivelgjectedthe IMF globalisation
plan has undergone the most startling growth. Wieatiés political régime, China’sconomigolicy is a very
long distance from simply appending itself to tHebal market. State property remains at 53%, ctilec
property amounts to 36%, and with foreign investnarb.7% individually-owned capitalist enterpriseser
only 5% of the total. Price controls were used @intain both a strong internal market and accuriorah
the countryside, and state-monitored joint venfuolicy was directed to ensuring a technology transito,
instead of out of, the country. Vietnam, whichfigetively applying the Chinese model, now has@gh rate
of 8% with a growing state sector. And the Cubasnemic reform has provided a vital breathing sfacéts
people. These temporary measures do not elimihatpdlitical and social strains caused by an opgttrthe
world market — this was never an option anyway + twey provide a graphic counterexample to the
globalisation thesis.

For the rest the effect of a return to the worldkatithas been a violent leap backwards. The pdisgifuir
Russia to develop in the world market does notteXighat we see now is simply an attempt by militang
economic violence to deprive these peoples of epesgibility they have acquired outside the mat&etnd
the misery into which the Third World has been gleoh

As for the Third World itself, the facts are thdldwing: the nations which entered the century esnemic
victors are almost the same as those that enteretithi no losses and the sole addition of Japahaanumber

of peripheral countries of Europe and Asia, sigaifit economically but in population terms a tinyhamity.

As for the rest: according to the World Bank by 798e poorest country in the world (Mozambique) was
already 141 times poorer than the USA. That isaip-sand the phenomenon is perfectly general -ugléy

is much larger by a factor of between 2 and 3, tinaaer the VictoriansWe now see that the proportion of
the world population living in the so-called 'adead’ countries is smaller than at the beginnintpefcentury.

We now see, for the first time in history, the sysatic massacre of entire peoples by hunger pralvoké by
Nature but by the Markét.

We now see such inventions as corn which cannabdege, whose genetically-manipulated seeds must be
reconstituted annually in the laboratories of thertN. This would turn every country that fails tover its
costs into an immense concentration camp whosditams have nothing left but to die under the sigre

lie those who could not pay'. There is no technjjigstification for this. This seed was created lyoie secure

for its producers their ‘just returns': their teglugical rent. Leave aside the indescribable praspka harvest
failure in the very small number of countries proidg this seed, even if the thing works it musesucount

as the ultimate negation of Nature; a world whiah oo longer reproduce itself.

And finally we now see a return to 1914: the systéeruse of the military power of the rich natidadmpose
their divine right to rule. Everywhere air poweccampanied by the missile — the most powerful known
combination of intelligence and machine — has bextra only actual law. It is only a question ofdilmefore
nuclear weapons become an ‘acceptable’ arm ofgeagihe sun is coming to earth; welcome to thel thi
millennium of Jesus Christ.

What is the essence of this new division of theldvan the making, this New World Order of the third
millennium? It is no longer a division between thagho have attained the market and those who hatvdtn

is no longer possible to speak of a division betwkivilised' and 'barbaric' peoples. Now we hawty o
civilised barbarism or barbaric civilisation. Wecéa a division between those who possess advanced
technology — that is, capital — and those who db Moday not History but Technocapital — the fearso
marriage of money and knowledge — is the differdmetveen rich and poor, oppressor and oppressesiema
and slave, victor and vanquished. It has becoméfthénorseman of the apocalypse.

And this leads to our central question: are thessriological and social divisions axceptionto the
globalisation of the market, a historical drag irs@d by the backwardness of most of the world, whia$

" See particularlfThe Rise of World Povert$ocialist Economic Bulletin #3, December 199Gikmble from
Ken Livingstone, MP, House of Commons, Westmindtendon SW1.

& With one exception. Between 1840 and 1850 ond tfithe Irish population disappeared. ‘The Hunlgess
on today in the memory of a people whose only cnivas to live next to the world's first capitalisivger, a
power whose wealth would have sufficed to feed thwioe times over without significant hardship.lémed's
president was the only Western head of state tib Sismalia, though the civilised nations were otdp
anxious to send their soldiers.
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only to await passively for progress to reach it?a€ they theroduct a decisive component, of the process
of technical change under a global market?

AN OLD QUESTION IN NEW BOTTLES TIME AND FIXED CAPITAL

As far as | know, unequal exchange has been disdusstil now as a simultaneous, synchronic procass,
transfer between producers at two points in spatebe point in timé.Above we spoke of two producers
making thesamecomputer at theametime. But let us pose the following question. Whappens if P1 makes
her computersdefore P2? That is to say, can there be a diachronic;smnltaneous process of unequal
exchange?

From the point of view of an integrated marketréhis no operational difference between a compuizae
today and the same computer made yesterday. I&x@mple, P1's ten costly computers are made i4 286
P2's five cheaper computers in 1995, but all alé abthe same time in 1995, then nothing essectiahges
in the analysis and there will be a unified totat@ of $22,500 of which producer P1 receives $16.and P2
$7,500 as before. The same relations of distributiold.

This means, as Marx suggests in chapter 6 of tingé Yrolume of Capital, thatstocksof any good count in
circulation as if they were produced at the same tas currently-manufactured goods. Indeed, citiona
cannot discriminate between old and new goods &g &3 they are of the same type. Frozen beef fasin |
year's larders, and frozen beef from newly-killedkle, are both just dead meat and fetch the saite @t the
supermarkets. Even more so copper is just coppes] is just steel, and so on; they do not carejr thate of
birth stamped on their atoms.

This holds whether the goods concerned remain dnsolthat the money is in the hands of the bugdrthe
product in the hands of the seller, or sold, so tite money is in the hands of the seller and tbheyxct in the
hands of the buyer. If, for example, | buy ten tafscopper (or ten computers) for $10,000 today and
tomorrow their market price falls to $5,000 theriess | have managed to use them up and sell thések
suffer a loss of $5,000. It makes no differenceé o not intend to resell them. They are stillreoodities in

my possession and both the price of them and theva them is still determined by the average epanid
value of all similar goods in existent®lt is therefore pertinent to ask what happensliBcceeds in selling
her computerbeforetheir price falls.

We are thus drawn to a development of value thesrggested by the above, which other researcher$ an
consider key. We must ask how the existencdixad capital, capital which lasts and is not immediately
consumed, changes the analysis of superprofit bodeaall its distribution.

This leads us back to question 2 above. What oglat there between thgroducersof the technically-
advanced products and thelrents? Is this in fact as symmetrical as it seems st §iight? Do the benefits of
technical progress pass equally to the producedstlza consumers of advanced products? Let us déal w
poor P3 under the assumption that she uses heruterapup over two years. They hence form part of he
fixed capital, half of which is replaced annually.

In this case, producer P1 realises all the valukeddby her workers, selling them to P3 before #fieirf price
(and value). Who then suffers the fall in valued(g@mice)? It is P3. She pays P1 the price whichnebefore
P2 arrives, namely $18,000. She begins productitimten computers, each worth (and costing) $1,800f
their value passes into the silicon and she firedseif with more silicon and less computer.

Now account for the fact that they have lost hadfit value through normal wear and tear. We cosklime
for simplicity that five computers break down thgbuuse, and that the others are in mint conditiwh are
hence worth $9,000. Or we could equally assumettieat all ten remain but use half their usefulreass
hence do as much work as five new computers ofdhee type; the argument is the same.

® Space does not let me properly cite the small gmiuauthors who have given some consideratioréo t
issues discussed in this section, many informalljnaunpublished comments. Geoff Kay in particulsade
and early published attempt to integrate the tuendime of capital into the relation between corel a
periphery. Carchedi also has paid special atterttiothis and Devine, Ernst, Kliman, Levy, and Peaah
among others have looked at it also.

19:The definition of constant capital given abovertoymeans excludes the possibility of a changeabfevin
its elements. Suppose the price of cotton to bedagesixpence a pound, and the next day, in corseguof a
failure of the cotton crop, a shilling a pound. Eaound of the cotton bought at sixpence, and wbtleafter
the rise in value, transfers to the product a valuene shilling.' Marx (1970) p209
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Suddenly P2 arrives with his cheap machines. Whahe new situation? The number of computers on the
market is again ten, that is the five in P3's haaus P2's five new computers. P3's computers decemte
having a price, and do not cease weighing on thtehgust because they are currently engagedddumtion.

If for example P3 went bankrupt, they would be ss#dond-hand, that is for a price which reflecesamount

of use they have suffered, namely half the pricéneforiginal stock.

The quantity ovaluein the hands of the two parties is as followssR8mputers are worth half what she paid,
namely $9,000, and P2's are worth their produgtioce of $4,500 (raw materials plus value added. tBe
market equalises out these two prices. The averalye (price) of a computer is now $13,500/10 =350,
Hence just as when both sets of computers wereynawbuced — and from the point of view of the nedrk
there is no difference — the unit price of each poter falls to $1,350. There has been a generalldation of
computers, to which there is no exception.

P3's stocKoses valueP2's computergain value But as we have ascertained at the outset, ihglesiprice
change works to secure a gain for one party amdgsafbr another, then it effectgransfer of valugjust as if
P3 had produced the computers herself. Her conputere worth $9,000 before the cursed P2 arrivedcbas
now worth $6,700, a loss of $2,250. On the otherdh@2 sells for $6,700 computers whose total inidizi

value is $4,500, making a windfall profit of $2,2%hd there we have it. The process of technicahge has
transferred $2,250 from P3 to P1.

But this is not the end of the matter. Supposeciis in fact the case, that the producers P1 @ndr® not
two separate firms but theamefirm steadily raising its productivity. From the ment that the product
persists in the hands of the purchaser in the fofrfixed capitalthere will be a systematic and unilateral
transfer of the value produced by the purchasersatds the producers of advanced technological gptads
the extent and as long as productivity in the maciire of these goods is rising and their value pride is
therefore falling.

But cannot P3 regain this lost surplus profit, siher raw materials, namely computers, are chedpemr® we
can see the essential asymmetry of the exchangealandthe distinctive role which labour plays aheé t
apologetic nature of the orthodox presentation.r@fae two sources of asymmetry. In the first plR&s
costs have diminished, but because this is onlgtemih capital (raw materials and machines), theevaind
price of her product also falls. The productivity ler labour force has not altered. The same nurmber
workers make the same amount of silicon. She cagemire any excess profit because she enjoys hoi¢at
advantage over either her rivals or her past iratans. For P1, her secret identity as P2 unmaskéedthe
productivity of labour which has changed. In thess® place P1/P2 specialisesfiied capitalgoods which
last longer, so that the relative weight of unugeztiucts in the hands of the purchasers is fatgread leads
to a far greater volume in the transfer of valuee World falls into the hands of those who posses®nopoly
of the means for augmenting the use-value prodtictof labour, above all in the production of meanfs
production and particularly fixed capital goods.tBlis is precisely the characteristic of the spksation
between North and South that we see in front dbday.

MORAL AND PHYSICAL DEPRECIATION

The social and human facts bear witness to the amésin we have just described. But where is the @oan
evidence? Unequal exchange does not appear inctiwaimats. Is it imaginary? No, but we have to rumenag
around in the figures to find it.

What is depreciation? The US Magazine 'PC' recarattyied the following advert; ‘for sale, Cray carey.
Price when new $12,000,000. Will accept $30,000earest offer.' What does this mean: that it cates| 400
times slower than when it was new? No; physicdllis iprobably almost the same computer. It has itest
exchange valuéaster than itsise valuelts price has fallen, not its physical functiahalTo put it the other
way round, the fall in price does not measure m@asexhaustion. Two facts lie abed between the same
account sheets.

Marx makes a distinction between 'normal’ depr@miatthat is a loss of use value, and 'moral' deaten
(Moralische Verschlei3sMoral depreciation is the value lost by a goo@ tb obsolescence, the replacement
of the good on the market by other, cheaper gobtteecsame general type. This depreciation doegxmiess
any intrinsic loss of usefulness but the socialltesof an external process — technical progress.

Accountants normally assume that any productiveddoees a proportion of its value each year. Tleedf a
machine, estimated in this way, is typically five deven years. But many machines last longer thaens
years. This figure does not represent even theageephysical life of a machine. It is the resultaof
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assessment of the impact of progress on value. thikeaverage rate of profit, this assessment egemeral
consciousness and is taken for an objective fact.

| submit this is a fetishism. Let us interrogate @iccounts of the ungrateful P3 under the assumpiiat
during the first year she pays her workers $3,80@ing this year half her ten computers stop florgtig.
Hence the value of the silicon she produces istime of this physically destroyed value, namely $9,Gand
the value added by the workers, namely $7,200. silieon is hence worth $16,200 and we can supp&se P
sells it for this price (probably to P2) Her prafitould surely be $16,200 — ($9,000 + $3,600) 633, A
little Volume I-style dialogue shows where the lesseps in.

'You've forgotten something,' says the account@etause you estimated your remaining computethdn
accounts as if they were new. But they have deptetiby $2,250 and you must make provision for. this
Therefore your true profits are not $3,600 becaasemust deduct this provision from them.'

'‘But theyare new!" protests P3. 'They are still in their boxkalready allowed for depreciation when | wrote
off the five new machines | just binned.’

'Prudence,’ says the accountant, as always. 'lfg@kithese new machines to the market tomorrowwouid
only get $6,750 for them. This is the cost of pesgr’

‘Let the others pay for their progress!" exclaihes énraged P3. "I have no intention of taking mygoters to
market. Your calculations have cut my profits tg3gD!"

'‘Depreciation is the same for everyone,' expldiedugubrious accountant. 'You would be advisegoif wish
to save the firm, to cut your salaries to stay cetitipe. If not | shall be obliged to tell the skhplders since if
you go bankrupt it is they, not you, who will barstling in the market place with your computers.’

‘They can screw themselves!

'‘My dear, it is not my job to give political advicBut play with revolution and you risk losireyerything
Calm down and | will pass you the name of a vergoammodating arms merchant who just might be able to
help you...'

But moral depreciation is not the same for everyditeere are always sectors in which the produgtisit
labour is advancing by leaps and bounds, and otlvbish are stagnating. And these two types of secto
occupy two geographically distinct locations. Ire txchange between them the entrepreneurs oflthe 's
tech' sectors lose value more quickly than theialsi. This loss of value is quite simply disguiseda cost,
which makes it appear as if the value added byvirkers is less than it really is.

Hence P3's accounts should read like this:
Revenue (sales of silicon) $16,200

lessPhysical depreciation (loss of used computers) 0GED,

= Value added $7,200
lesswages $3,600

= Profit (=surplus value) $3,600
lessMoral depreciation (transferred value) $2,250

= retained profit $1,350

But instead they read thus:
Revenue (sales of silicon) $16,200

lessPhysical depreciation (loss of used computers) 0CkD,

lessMoral depreciation (transferred value) $2,250

= Value added $4,950
lesswages $3,600

= Profit $1,350
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It does not even call for Marxist terminology tgpéain what has happened. Moral depreciation iseatity, a
charge levied on the profits of P3 just like a txs presented as@st as an extra cost of production. It is
not a real cost of production but the social cdgrogress:

THE EVIDENCE

There is ample empirical evidence. The countriethefthird world and now of the East — not to namtihe
countless other countries forced to swallow thdiberal pill — are falling into a bottomless pith&y confront
a terrible choice because no sacrifice sufficgertoluce the advanced goods they need at compaditises.

If they open the door to the world market — o@#,is increasingly the case, the door is violekitked open —
then the vital force of their country, that is thbour of its people, is bled without limit. Théabour, it seems,
counts on the world market as twenty, ten, or fieecent of the labour of the advanced countrieg.tBel
reality is that the world market drains them ofhgyg ninety or ninety-five percent of their effarsnd in so
doing it removes from them the sole means availablescape the permanent catastrophe which is diiel w
market. Hence dependence, marginalisation, andynise

But if they do not buy from abroad, both their podrs and their consumers experience constantypeess
from the world market since they are forced to expmore labour to obtain the same goods, drivimtspat
the population to use the nation's money to bugifor goods, that is to exchange the labour of #isiers and
brothers against a far lower quantity of foreigbdar. If they cannot do this legally, they seek tekar outlet
they can find. Hence comprador parties and eveiomegcollaborationists, Mafiosi, corruption and thie
bureaucratic phenomena which accompany black margetations in a controlled market. It is on this
economic lever that the political weight of the enijalist powers is applied to prize apart the praitstructure
of nations resisting the onset of the market, adeéd even the nations themselves.

The characteristic political consequence of theneodc advance of advanced capital is thus the igalit
disintegration of communities scrabbling for a tetyare of the pitifully inadequate crumbs from thkele of
the great powers. This is always portrayed as asemrence of backwardness: 'tribalism’, ‘communéglism
'religious fundamentalism' or 'ethnicity’; butstin fact the political consequence of globaligatierom Arabia
to Africa to South America to China, from Russidndia to Yugoslavia, the history of capital peatitin has
always been a history of political disintegratioroyoked by assiduously-cultivated regional condlicThe
economichasis for these conflicts, as the most recent tehagf imperialism shows, is not the historical
backwardness of the peoples involved but the lamation of capital's most advanced product, techpital.
Equally characteristic of technocapital is thusrest account of its own effects which blameswieéms for
the disease. This ideology is the stinking wastelpet of capital's own rear end, recycled by thpearalist
labour movements as homely common sense.

The specific case of East Germany shows most gtadidv the market, and not the intrinsic capabiited a
people or their machines, determines the outcomeaczumulation. Entry into the world market was
accomplished at a stroke when the rate of exchahfast for West Marks was fixed at one. The acdatad
labour of its people was suddenly reduced to thel lellowed by the world market. It was as if a iRl had
suddenly risen from the dead, only to greet the tV@&sman dawn and crumble back to dust. More ttadi h
its industry became uncompetitive overnight. Theola it represented was instantly reduced on thddwo
market to a quarter of what it once representedd Bif its life force, the corpse was buried with@uther
ceremony.

But East German industry, dirty and old though @#swwas nophysically useless. The wheels turned, the
trains ran and the electricity flowed. The use gadtill existed. It was the exchange value that eestroyed,
or rather drained and consumed by Chronos, godagfress. East German industry was far from a mofiel
health but it did not die: it was killed.

This analysis also corresponds to the actions efattvanced countries. With an instinct more acuwae the
predictions of their theorists, faced with the dpgnto the East the rich nations did not spill vasins of
capital on the barren soil of post-Communist Eurdpe the contrary they chose to exploitrtarkets they

! This does not appear in equilibrium or ‘compagasitatic' formulations because it is a produchefrnotion
of capital itself, which is why not only neoclasditheory but much of what passes for Marxism gasried it.
It has an analogy in the Coriolis force, which gates the trade winds because the planet spinselbelieve
the world stands still and flat, then hurricanesehao explanation except divine intervention. Etyglone

believes that the effect of technical change caimgbered, then crisis and mass poverty must beniimwes of
the devil.
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sold mountains of Mercedes, videos, Coca-Cola + ithaconsumer products. In short, they eliminatieel
competition. In cases such as East German agrieulthich was probably genuinely more competitivieyt
resorted to the cruder techniques of shorting sutircuits of distribution. Secondly, they soughintroduce
new technology in the form of machines whitley themselves produced re-enforce their own sources of
raw materials such as oil, minerals and the liked Ahirdly they took heavy crowbars to the sciéntibffers
which they found there: Soviet science in space rsew materials, German experience in optics, andnso
Not to help the people there profit from this treasbut toreconcentrate in their own hands all the means to
advance the productivity of labour.

PROGRESS AS PILLAGETHE MODERN SYSTEM OF STATES

There is not enough space fully to discuss the wdlehe state in the process | have just described.
Nevertheless four things have to be stressed.

Firstly, though the process of development as medli above distributes superprofit — the means of
accumulation — with increasing unevennes, a spetjifie of state is necessary to defend and distrithis
superprofit according to the collective needs okatire national bourgeoisie. This specific stétetechno-
military-financial statejs the characteristic type of the Twentieth-Cenfumgerialist nation, whose definitive
aspect is its external role, its ability to defemdjlobal market in which its bourgeoisie can opessithout
resistance. Without a world market through whidhtecally advanced capital can exploit the labdustbers,

its source of superprofit and hence the base ofdgde of accumulation would not exist.

Second, there is dalivision of labour between the imperialist countries, based on theddmental
irreconcilability of the technical, military andnfincial functions of the modern imperialist stdtaperialist
hegemony requires a power that can simultaneousiptain industrial leadership, military superioriyd
financial dominance. But to the extent that a matlevelops a military and financial capacity - fartarly in
world market operations - it simultaneously dratssown resources for industrial accumulation arided its
rivals to specialise in these same resources. @selyepowers such as Japan and Germany whose ¢athni
superiority affords them a lion’s share of profé#rbed from trade, are systematically outmanouvaed
defeated by the military and financial clout of tHEA and the alliances it can construct with tteéit. The
great powers therefore divide up the work of maiitg their collective dominance and the economic,
political and cultural structure of each is deteradi by its insertion into this division of labour.

The most conclusive expression of any ‘advancedions monopoly of technology is therefore advanced
armaments, above all nuclear.

Thirdly, however, the resulting imbalance is ndf-equilibrating. Technology, military force, anehéncial-
commercial power are the three pillars of the modeperialist state, but each specific state restat most
two of them. The result iter-imperialist competitionan inherently unstable struggle for the divisaord
redivision of the territory and labour of the resthe world. | see no reason to modify Lenin'slgsia of this.

The outcome of the second world war establishegeaiic political balance of power which is incontipée
with the new world distribution of the means of arwlation. The USSR stood in the way of an opertesin
around this balance of power. In step with its vezakg, open inter-imperialist rivalry comes moreatly to
the fore. Each local conflict, be it the Malvin&gmalia, Rwanda, or Yugoslavia, becomes a theatnéich
this unstable balance of power is put to the tesha great powers crush resistance to their vawidination -
but at the same time test out the relation of lwetween them.

Fourthly, for any people, class or country thathesto defend itself against this pillage by thekearequires
a specific form of state, which gives it the poweregulate the exchange of its labour with the ofghe

world. It has to prevent the systematic destructibthose means of production which have been edeatth

its own labour and which suffice to sustain a stgathing living standard of its population andcate all its

workforce, its only real and defensible guaranteg it can acquire the means of life. It must tf@eehave the
power to suspend or offset the normal operatiothefmarket above all in its relations with the aésworld,

as well as the systematic attempts by violencedassert this relation which is the normal modepafration of
imperialist domination.

CONCLUSION

The socialist tradition is based on two truths Wwhighn my opinion, form its definition. First, bowegis
revolutions and bourgeois counter-revolutions adike based at root on a lie: that money offeraribans for
the liberation of all. Liberty, fraternity and edity these are the prizes which money offers auer delivers.
Secondly: the freedom and well-being of all peogiethe world — in effect, the provision of whatpialism
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promises — can only advance with the working cl&sly those humans who produce the conditions for
human life can finally arrange things so that husneen profit from them.

There is a tragically erroneous, but almost unalensterpretation of the means which capitalismersf it
holds in effect that it is possible to separate tehniqueswvhich the market unleashes from their process
which produces them and the forms in which the etadtganises them. According to this view, workeos
not require theiown specific forms of organisation, production and ritisition, nor their own specific states,
to benefit from progress and defend themselvesnagis malign side-effects. Workers, it is felged only
appeal to the morality of capital and the goodhfait its leaders. And if there are accidents, &réhis the odd
misfortune, a few million dead here or a minor gede there, then this is nothing but the cost afgpess.
Eventually, if we wait long enough and show enopglience, progress will provide for us all: evenythis

for the best in the best of all possible worlds.

This illusion currently takes two forms: on the dmend the futile hope that this or that backwardoomer
communist state can secure enough capital to atimithe magic circle of nations favoured by tharket. On
the other hand there is the fatalistic illusionttttee capitalists, having conquered all, have keetbem the
possibilities for rebuilding the world anew, perhapbit distorted but at the end of the day actdéptand in
any case impossible to prevent.

This is an illusion whose two forms are equallyastitophic. The first leads directly to what we haeen in
Yugoslavia. Next comes the turn of the Caucasusthef Russian republics, not to mention the India
subcontinent and China: futile and fratricidal cation in the service of this or that great powsrich has
only its own interests to defend. In the last asiglythis is the road back to 1914, but this timend with
nuclear weapons.

The second illusion is — if possible — worse sfilhe historical judgment which any honest persastrmake
of capitalism is that it imcapableof running the world The question is therefore whether we can expect a
better or worse world from the global market, binether we can expect a world at all. The real nmepof
the 'end of history' is already in sight: mass feenimass death, and a new imperialist divisiomefworld and
its peoples. The most profound contradiction ofitedipm is not that it is incapable of progressisTiould be
an absurd thing to maintain. It is that tthestructiveforces unleashed by capitalist progress are fangér
than itsconstructiveforces, and that the two are indissolubly linkédhas never been, and never will be
possible, to separate them.

Hence the reconquest by the market, and aboveyaiidney capital, of any section from which it haseb
excluded by any process whatsoever, is not jusinemsetback and a prelude to a new advance. Tdhsay
least, the market does not provide a solution ® peoples of the former USSR; for the world their
resubjection to the market would be a historicgéstophe without parallel.

POSTFACE

In 1914 the marxists divided in two camps. thet fi@mp, no matter how extensive the differencesden its
Connollys and its Luxemburgs, its Lenins and itsg8s, understood that the working class stood to ga
nothing from the victory of any imperialist power any corner of the world and against anyone, evather
imperialist power. The others, the great majoritypacialists, decided for reasons lost in obscurityp serve
democracy, for small nations, to stand up to thecittes of the other side, to stay legal — thatythad to side
with the most progressive imperialist power. Butrthis no such thing as a progressive imperiabstep.
With this choice they left the camp of human pregrand at a stroke ceased to be socialists. Hovaeweane
their beliefs or pure their motives, history nowolus them as renegades and traitors. History ishharsel
and impersonal. But it is the only final judge; whéher verdict can be delivered against a mananan who
freely throws a hundred million lives in the scafgainst a whim of fate?

Today the choice is of the same character. If toedvmarket finishes with the experience of the S
revolution, there is nothing 'perhaps better' wgitiound the corner. There is only 'civilised' lzarém. It was
once written that the philosophers have only imeed the world and that the task is to changdhis
remains true. But it was also written that those etarn nothing from history, are doomed to rejteat
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