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AFGHANISTAN WAR REPORTS

Bad News
February 17, 2012 By David Axe, Wired.com [{Excerpt]
LAGHMAN, Afghanistan — Bombings and gun battles have killed more than a dozen
U.S. troops and wounded around 100 from Task Force Thunderbird, built around the
Oklahoma National Guard’s 45th Infantry Brigade.

And Now For The Good News
February 16 By Kevin Sieff, The Washington Post [Excerpts]
Afghan officials are quick to point out that infiltrators don’t target only Western troops.

Dozens of Afghan soldiers, police officers and top military officials have been killed by
Taliban infiltrators in recent years, they say.
Several months ago, Brig. Gen. Abdul Hamid, the top commander in southern
Afghanistan, found an unexploded bomb under his desk. Last spring, a man in an
Afghan army uniform opened fire inside the fortified Defense Ministry complex, intending
to kill Defense Minister Abdul Rahim Wardak.

IF YOU DON’T LIKE THE RESISTANCE
END THE OCCUPATION

FORWARD OBSERVATIONS

“At a time like this, scorching irony, not convincing argument, is needed. Oh had
I the ability, and could reach the nation’s ear, I would, pour out a fiery stream of
biting ridicule, blasting reproach, withering sarcasm, and stern rebuke.
“For it is not light that is needed, but fire; it is not the gentle shower, but thunder.
“We need the storm, the whirlwind, and the earthquake.”
“The limits of tyrants are prescribed by the endurance of those whom they
oppose.”
Frederick Douglass, 1852

I say that when troops cannot be counted on to follow orders because they see
the futility and immorality of them THAT is the real key to ending a war.
-- Al Jaccoma, Veterans For Peace

From 2002 About Occupy 2012:

“A Disparate Coalition Of
Forces Has Come Together To
Provide A New And Massively
Important Focus For The
Struggle Against The System”
“They Can Create Problems For
Particular Governments”
“But They Cannot Begin The Process
Of Rebuilding Society From The
Bottom Up”
“And In Practice, The Workers Who
Could Begin To Do This Only Play A
Marginal Role In Them’
Talk about 'rainbow coalitions' or 'multitudes' conceals that relative lack of
involvement in the movement of those working long hours at manual or routine
white collar jobs--and with extra hours of unpaid labour bringing up children.
It underplays the degree to which the movements remain dominated by those
whose occupations leave them most time and energy to be active.
By CHRIS HARMAN, Issue 96 of INTERNATIONAL SOCIALISM JOURNAL; Autumn
2002 [Excerpt]

Community struggles erupt which unite all those who live in a certain lower class locality,
regardless of the way in which they make their livelihood. They can share the
experience of taking to the streets and of confronting those at the top of society together.
It is in these struggles that notions of 'the masses', 'the people' the 'multitude' or the
rainbow coalition seem to fit better than the notion of class.
The anti-capitalist movement itself has some of the same characteristics.
Its initial base, like that of the first movement of the late 1960s, has been among people
not firmly rooted in the productive process--students, school students, young people not
yet trapped into permanent jobs, workers who take part in its activities as individuals
without any clear sense of class identity, lower professionals.
As a descriptive term for such movements, 'multitude' is not completely
misplaced. A disparate coalition of forces has come together to provide a new
and massively important focus for the struggle against the system after two
decades of defeat and demoralisation.
But the glorification of disparateness embodied in the term prevents people
seeing what needs to be done next to build the movement.
The mistake is to see movements of disparate social groups as 'social subjects' capable
of bringing about a transformation of society.
They are not.
Because their base is not centred in collective organisation rooted in production, they
cannot challenge the control over that production which is central to ruling class power.
They can create problems for particular governments.
But they cannot begin the process of rebuilding society from the bottom up.
And in practice, the workers who could begin to do this only play a marginal role
in them.
Talk about 'rainbow coalitions' or 'multitudes' conceals that relative lack of
involvement in the movement of those working long hours at manual or routine
white collar jobs--and with extra hours of unpaid labour bringing up children.
It underplays the degree to which the movements remain dominated by those
whose occupations leave them most time and energy to be active.
Fashionable theories about 'post-industrial society' then become an excuse for a
narrowness of vision and action that ignores the great majority of the working class.
What has been wonderful about the last two and a half years since Seattle is the way in
which a new generation of activists has arisen to challenge the system.

But what increasingly matters now is for this generation to find ways to connect
with the great mass of ordinary workers who as well as suffering under the
system have the collective strength to fight it.

MORE:

“To Think That Empire Will Be
Successfully Contested By A Viable
Alternative Without Consciousness,
Organisation And Disciplined Action-That Is, A Revolutionary Party--Is
Absurd”
By August Nimtz, Issue 96 of INTERNATIONAL SOCIALISM JOURNAL; Autumn 2002
[Excerpt]
[Hardt and Negri, mentioned below, argued that class war was of no importance in the
modern world: what mattered was “the multitude,” or, in today’s’ language, “the 99%” T]
******************************************************************
What is, again, admirable about Hardt and Negri is their optimism about the ability of the
oppressed to resist.
But their approach implicitly assumes that this can proceed inevitably toward success.
Even more problematic, it assumes that resistance translates automatically into the
construction of an alternative project.
Their thesis of the 'accumulation of struggles'--that as a result of multiple sites of
struggle the multitude is able to advance its collective interests--assumes that
consciousness about this process is not needed.
The multitude, hence, can do its thing without organisation, leadership or
discipline.
But history has shown repeatedly that revolutionary mobilisation is a process, and a very
uneven one at that. Not everyone and every social layer radicalises at the same rate.
Some forces go into motion sooner than others.
The task becomes, then, how to give direction to this unevenness in order to concentrate
its strength.

To think that Empire will be successfully contested by a viable alternative without
consciousness, organisation and disciplined action--that is, a revolutionary party-is absurd.

Troops Invited:
Comments, arguments, articles, and letters from service men
and women, and veterans, are especially welcome. Write to Box
126, 2576 Broadway, New York, N.Y. 10025-5657 or email
contact@militaryproject.org: Name, I.D., withheld unless you
request publication. Same address to unsubscribe.

Tired Of Sterile Moralizing About
Nasty, Evil Rich Individuals
Destroying The World?
Hungry For A Deeper Understanding
Of How And Why Aged Capitalism Is
Caught In A Death Spiral And Can’t
Help Bringing Disaster, Even If Every
Capitalist On Earth Were Wholesome,
Sweet And Good?
This Is For You:
Print It Out/Check It Out
Failing Growth And Rising Costs:
The Fatal Contraction At The Heart Of Modern Capitalism;
“The Recent Slowdown In The Market System’s Rate Of
Expansion Is Without Precedent”
Comment: T
Sorry, no thundering, imprecating, denouncing, etc. Just material reality, which
describes the problem, and contains the solution.

Whichever policy is adopted – the conservative, hands-off, laissez faire
prescriptions which leave the provision of overheads to market forces or to ad
hoc coalitions of interested parties (Reaganomics or Thatcherism), or the social
democratic, mildly interventionist policies which accept the need for systemic
provision and provides for it (Clintonomics or Blairism) – society is impaled on
one or the other horn of a dilemma.
The one assumes that society can still provide the services that were once to be
found within whole, self sufficient and fully functioning family and community
structures even though these no longer command the resources and attitudes
that would make such a policy feasible.
The other, just as unrealistic, believes that adequate provision can be made
through increases of efficiency and a rational allocation of resources, and
assumes that the attitudes conducive to their mobilisation exists.
By Michael Kidron, Issue 96 of INTERNATIONAL SOCIALISM JOURNAL; Autumn 2002
[Excerpts]

The Measures: Profit And National Income
For most of human history the outlay on production – the amount of seed sowed, the
amount of thread spun, even the time spent hunting – depended on the intended use of
the product.
Usually that was fairly well known – producer and consumer were one and the same, or
in close contact, and even the greediest, most wasteful or most generous person was
limited in the amount of things he or she could consume.
With few exceptions needs were finite and known, and a “just price” thought to be
attainable.
The direct link between producer and consumer loosened in the 18th century, and goods
came to be made for unknown buyers.
The market exploded.
It became capable, in normal circumstances, of absorbing any amount of goods that any
one supplier could provide – and the need to insure against the higher risk of producing
for unknown people pressed producers to make as much as they could of the
opportunity.
Yardsticks of economic activity tied to consumption and sufficiency, or to the
achievement of the good life, or to sustainability, however understood, lost their allure.
A less evaluative, more objective and more producer-tied measure was required.
Profit moved from being the specialist concern of professional merchants to society’s
centre stage.

“Profit Is What Remains When All Outlays On Production And Distribution
Have Been Met”
Profit is what remains when all outlays on production and distribution have been met.
Some of these outlays are variable.
They are linked to the volume of output – either directly, like the wages of those making
the article or service sold (the machine operator or opera singer), or the costs of the
materials used in producing it (steel or electricity) – or indirectly, as in maintaining the
apparatus used repeatedly in production, and the labour which goes into servicing that
apparatus (machine repairers, electricians, maintenance workers of all sorts, stage
managers).
More loosely connected to the volume of production than direct costs, these indirect
costs nevertheless rise and fall in sympathy.
There are also outlays that respond feebly, if at all, to changes in output – fixed or
overhead costs, to do with the organisation of production and with maintaining the
conditions for it: buildings, the information network, the command and control apparatus
(management), the security system.
Although the primary source of investment in the means for additional output, not all of
profit is invested.
Some is diverted to consumption by the owners, in law or in fact, of the productive
apparatus.
Some of it is siphoned off by the institutions that provide these owners with security –
physical in the case of the state, or emotional in that of the church, clubs, therapists and
other comforters.
But where the producer is less important than the product, and sales by one
producer can be substituted for sales by another, there are limits to the
unproductive use of profits.
In these circumstances it is imperative for each to invest in order to retain or increase
market share, to grow in effectiveness and usually in scale, and to increase profit in an
endless round.
This compulsion makes profit the finest indicator of the market system’s vitality.
A high rate of profit is likely to be strongly associated with growth, a low rate with
slow or no growth.
Measuring profit is not an exact science.
Despite the image diligently promoted by the profession, and despite the enormous
pretensions of the worldwide accountancy firms, accountancy is less a science than an
art, and sometimes a highly creative one.

Anyone inspecting the published accounts of a typical big firm is hard pressed to tell
whether its profits came from continuing business or from windfall gains, how much its
assets are worth or what its debts are, and even whether the firm is really profitable.
Numbers are attached to all of those by the Arthur Andersens of the world, but what they
mean is often unclear.

“Every Measurement Shows That The Rate Of Profit And The Associated
Rate Of Economic Growth Have Been In Decline Since The Mass Market
System’s Earliest Days”
On the larger canvas of national accounts the anomalies and ambiguities are as
great, if not greater.
It is still true, even after the introduction of an improved System of National Accounts by
the World Bank and other international agencies in 1994, that national income falls when
a woman marries her driver or a man his housekeeper.
More significant (except to the happy couples), it is still true that spending on cleaning
the environment raises income, while the increase in value of the environment that
results or the original damage that made it necessary are not taken into account.
A country that hacks down its trees or exhausts its soil grows richer while the going’s
good, but the depletion of natural productive capacity caused by the activity is ignored.
And where it does recognise depletion, the system of national accounting treats the
conversion of natural resources differently according to whether they are privately owned
(in which case depletion is normally charged against the income earned from their sale)
or in the public domain (where it is normally not charged).
It still excludes from the reckoning some productive services, such as housework or
parental care, and includes many unproductive ones, such as those covered by military
spending, or much of law enforcement or marketing.
This said, and notwithstanding the imprecision that results, every measurement
shows that the rate of profit and the associated rate of economic growth have
been in decline since the mass market system’s earliest days.

The Rate Of Profit
Average enterprise profits in the salad days of the industrial revolution were high
– between 20 and 35 percent a year in the late 1700s (compared with some 10
percent in the booming 1950s and 1960s, or some 5 percent in the 1970s and
1980s, and less in the 1990s).
Robinson of Nottingham, a textile giant of the time, recovered the full value of its
investment in mills and machinery in one year, 1784. The Dowlais Iron Company in

Wales – then the world’s biggest – was regularly earning over 25 percent per year on its
capital in its earliest days (the 1760s), as was the Phoenix Foundry in England.
Fine cotton spinners McConnel and Kennedy’s annual profit fell below 26.5 percent on
only one occasion between 1799 and 1804, fluctuating between that figure and 30.3
percent in the other five years.
In France, Le Blanc, a textile giant in Lille, made over 75 percent per year on average
during the Second Empire (1852-1870), and a foundry started in 1825 by the
Fourchambault group was regularly returning more than two thirds on capital.
Compare these figures with those for similar landmark firms today.
The stars of new technology – today’s analogues of the textile and iron making giants of
200 years ago – are rattling along on less than these pioneers’ pace: Microsoft, the giant
software house, posted profits of 24 percent per year in the 1990s; Intel, the chip-maker,
24 percent; Compaq, the biggest PC manufacturer of the time, 13 percent.
Whole industries show the same trend.

The Rate Of Growth
A more direct gauge of the system’s dynamics is via “national income’ – the value of
monetary transactions taking place within it.
The relative novelty of measuring national accounts – they were fashioned into an
effective tool only in the 1950s – makes them untrustworthy when applied to earlier
economic data collected without them in mind.
The result is to suppress evidence of the market system’s initially explosive growth by
embedding it in the lethargic performance of the prevailing non-market economy of the
time.
In Britain, industry and commerce, themselves containing pre-capitalist ways of doing
things, were bumbling along at a growth rate of something like 0.8 percent per year in
the first four decades of the 18th century.
Output took off in the middle decades, more than doubling to 1.7 percent per year (17401745), and almost quadrupling to 3.1 percent per year in the following decade (17501760).
After some deceleration in the 1760s and 1770s, the real rate of growth of output in
industry and commerce achieved levels fully equal to those of the East Asian Tigers of
today – 8.8 percent per year cumulative in the 1780s and over 10 percent per year in the
1790s.
Reconstructions of the national accounts show little of this remarkable growth. They
reveal a sympathetic but greatly suppressed movement – a growth of 0.4 percent a year
on average in the period 1695-1715 to 1725-1745 rising to 1.1 percent from 1725-1745

to 1745-1765 and after falling back to 0.8 percent a year in 1745-1765 to 1765-1785,
rising strongly again to 2.1 percent a year in the period 1765-1785 to 1785-1801.
If modern Britain, with current economic growth – some 2.2 percent per year at the turn
of the millennium – not far from what it is presumed to have been 200 years ago, seems
to be doing not badly by comparison, it is because two very different beasts are being
compared – one still half-buried in a consumption-oriented world, the other a mature,
more or less pure market economy committed to growth.
The relevant comparison is the one between Britain’s current economic growth
and the expansion of industry and commerce in Britain two centuries ago.
That shows a consistent, long term decline in the system’s, not the country’s, rate
of growth.
Recent years confirm the trend.
After a period of lusty economic expansion in the third quarter of the last century, fuelled
by a vast monetisation of mass consumption as millions of peasants poured into the
world’s big cities, and by the single-shot reduction in social overheads as these new
town dwellers were made to make do without matching expenditure on housing, roads,
public administration and so on – fuelled also by a rapid increase in the international
division of labour (globalisation), by a conscious attempt on the part of governments to
keep their countries’ production as close to capacity as possible, and by a host of
attendant technological advances both precipitated by these developments and which
made them possible – the rate of economic growth resumed its downward course, by a
fifth on average between the 1960s and the 1970s.
The deceleration has been unevenly spread.
Since the Second World War, and particularly in the 1980s and the first half of the
1990s, growth was spectacular in some areas, particularly in the Tiger economies of
East Asia: Hong Kong and South Korea clocked up an average growth of over 9 percent
per year for 20 years until 1997; the Chinese super-dragon raced ahead at 10.1 percent
per year (if we are to believe the inflated official figures); Thailand, Indonesia and the
Philippines performed as well and sometimes better in short spurts, but the picture for
the system as a whole has not changed in its essentials.
For the rich countries – Western Europe, the US, Canada, Australia, New Zealand
and Japan – responsible for some 55 percent of world output as conventionally
measured – average growth rates fell from 6.04 percent per year in the 1950s and
1960s to 2.69 percent per year in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s.
In the world as a whole the annual average rate of growth – 4.91 percent between
1950 and 1973 – fell to 3.01 percent between 1973 and 1998.
Even during its “Goldilocks” business cycle of the 1990s, the US posted annual
average growth rates in real gross domestic product (GDP) of 2.2 percent
compared with the 1950s and 1960s, when growth averaged 3.5 percent and 4.5
percent per year respectively, and compared with an average of 3.5 percent per
year since the civil war – and with 1.2 percent in 2001.

The declines in growth as measured by conventional national income accounting
become precipitous when their social and environmental effects are considered.

“Even Disregarding Environmental Reckoning, The Recent Slowdown In
The Market System’s Rate Of Expansion Is Without Precedent”
Much of the “growth” in conventional national income accounting comes from shifting
existing economic activity from the non-monetary social economy of households and
communities to the money economy (leading to the loss of social capital); from depleting
stocks of natural assets (forests, topsoil, fisheries, oil and mineral resources,
stratospheric ozone) beyond their rates of renewal, and counting their decreases as
income; and from treating as income the costs of repairing the damage caused by
growth – waste disposal, clean-up of toxic dumps and oil spills, healthcare as a
consequence of environmental diseases, rebuilding after floods caused by deforestation,
and financing and installing pollution-control devices.
A reconstruction of national income accounts for the US from 1960 to 1986, counting
only those increases in output that fed into improved well-being, and adjusting for the
depletion of social and environmental resources – an index of economic welfare rather
than output – suggested that individual welfare peaked in 1969, held steady in the
1970s, and then fell.
Even disregarding environmental reckoning, the recent slowdown in the market
system’s rate of expansion is without precedent.
To be sure, there have been long declines in the past.
The Great Depression in the last quarter of the 19th century took wholesale prices in
Britain steadily downwards from 1873 to 1887, and then again between 1891 and 1896.
But it scarcely interrupted real economic growth – the average annual growth of 2.2
percent registered between 1856 and 1873 dropped mildly to 2.1 percent between 1882
and 1899, and then regained its former rate.
Net domestic capital formation, measured as a proportion of GDP, was not very different
from what it had been before and after the depression years 1873-1896. In the system
as a whole, with the US and Germany outpacing Britain, growth was even more robust.
The workings of the international gold standard ensured that prices throughout the world
fell in step with those in Britain, but production expanded strongly too – by 2.5 percent
per year on average (1.4 percent per head) in the period.
If there was a single cause of the Great Depression, it was the shortage of money. The
supply of monetary gold on which the quantity of banknotes and deposits ultimately
depended was tight until the end of the 1880s, while the demand for it rose mightily as
new countries rushed to adopt the international gold standard after 1870.
The slump of the 1930s also had a lot to do with the inadequacy of finance. True, real
output fell dramatically. World trade fell even more precipitously – by 83 percent

between January 1929 and March 1933 (from $3 billion to $0.5 billion at constant
prices). But the collapse of the banking system was even greater.
The current slowdown, however, is independent of crises in banking and finance. True,
these exist in plenty – the “Third World” debt crisis in the 1980s, the Savings and Loan
turmoil in the US, the worldwide property market collapse, the “derivatives debacle” in
the mid-1990s, and the Asian “contagion” of the late 1990s. Except for the last these had
little effect on the real economy.
The roots of the current slowdown seem to go deeper.

Shift In Costs
In the early days many inputs into production were “free”, or nearly free, in the sense
that they were not, or hardly, paid for.
Water was there for the taking as energy or raw material, wood likewise. Locations were
easily and cheaply available. Finance was most likely to take the form of equity, not
loans. Start-up costs in the new manufacturing were almost everywhere a small fraction
of what they were in agriculture at the time – one eighth in Britain and Japan (around
1810 and 1905 respectively), one seventh in France and one sixth in Belgium (around
1850), between a half and a third in the US (in the 1890s). Business was organised in
relatively small units with little by way of professional management.
By and large monetary outlays went to pay for the direct input of labour and
materials in production.
Indirect costs were few – machines were made mostly of wood, installed mostly within
existing buildings, and their maintenance was normally within the competence of existing
artisans. One does not come across the words “wear and tear” or “depreciation” in 18th
century industrial accounts, or any evidence of a systematic application of the underlying
concept.
There were few overheads.
The total (fixed and circulating) capital needed per worker in big industry in England at
the turn of the 19th century was about four to five months average male wages. In
France a couple of decades later, reflecting higher prices for the more advanced
techniques that had become available, it was six to eight months.
(150 years later a new entrant would be investing 300-350 months average wages per
worker employed.)
Social overheads in particular were not much of a burden.
They were sustained for the most part by society outside the market system. Labour
was reared and trained in the non-capitalist agrarian sector.
Internal order, national security and most of transport and communications were
embedded in it. They were available at little or no cost to capital.

Some of it came from simple marauding and sale of booty, as in the European slave
trade, and some from unrequited exports from the colonies – 1.7 percent of Dutch
domestic product from Indonesia (1778-1780), 1.3 percent of British net domestic
product from India (1868-1872).
Most of it came from the home societies on which the spores of the market system
fastened and in which they grew.
By the time the market system moved from its early, enterprise phase to its
middle, national economy or state capitalist phase, it was outgrowing the supply
of free goods and services.
A growing portion of inputs needed to be sourced from within.
There were still, naturally, the direct costs of production – labour and materials.
But now, typically, plant and machinery were essential. Water which earlier had flowed
freely had now to be bought in, as did refuse services. Transport and communications
networks had to be built from scratch and maintained.
Labour which earlier streamed in and out of the system as needed now had to be
conserved within it, turned for the most part from a flow to a stock item, paid for to some
extent whether used or not. Indirect costs formed a larger share of the total.
Overhead expenditure increased prodigiously.
Fixed capital grew from 11.5 percent of GDP in the US in 1871-1880 to 13.2 percent in
1974-1979, from 4.6 percent in the UK in 1801-1810 to 15.3 percent in 1974-1979, and
from 6.3 percent in Japan in 1881-1890 to 21.1 percent in 1974-1979. Fixed capital per
worker increased 5.2 times in the US between 1890 and 1987, 7.6 times in Britain, 9
times in Germany and 54 times in Japan.
Capital per worker in British coalmining rose 250 percent in constant prices between
1816 and 1913. Business organisation had grown so large and so complex as to require
a permanent, professional management cadre to command, control and co-ordinate, and
a permanent, professional purchasing and sales organisation. These people were
largely unaffected by the cyclical pattern of business activity.
In addition business was increasingly required to support the social overheads
necessary for its existence – internal order, national security, a stable labour
force, education and training, public health, and private welfare.
By the time the market system had reached the limits of its second phase, in the
third (and fourth) quarters of the last century, non-direct costs (taxes, enterprise
overheads, indirect costs) were absorbing the lion’s share of all production in a
typical large enterprise.

“The Rise In Costs Has Not Run Its Course”

The rise in costs has not run its course.
As the market system presses against environmental constraints, new items are being
identified – the costs of abatement, renewal and recycling.
The very concept of cost is undergoing further development. Time honoured accounting
assumptions – that entities are defined in space and time and events which do not fall
within the defined organisation (externalities) can be ignored; that the only events which
need to be recognised are those which can be described in financial terms; that the only
real cost of production is, ultimately, the cost of human labour; and that resources in
terms of materials and energy, and waste absorption, are inexhaustible and
interchangeable – are wearing thin.
Increasingly the costs of production are seen to include the costs of environmental
depletion and degradation, and production itself seen as a transformation – of capital
into income – and not as an infinitely repeatable process.
Little remains of the free ride enjoyed in the market system’s early phase.
Raw labour has for the most part ceased to be a flow, and has turned into a stock item.
Skills can no longer be assumed to exist, but have to be formed. Materials have to be
managed rather than gathered or mined. The environment can no longer be relied on to
absorb all wastes. What previously could be grabbed for the price of providing the
means of compulsion now has to be produced, and requires investment.
More real costs enter the reckoning of incurred expenses, and of profit.
The second major reason for rising costs and for its obverse – declining profits
and growth – stems from the ever more intricate division of labour which made
the growth possible.
As traditional society’s multi-stranded relationships separated out into
autonomous threads, connected in principle only by episodic transactions, the
costs of social coherence and continuity that were hidden, and relatively modest,
in non-market society grew.
These are the “overhead costs” of maintaining the physical and organisational
integrity of business – and the rapidly increasing cost of maintaining the physical
and organisational infrastructures of society as a whole.
Business overheads are increasing far faster than the variable costs of direct labour and
materials.
Whereas before, in the middle years of the 18th century, the costs of sales were
negligible (even Josiah Wedgwood, 1730-1795, notoriously lavish in this respect, spent
no more than one seventh of manufacturing expenses on sales), they now frequently top
costs of production; in pharmaceuticals, in feature film production, in dot.coms.

The costs of general and financial administration, which together currently constitute a
large share of total outlays, were too small to merit separate mention in the typical
accounts of a business 200 years ago.
Luxuriant as has been the growth in business overheads, it has been overshadowed by
the growth of the social variety.
Two hundred years ago few if any taxes were levied on business. Now,
notwithstanding the most exquisitely crafted loopholes, a significant share of
recorded business revenue is paid out in taxes and other government levies.
Some of that is recycled into production, either directly by the state itself or indirectly
through subsidies, or interest on or refinancing of government debt.
Most, however, is spent on maintaining the physical and organisational structures
of the market system itself – the arrangements which make ever increasing
specialisation possible.

“Spending On Social Overheads Has Risen Relentlessly. The Cost Of
Coercion And The Threat Of Coercion Has Ballooned”
Spending on social overheads has risen relentlessly. The cost of coercion and the threat
of coercion has ballooned.
Military expenditure – which accounted for 2.8 percent of GDP in Britain in 1840 – now
consumes some 3.2 percent of GDP (250 times larger in real terms) in the US, and 3.8
percent of gross world product.
Military service, which directly employed 87,000 men in the army in Britain in the 1700s,
2.5 percent of the male population aged 20-44, occupies 2,863,000 people in the US
today, 5.7 percent of 20-44 year olds.
Spending on professional law enforcement – the police, judiciary, prisons, etc – has
grown even more. It absorbed perhaps 1.9 percent of GDP in mid-19th century Britain,
compared with 8 percent in the US today.
Most of this is state funded, although by no means all – there is a growing private sector
comprising security guards, espionage agencies, private armies and mercenary groups.
Law enforcement employs 932,780 people full time (and 84,171 people part time) in the
US, some 0.7 percent of the employed civilian labour force.
In some cases the costs of coercion are phenomenal. In its dying years the white South
African regime was spending 37 percent of GDP on it, a large proportion on enforcing
apartheid. The (East) German Democratic Republic shelled out equivalent sums on the
same operations, and the still abiding Myanmar (Burmese) government is doing the
same.
The same is true of general state administration.

The number of civil servants in Britain rose by 3,500 percent between 1797 and 1991
(from 16,267 to 594,400), or from 0.2 percent of the economically active labour force to
2.2 percent. Government employees at all levels – federal, state and local – number
20.3 million in the US today, or 29 percent of the civilian labour force.
Together with law enforcement, state administration accounted for some 0.9
percent of GDP in 1890 in Britain, and equivalent proportions in other early
members of the market system. Now they absorb $1,375 billion in the US – some
13.8 percent of GDP – a huge relative intensification (even allowing for the 250fold difference in real national income).
These recorded increases for spending and employment in social coercion almost
certainly exaggerate the real increases that took place. Market society did not invent the
function. All it did was unpack it, in stages, from the multi-stranded relationships –
economic, religious and social – which underpinned the social order of the time.
It professionalised what had been bundled with other activities, turning it into a special
function that had to be paid for.
Much the same can be said of the three other broad categories of social overhead
expenditure – spending on securing compliance with prevailing social arrangements,
spending on physical infrastructure, and spending on the formation and maintenance of
a workforce.
Spending on compliance – call it moral coercion, or attitude engineering,
comprising spending on welfare, on official and unofficial propaganda, on
production and other subsidies – has increased far more than the number of
categories it covers, from perhaps 2.2 percent of gross product in the early 1800s
to 36.8 percent in the UK (and 7.7 percent in the US) today.
Sometimes the spending is bizarre. Saudi wheat farmers whose costs of production
exceed $600 a ton have been known to sell their crop (to New Zealand) for under $100 a
ton. The US price of $65 a ton charged to Algeria was coupled with a subsidy of equal
amount. European beef has been sold to Brazil at less than one quarter of the official
European Union price.
Spending on physical infrastructure – transport and communications – once an
incidental expense of existence for all but a microscopic proportion of humanity, has
soared in the same fashion, from some 0.1 percent of gross product in 1890 to well over
11 percent in the US today.
And the pressure to spend yet more is unrelenting, as traffic jams on land and in the air
turn into gelatinous brawn.
Spending on the formation and maintenance of the workforce – the lion’s share of
educational outlays and of outlays on health, particularly its public health component –
has grown even more remarkably, from possibly 0.6 percent of GDP in Britain in 1890 to
9.4 percent in the US today.
Let it be repeated – expenditure is the baldest indicator of developments.
Activities that were enfolded in the normal fabric of social life separated out into

specialisms, became public – and paid for. Their visibility outpaced their actual
growth, but the growth was substantial all the same.

“The Increasing Weight Of Overheads Within Total Costs Indicates An
Ominous Trend Within The Market System – The Amount Of Productive
Activity As A Proportion Of All Organised Activity Gets Ever Smaller”
The increasing weight of overheads within total costs indicates an ominous trend within
the market system – the amount of productive activity as a proportion of all organised
activity gets ever smaller. This is particularly apparent in the current period when
estimating the shift from production to maintenance is less of a Neanderthal exercise.
Take as productive any activity resulting in a product or a service that can be used for
further production. It might be a bowl of cereal, a steel ingot, the delivery of a product or
of a message about it, education or instruction. In market society not all of this
necessary activity takes place inside the market. A part of it, a small and declining part it
may be said, is still not fully captured in the web of monetary transactions – childcare for
example, or food production for one’s own use. This part, although productive in a social
sense, is not productive in terms of the market system.
On the other hand, not everything paid for is productive.
The money spent on a battle tank is real, yet it buys nothing that can be used for further
production – not even the most flamboyant militiaman will use it to get to the office or to
plough a field. The same goes for work that goes into designing, making and servicing it
– and for the food and other goods and services consumed by these people, and for the
goods and services consumed by their suppliers in infinite regression.
If the military sector is the clearest example of unproductive activity, it is not the
only one.
Most central government outlay and some local government outlay is devoted to
ends other than expanding production, such as the spending on coercion (police,
prisons, law) or compliance (state pensions, subsidies, disability allowances), or
both (general administration).
Much production is generated in, and by, waste industries – economic sectors that act
as proxies for personal expenditure by owners and their agents (business entertainment,
gifts and travel); that are an expense of profit distribution amongst enterprises (finance,
most insurance); or that redistribute existing assets (landed property or rental services
other than maintenance and repair construction, sales of art and collectables).
Another block of activity is generated in, and by, partially-waste industries, whose output
is usable in principle as inputs into further production, although, in practice, a proportion
is drained off into unproductive use – financial (as distinct from material) record keeping,
planned obsolescence, the building and maintenance of prestige offices in central
business districts.

Then there is the production activity generated by the personal consumption expenditure
of people engaged directly in waste production, of employees in unproductive
occupations, and lavish personal consumption expenditure out of profit.
None of these is easy to define, let alone quantify. Living in the maw of a particular
social system, particularly a global, all-consuming system, makes it difficult to distinguish
the generic from the contingent conditions of social existence, or necessary costs from
haphazard ones.
Even if the distinction were easy in concept, it would be difficult to make in practice –
there are no readily available statistics even in the hub of the system, and few numbers
at all at the rim.
This said, a crude, pioneering study concluded that only 39 percent of gross
output in the US in 1970 was productive.
This is a measure of actual output.
It excludes output that might have existed were it not for unemployment (4.9 percent of
the workforce in that year – say 12.5 percent of the productive workforce).
It excludes productive output lost through duplication, excessive seemingly-productive
consumption, irrational ideologically-induced methods of work, and so on.
It is a measure, cautiously estimated, of the waste that goes on inside the market
system. It does not measure the waste of the system.
It is a measure capital would take of itself if only it could. Thirty years later real gross
output as conventionally measured has increased by 160 percent, but a slightly larger
part was unproductive. The productive economy in the US remained static.

“The Market System Is Still Growing. But Growth Overall Is Decelerating. More
And More Of Its Resources Are Devoted To Maintaining Its Structures, And Fewer
And Fewer To Production And Expansion”
It is rash, but not ridiculous, to use the US as a template for the market system as a
whole.
There are signs of convergence in economic activities worldwide – while US spending
on the military has dropped from 8.7 to 3.0 percent of GDP, military spending in the rest
of the world has risen. Manufacturing employment in the US dropped from 29.1 to 14.8
percent of the total (1980-2000) and rose in the rest of the world. Not too much should
be made of this.
Structural convergence is slow and of itself proves nothing about the course of
productive activity. But it does suggest a diminution in the sources of growth in
the market system, particularly when taken together with the general decline in
the rate of profit.
As a whole, the market system is still growing.

Different parts are growing at different rates.
But growth overall is decelerating – at something like 1.1 percent per year
between 1980-1990 and 1990-1999.
It is declining in productivity – more and more of its resources are devoted to
maintaining its structures, and fewer and fewer to production and expansion.
Slowly it is slowing down.
For a system whose very essence is unbounded material growth, this is alarming.
And there is more to come.
As the system presses against its natural limits, which are likely to remain relatively
fixed, the real costs of material growth are set to rise and the very notion of growth
comes under pressure.
Can the trend be reversed?
A review of the structure of costs is instructive in this regard.
Direct costs of production – the costs of the raw materials and the energy, human or
otherwise, which goes directly and wholly into the product or service delivered – have
fallen precipitously.
Ninety seven years ago it cost 13.2 pence to produce one kilo of beef carcass (£3.02 in
today’s money). Today the equivalent cost is £1.74 – 58 percent as much in real terms.
The cost of services are showing early signs of an equally precipitous decline – the
operating costs of British banks dropped 34 percent between 1987 and 1997.
No doubt further savings can be made in this area. But how large can they be?
If the art of such cost-cutting lies in increasing labour and environmental
efficiency by the application of scientific methods and, in the case of labour, by
the application of greater compulsion, direct or not, there are rising barriers to
doing so.
In the case of environmental efficiency – improving the productivity of renewable
resources (faster growing and higher yielding, possibly GM, crops for example), changes
in agricultural techniques (modern irrigation, more careful tree felling), and improving the
exploration and exploitation of non-renewables and their recycling – technical
boundaries are already being approached in some areas. Decreasing returns are being
encountered in modern intensive farming. More generally, there is a natural limit to the
photosynthesis which governs plant – and all other – growth. Reserves of nonrenewables are being depleted at an accelerated rate.
In the case of labour costs, there are social and human limits to cost reduction –
redundancy on the one hand and physical and mental exhaustion on the other.

Even if direct costs could be edged into freefall, their reduction would do little to
reverse the decline in productivity and growth – they are already so small a
proportion of all costs that no conceivable cut could have much effect.
Halving the wage bill of assembly line workers in TV tube production would reduce the
running costs of a plant by no more than 2.5 to 5 percent.
Indirect costs, a popular refuge for fugitive direct costs, are more resistant to attack.
The inexorable rise in capital intensity implies rising expenditure on maintenance and
replacement, an associated rise in technological intensity with the implication of speedier
obsolescence, and a rise in the costs of repairing the damage caused to the
environment by material production.
Not that there are no counter-examples. New materials can reduce the indirect costs of
maintenance.
But despite the constant efforts made to trim indirect costs (some of which are
successful), they avail little against the rise in the relative importance of such costs,
occasioned by the increasing complexity of production.
The area of costs most resistant to attack are overheads – not that the attempt to cut
them is ever abandoned. The 1990s saw a sustained attack on business overheads,
especially in the heartlands of the market system.
Mighty behemoths cut swathes through their payrolls, including, to an unprecedented
degree, their management cadres. In Europe in the 1990s enthusiastic “de-layering”,
“downsizing”, “retrenchment” and “rationalisation” led to the elimination of thousands of
jobs in general administration, white collar and headquarters jobs.
In the US tens of thousands of jobs went in the same period, at a time when the
workforce was expanding. Even in Japan, citadel of “lifetime employment”, where many
of the unemployed are still sheltering in companies that pay wages for no actual work
done, managerial unemployment is growing.
Although business retrenchment peaked in the slowdown of the early 1990s, it
hardly solved the problem.
The ratio of overhead to direct expenditure in business continued its steady rise.
The ratio of overhead to production jobs grew. Professional and managerial staff
in Europe rose more than a twelfth from 16.9 percent to 18.4 percent of the labour
force between 1992 and 1997.
This is not surprising. As businesses become more complex, more specialised,
more global and more dependent on each other, the efforts needed, and the costs
incurred, to ensure smooth internal coordination between their parts and
functions, and to order their increasingly complex relations, become greater.
Nothing short of a U-turn in these trends, which are both the expression and the cause
of the market’s spread, could reverse the tendency.

“The Rise In Social Overheads Has Continued. The Attack On Overheads
Begins To Resemble A Mauling By A Sheep”
The course of expenditure on social overheads mirrors, in magnified form, that of
business overheads.
They have been subjected to a sustained onslaught since the 1980s.
Yet, essentially, nothing has happened.
The rise in social overheads has continued.
State expenditure has marched relentlessly onward.
In the relatively rich OECD countries it rose from 32.3 percent of combined GDP in
1970 to 41.6 percent in 1989 – by more than a quarter.
Add to this increase the contribution of newly privatised firms and newly formed
companies dedicated to social overhead activities in the newly deregulated environment
– security and prison services in the US, Britain and South Africa, and telecoms, road
building and other infrastructural activities in most of the hub countries – and the attack
on overheads begins to resemble a mauling by a sheep.
This too should not come as a surprise.
Without a constant, accelerating expansion of its infrastructural sinews, the market
system could not have grown in depth and scope to the extent it has. Insofar as that
growth presses against social and environmental constraints, which elicits curative,
preventive and avoidance spending, social overheads are bound to increase.

The Greek Financial Crisis Of 2012 Explained In 2002:
Attempts to reverse the trend face not only these fundamentals of the market
system itself, but also the institutional arrangements within which growth has
taken place – namely, the sovereign states which, in aggregate, incur the lion’s
share of the spending on social overheads.
In the current, fragmented state system, agreement between states on spending
priorities is not certain, and in any event is not easily reached.
Even if reached, such agreements are not sacrosanct – and certainly not more
treasured than the “national interests” which they are deemed to enshrine at the
time they are made.
And even if they are honoured in principle, the practical application of agreements
in the form originally intended cannot be relied on where monitoring and
enforcement are dispersed among the parties to the agreement. There is nothing
to suggest that social overheads can be trimmed.

The Fatal Contradiction:
As The Market System Matures “Its Tolerance For Overhead Expenditure,
Particularly Social Overhead Expenditure, Naturally Decreases”
“At The Same Time, And For The Same Reasons, The Relative Weight Of
Overhead Expenditure In The Total Grows”
As the market system matures and the larger society loses its integrated
character in a welter of discrete, specialist, loosely co-ordinated, separately
funded functions, its tolerance for overhead expenditure, particularly social
overhead expenditure, naturally decreases.
At the same time, and for the same reasons, the relative weight of overhead
expenditure in the total grows.
It is an acute dilemma for the system.
Whichever policy is adopted – the conservative, hands-off, laissez faire
prescriptions which leave the provision of overheads to market forces or to ad
hoc coalitions of interested parties (Reaganomics or Thatcherism), or the social
democratic, mildly interventionist policies which accept the need for systemic
provision and provides for it (Clintonomics or Blairism) – society is impaled on
one or the other horn of a dilemma.
The one assumes that society can still provide the services that were once to be
found within whole, self sufficient and fully functioning family and community
structures even though these no longer command the resources and attitudes
that would make such a policy feasible.
The other, just as unrealistic, believes that adequate provision can be made
through increases of efficiency and a rational allocation of resources, and
assumes that the attitudes conducive to their mobilisation exists.

“The Dilemma Grows Sharper As The System Grows Ever More Slowly, Employs
Fewer And Fewer Productively, And The Commitment Of Those Included In It
Weakens”
The dilemma grows sharper as the system grows ever more slowly, employs fewer and
fewer productively, and the commitment of those included in it weakens.
Global competition and the increasingly rapid changes that result make ever heavier
demands on the individual as producer, bruise emotional and moral ties, and weaken the
implicit contract – to exchange loyalty for security – between business and its privileged
cadres of managerial workers and between the state and its citizens.
The cost of maintaining the market system will continue to mount, the effort
required to provide the conditions in which it is able to function will grow, the
balance between production and control will continue to tilt against the former,
the productivity of the market system as such will continue to decline, and the

material growth that marks it out from every other society and is its indicator of
health will continue to slow down.
It is the rich, hub countries that are most vulnerable to this decline.
They are the most centralised, the most dependent on complex and delicate networks of
connections, physical and relational, and on public commitment.
They exist thanks to efficient delivery of countless goods and services, and the effective
functioning of myriads of producers throughout the world.
They are impelled to spend most on maintenance, causing slow growth relative to that of
the aspiring rim regions, and so compounding their own difficulties and vulnerabilities.
It is possible that market society will go the way of the Doubledays.
He, remember, is a senior inspector of taxes, she a tax avoidance accountant. Since
between them they have more mutually cancelling work to do than time to enjoy their
resulting opulence and, in addition, professional ethics require them to work well apart,
they rarely meet.
But they did get together long enough 16 years ago to have a son, Buster, who,
alienated by his parents’ remoteness, expresses his disaffection by vandalising public
property and injecting himself with private poisons.
One family among many might survive in this way, but an entire productive
system, particularly one that has destroyed all others or reduced them to shadows
of their former selves, will find it difficult.
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ANNIVERSARIES

February 19, 1942:
A Day That Will Live In Infamy:
“112,000 Citizens Of Japanese Ancestry
Were Relocated, Losing Their
Businesses, Homes, And Belongings To
Whites”

Japanese American residents board the bus for Camp Harmony, 1942
Carl Bunin Peace History Peace History February 18-24
Executive Order 9066 was signed by President Franklin D. Roosevelt 10 weeks after the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, ordering all Japanese Americans (Nisei) evacuated
from the West Coast of the U.S. and forcing them to live in concentration camps.
The document authorized the Secretary of War and military commanders “to prescribe
military areas...from which any or all persons may be excluded.”
There was strong support from California Attorney General Earl Warren (later U.S.
Supreme Court Chief Justice), liberal journalist Walter Lippmann and Time magazine—
which referred to California as “Japan’s Sudetenland”
112,000 citizens of Japanese ancestry were relocated, losing their businesses, homes,
and belongings to whites.

In the entire course of the war, 10 people were convicted of spying for Japan, all of
whom were Caucasian.

DANGER: POLITICIANS AT WORK

“To Bronx Residents, The Police
Resemble An Occupying Army”
“Eighteen-Year-Old Ramarley
Graham Was Shot And Killed By
Police In The Bathroom Of His Home,
In The Presence Of His Grandmother
And 6-Year-Old Brother”

The Protest March Moved On, “Winding
Through One Of The Busiest Shopping
Areas In The Bronx, With Some
Shoppers Joining The March And Others
Showed Solidarity With Cheers Or
Raised-Fist Salutes”
February 14, 2012 By Don Lash, Socialist Worker [Excerpts]. Lichi D'Amelio contributed
to this article.
Two recent police attacks on young Black men in the Bronx--one the brutal beating of an
unarmed man by a crowd of officers, and the other the fatal shooting of an unarmed man
in front of his family in his own home--have intensified and focused the community's
anger and outrage against the NYPD.
These incidents are part of a pattern of routine harassment and abuse, punctuated by
regular episodes of brutality.
Police violence in New York City is by no means confined to the Bronx. But it is bound to
be more commonplace in the borough with the lowest per capita income of the five and
with a population that is 90 percent people of color.
To Bronx residents, the police resemble an occupying army.
The beating of 19-year-old Jateik Reed took place on January 26. A neighbor
made a video of the assault by the four officers, who clubbed and kicked Reed in
front of his residence.
Officers then threatened the neighbor with pepper spray.
Witnesses said Jateik was beaten because he complained about being questioned
and frisked while standing in front of his building.
Police said he resisted when officers attempted to arrest him for drug possession.
Initial reports included the police claim that an officer had been injured, but the video
doesn't show any injured officer, and none has been identified.
Jateik's mother, brother and several friends went to the 42nd Precinct following
his arrest, and three of this group ended up arrested and charged with disorderly
conduct after refusing to leave.
When the video of the beating surfaced, the four officers were placed on modified desk
duty, and Police Commissioner Ray Kelly claims the incident is being investigated by the

Internal Affairs Bureau. But lawyers for Jateik dismiss the ability or willingness of the
NYPD to investigate itself and are demanding the appointment of a special prosecutor.
The second attack took place on February 2, 2012. Eighteen-year-old Ramarley Graham
was shot and killed by police in the bathroom of his home, in the presence of his
grandmother and 6-year-old brother.
The NYPD version is that officers saw Ramarley on the street and observed what they
thought was a gun in his waistband. They allege Ramarley fled when asked to stop, and
that they followed him into his home in “hot pursuit.”
A surveillance camera, however, filmed Ramarley walking at a normal pace as he
approached the front door of the building, followed shortly thereafter by an officer without
his weapon drawn--not what one would expect in a “hot pursuit” of a suspect believed to
be armed.
What is undisputed is that Ramarley was shot in his grandmother's bathroom, and no
weapon has been recovered.
Police claim they were allowed into the home by a resident, although this has
been denied by people present in the building.
Initial reports featured a claim that the shooting followed a struggle with
Ramarley, although police have since abandoned that story.
Marijuana was allegedly found at the scene, and police speculated that Ramarley was
flushing marijuana before he was shot. The officer who shot Ramarley and his partner
have been placed on modified desk duty.
Incredibly, Ramarley's grandmother was taken to the precinct and questioned for
over five hours immediately after her grandson was killed.
She says she was forced to give a statement, and a family friend who went to the
precinct at the request of Ramarley's father said he was denied access to her.
A police department spokesperson confirmed the length of time Ramarley's grandmother
was questioned, but said there was no record of her requesting to leave.
As for Commissioner Kelly, after acknowledging that Ramarley's grandmother had just
witnessed him being gunned down, he said, “I would hope she was shown sensitivity to
that issue.”
In both cases, police immediately released arrest records to discredit the young men
they beat and shot.
Opponents of police violence, including friends and family of the two victims, and their
supporters from throughout the Bronx and beyond, mobilized in response to each of
these incidents.
On the night after his death, a solemn, angry crowd gathered at a makeshift memorial in
front of Ramarley's house and then marched to the 47th Precinct.

Meanwhile, growing crowds have attended each of Jateik's court appearances, despite
attempts to intimidate supporters.
For example, one man reported having been targeted for harassment by court
officers who objected to a button he wore demanding an end to “stop-and-frisk.”
After he was ejected from the courthouse, a woman he had been speaking to was
told that her bag would be searched for a second time. When she refused consent
to search, she was arrested. Nevertheless, the number of supporters grew with
each appearance.
On February 4, family members of the two victims were joined by hundreds of
supporters, including Take Back the Bronx, which arose out of the Occupy movement.
Following a press conference hosted by local politicians and clergy, at which both the
families of both Jateik and Ramarley were represented, a march headed for the 42nd
Precinct.
Most of the marchers were aware that they were taking to the streets 13 years to the day
after Amadou Diallo, a 23-year-old immigrant from Guinea, was shot 41 times by police
who claimed to have mistaken the wallet he was attempting to show them for a gun.
Outside the precinct, the march paused in front of a tense line of officers guarding the
station house, while Rob Starz of Rebel Diaz Art Collective, a local venue for hip-hop
culture and political activism that itself has been harassed by police, read the names of
the five officers involved in the beating of Jateik Reed.
As each name was read, the crowd pronounced them “Guilty!” The list continued with
the names of the police commissioner and Mayor Michael Bloomberg.
The march moved on, winding through one of the busiest shopping areas in the
Bronx, with some shoppers joining the march and others showed solidarity with
cheers or raised-fist salutes.
Eventually, the march concluded at the steps of Jateik's building. Jateik's mother and
other relatives greeted the marchers, and Jateik's lawyer asked supporters to pack the
courtroom for the next court appearance two days later.
That day, February 6, Jateik was released on anonymously posted bail. He was greeted
by a crowd celebrating his release and vowing solidarity in his fight to expose the police
cover-up.
A second march and vigil was held for Ramarley Graham on the evening of February 6.
Approximately 500 people lit candles at the memorial outside his home, and again
marched to the 47th Precinct. Ramarley's parents and siblings led the march and were
joined by the mother of Malcolm Ferguson, a 23-year-old who was shot by the police
nearly a dozen years ago.
Shortly before joining the march on February 4, Take Back the Bronx conducted its
General Assembly in the shadow of Mott Haven Houses, a large public housing complex
in the South Bronx.

Residents joined the GA and reported having frequently stopped and searched
frequently, and more or less randomly.
Several reported having their doors kicked down for searches, and two showed
copies of search warrants from different dates containing identical language
about what police asserted they were told by a confidential informant.
At the press conference on February 6, elected officials voiced the anger of the
community, but it was clear that the marchers and Bronx residents cheering them
on from the sidewalks had demands that were far more militant than the
politicians.
While the politicians asked for meetings with the police commissioner,
departmental investigations and cultural sensitivity training, the signs of
marchers demanded an end to stop-and-frisk and other abusive practices, the
firing of Kelly, and an end to racially discriminatory enforcement of marijuana
laws.

MORE:

Welcome To The Occupied USA:

New York City Scumbags In
Blue Terrorizing Citizens Inside
Their Own Apartment Buildings:
“Building Residents Were Being
Subjected To Getting Stopped In
Lobbies, Stopped At The Mailbox,
At The Garbage Chute, In The
Hallway”
“He Got Slapped With A Ticket For
Trespassing—In His Own Home”

“A Judge Ultimately Dismissed The
Charge For Brown, The 21-Year-Old
Ticketed While Taking Out His Trash”
Feb 8 2012 By Sam Levin, Village Voice [Excerpts]
On a recent Tuesday around 9 p.m., 21-year-old Terrence Brown left his Bronx
apartment to take out the garbage. Dressed in slippers and pajamas, he walked
down the hall to the trash chute.
Three police officers approached him.
“Do you live here?” one of them asked.
“Yes,” he said.
Brown tells the Voice that an officer then asked, “What are you doing?”
Brown explained that he was throwing out the garbage, but the officers asked for
his ID anyway.
But Brown had given his ID to police officers about a week earlier in an unrelated
incident.
So he got slapped with a ticket for trespassing—in his own home.
“I just tried to keep it respectful,” says Brown, a produce manager at a Stop &
Shop in the Bronx.
“That's trespassing? I was in my pajamas and slippers. . . . And the next thing I
know, I have a ticket and three cops in my face.”
This kind of policing is exactly what the New York Civil Liberties Union is targeting in a
new lawsuit.
The group claims that the NYPD's controversial stop-and-frisk program, which
stops an overwhelming majority of black and Latino suspects, is also taking place
in private buildings.
“We were hearing directly from people that building residents were being subjected to
pretty intense police practices—getting stopped in lobbies, stopped at the mailbox, at the
garbage chute, in the hallway,” says Alexis Karteron, NYCLU senior staff attorney.
“When you already have a record of doing a poor job of catching criminals when you are
engaged in these kinds of practices on the street . . . why would you then extend the
program to private buildings?” says Dr. Delores Jones-Brown, a faculty research fellow
for the Center on Race, Crime, and Justice at John Jay College.

A judge ultimately dismissed the charge for Brown, the 21-year-old ticketed while taking
out his trash.
But he's still bitter: Since he was 16, officers have searched him for drugs and
bothered him for biking, spitting, trespassing, and walking down the street—
because he is black, he says.
“It just makes me feel like a criminal,” Brown says. “It doesn't matter what I do in
life. I'm always gonna be seen as criminal. I may look the part. But I'm not.”

CLASS WAR REPORTS

“Thousands Of Syrians Rallied For
Bashar Al-Assad's Ouster”

2,17,12: Syrians demonstrate against the regime after Friday prayers in the north Syrian
city of Idlib. Thousands of Syrians rallied for Bashar al-Assad's ouster, as the embattled
president's forces unleashed their heaviest pounding yet of Homs in a brutal bid to crush
dissent, according to monitors. (AFP Photo/Bulent Kilic)
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