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First of all, an explanation of the title. The shortest 
explanation would be this: if by a socialist society we 
understand a society without classes or conflicts, such 
a society is neither possible nor desirable. A classless 
society can be understocxl and accepted only as a utopian 
tendency. However socialist political movements are not 
only necessary but inevitable, whatever their denomi
nation. 

I advise the reader that what I write is based on my 
experience and knowledge of Eastem Europe- specif
ically, of Yugoslavia and the USSR- as I have lived and 
felt it emotionally and intellectually. It will be self
evident that this exposition has not and cannot have 
any pretensions to being definitive, simply because it is 
not grounded in a process of research and documenta
tion; although I would have had no lack of enthusiasm 
for such work, my age and my occupations would not 
permit it 

We are witnessing the unexpected, dramatic and 
inexorable disintegration of the socialism of Eastem 
Europe, and especially that of the USSR - an avalanche 
that has set off all the others and dragged them along with 
it This disintegration forces us to ask two essential 
questions: 

1 

2 

Does it point to the crisis of other socialism,S (specif
ically the reformist, social-democratic forro)? 
What are the prospects and the possible solutions 
of the crisis for communist socialism and for social
democratic socialism? Do these prospects and 

solutions have anything to do with socialism, and 
if so, how much? 

In this respect I owe the reader another explanation: 
the term 'socialism', especially when it refers to the 
socialism of the East, to communism, is employed, with 
reservations, in accordance with the popular sense of the 
word and its use in the propagandising daily press. This 
does not mean, therefore, that communist socialism is 
socialism from the point of view of any doctrine, 
including that of Lenin. Toe truth is that not even Lenin 
expected that the practice of the 'construction of 
socialism' would coincide completely with its theory. 
Lenin would have said that practice will bring new 
knowledge, new enrichments of the theory. But we are 
not dealing with the inevitable distinction between the
oretical hypotheses and social and political reality in the 
process of creation, but with the fact that that reality, that 
political practice, is so drastically different even from 
Leninist theory that it makes the theory look not just like 
an illusion but like a historical deception, or self
deception, in the minds/consciousness of those who 

�uffered and sacrificed themselves. Undoubtedly there
1s a great deal of self-deception. And deception by 
others? Y es, deception and a great deal more. More 
than is normal in political practice, however totalitarian 
and closed are the communist regimes, inside and out 
Much more than other dictatorial regimes. An impris
onment not only in terms of information but in social 
terms, together with absolute power, obstructed and 
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hindered knowledge, formed false ideas of society, of 
foreign societies and states, and even of the character
istics of spirit and matter. 

However, discussion of whether communist socialism 
is really socialism leads to dogmatism and a dogmatic 
sterility. It is possible to formulate an antithesis; and 
indeed such antitheses were frequenlly formulated until 
not long ago. Por, although communist socialism did not 
correspond to any socialist theory, did any regime 
coincide with the theoretical concepts and precepts? 
Nor does this mean that communist socialism is not a 
form of socialism at ali. Por, although it failed in the 
humanisation of human relations, in justice and social 
equality, and especially in human rights and civil 
liberties, it may have sorne fundamental principies 
which could lay the bases for, at least, a future socialist 
society: for instance, socialisation of the means of 
production, generally available social security, full 
employment, health protection, free education. 

Let us say that this is the case, even if it isn't. It is 
·evident that it is not essential to people's lives, and
never has been, that they correspond to this or that
dogma or ideology, nor to what extent they do so; what
is essential is the real way they live their lives, the
degree to which they can use their freedom and develop
their abilities. In order to be understood, a society must
be described and analysed, of course as far as that is
possible, without ideological prejudices or even philo
sophical ones, and especially without utopian longings
or well-intentioned hopes. Society, politics and economic
relations do not and cannot have much compassion,
and cannot be understood unless they are represented
with objective and merciless clarity. Compassion and
piety are present in politics and economics only to the
extent that the latter are self-interested or weak.

So what is communist socialism? What is it like? 
There are countless descriptions of this kind of 

socialism, dealing both with various of its facets and with 
its entirety. Many of these descriptions are true, or at least 
largely true. However, as far as I know, there exists no 
definition that expresses the essence of this socialism, 
this system. The term that has been used most frequenlly 
is 'state capitalism', meaning that the state, that is to say, 
state power, govems and owns ali economic resources. 
But this term has not taken root or survived. Although 
I encountered it at the beginning of my critique of the 
Soviet system, I think it does not express the totality of 
the system, nor is it essentially correct It is true that the 
power of the Party-State owns ali goods in communist 
socialism, in which, however, exchange, primarily of 
labour - the principal feature of capitalism - does not 
exist, or at least did not exist until recenlly. But this alters 
ali the other characteristics of the capitalist economy: par
ticipation in the world market and the intemational 
division of labour, a stable currency, for instance. 

Socialist society, no; socialist movement, yes 

In my reflections I have arrived at the conclusion 
that communist socialism is a form of industrial 
feudalism sui generis. I once heard Voslensky, a leading 
writer in the Nomenklatura, give a similar definition in 
conversation: he called it state feudalism. Such a 
definition, like any other definition that refers to human 
activities and especially to society, is one-sided and 
therefore incomplete. However, if we analyse the power 
which is fundamental and decisive in communism, we 
observe that it is feudal in structure. 

The centre of power, like an absolute feudal monarch 
(and more like a Turkish sultan than a Western king or 
queen), distributes functions of power which entail 
certain privileges. Property is not personal, but neither 
is it social or national. It is a total fiction that this 
property belongs to the society or the nation, since it is 
at the disposal of the party apparatus and the economic, 
state and bureaucratic structures linked to it. Hence, in 
the collective bureaucratic hierarchy of party property, 
an ordinary party militant receives less than a rural 
priest and a top-ranking party member gets more than 
a cardinal in the medieval order of the Templars, who 
also had at bis disposal enormous common, or rather 
'common', wealth. A small but symptomatic instance of 
the way the reality of such a regime reached even to the 
consciousness of its creators is Stalin's plan to introduce 
noble tilles. Pear of the growing power of the nobles 
probably prevented this idea from becoming a reality, 
so that it took hold only in the few tilles invented for the 
inoffensive area of the arts such as People' s Artist of the 
Republic and People's Artist of the USSR. 

This system can be given the name of 'socialism' or 
sorne other unromantic and non-idealised name. We 
cannot lay at the communists' door, like a sillf the fact 
that they did not construct the socialist society they had 
envisaged. No society can be 'constructed'. A society 
constructs itself, although its interna! currents and rela
tionships can be influenced. The communists created the 
only thing they could, given their closed, narrow 
ideology, their 'class interests', and the real conditions 
of the time. The communists' sin was that they used their 
monopolistic power to suit their own whims, illegally and 
with privilege. Also, their selfishness and their class and 
caste interests and considerations prevented the formation 
and development of other, different creative forces for 
a long period. 

A note in passing about this 'long period'. In 
comparison with other revolutionary regimes, 
communism has had a long life; however, the social order 
that arose from it has been ephemeral. The relative 
longevity of the communist regime is due chiefly to 
the absolute power it exercised over the basic resources 
of social and private life: the economy, information, even 
control over spiritual creativity. Other revolutions also 
changed the forms of government and property 
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ownership, but not in so totalitarian and radical a way; 
communism' s revolutionary power took possession of 
both society and property, and hence it could not be 
anything but a tyranny under different 'legal' forms. 
Other revolutionary regimes were of relatively short 
duration because of the contradictions of power and of 
having the entire regime based on power. In communism, 
the Party-power proclaimed as a sacred aim the sup
pression of classes, and yet it turned itself into a 
privileged stratum - a class sui generis, since it would 
not have been able to maintain its position 'for the sake 
of the greater objectives'. But in doing so the 'new 
class' - the Nomenklatura, the party bureaucracy, the 
political class - condemned itself to being ephemeral. 
By placing itself above society, the Party-power also set 
itself outside the spontaneous currents of society and 
suff ered setbacks in relation to technological, economic, 
cultural and other advances, and to the needs of the 
society and the nation. Lacking sufficient means, as 
ever, it lost legitimacy and undermined both itself and 
those good objectives. 

The ideology and the power conceived and imple
mented to be not merely the 'midwife' but also the 
builder of the 'new society' could not create anything 
other than a police and military superstructure which, by 
controlling everything and everyone, including itself, 
grew beyond control and in the end crumpled under its 
own weight, bringing down with it the entire social 
edifice which was based on it and depended on it A con
struction of this kind inevitably disintegrated as soon as 
it embarked on 'reform': ali the wounds were reopened, 
the full extent of inefficiency was exposed, and ali the 
promised ways forward were shown to be dead ends. 
Once the curtain was raised, instead of a classless 
socialist society, a demented drama of arbitrary violence 
and unrestrained exploitation carne into view. Keeping 
the pact with reform was obligatory, for fear of national 
and social upheavals, and in the hope that the regime 
would survive and continue, by meaos of a 'perfecting' 
process, towards its ideal goal: the preservation of the 
privileges of power and the by-products of power. 

The interna! causes of disintegration and collapse 
were decisive. However, the confrontation with the 
developed West, especially the USA, played an important 
part, for it revealed a hitherto unknown degree of inter
connection in the world. When the ideological-military 
imperialism of the Soviet Union ground to a halt, as it 
proved incapable of financing wasteful 'anti-imperial
ist' communist regimes ali over the world, the Soviet 
Union • s interna! crisis and awakening accelerated. The 
future masters of the world turned out to be no more than 
beggars in arms. 

Communism is the world movement which is based 
on the idea of the socialist society. It is inevitable that 
its tragic rise and its miserable fall should be reflected 

in the word and in the very concept of socialism: just as 
the communists envisaged it Many communists have 
been sacrificed for socialism, which was a definitive goal 
held in common with other socialist movements. 

When, in 1903, at the congress of Russian social 
democrats in London, a disagreement arose between 
Lenin and Martov over the apparently insignificant rule 
determining who could be a member of the party, not 
even its protagonists thought the argument would mean 
a division (the formal division took place later), far less 
that it would be the beginning of the most important 
schism outside the religious sphere in modem history. 
Both tendencies (Lenin's Bolshevism and Martov's 
Menshevism) were doctrinaire Marxist, more doctri
naire than most tendencies of the Intemational. Their 
goals and ideas were almost identical - a classless 
socialist society whose prerequisite bases were nation
alisation of the means of production and the dictatorship 
of the proletariat and other social strata. The Mensheviks 
and other Russian socialists even supported the 
revolution, although of course they wanted to conserve 
democratic fonns and proceed gradually towards the new 
society. In 1917 the Bolsheviks took total power and, 
relying on terror, began to 'construct' the new society, 
while the Mensheviks, like the other social democrats 
in the International, accepted parliamentary methods 
with increasing eagemess, but without giving up- at least 
in most cases - their ultimate goal: a classless socialist 
society. 

What did this prove? Who was right, in what respects, 
and to what extent? 

Le nin and the socialist lef t judged correctly that the 
First World W ar would create an atmosphere of social 
and national discontent and with it the possibility of 
uniting people around revolutionary programmes and 
revolutionary anti-war activities; the more so as the 
parties of the International, except for Lenin 's Russian 
party, had abandoned their international and anti-war 
programmes during the war. But Lenin, like the rest, 
overestimated the conditions for a world revolution, 
whose first phase would have to have been the taking of 
power in the European countries, first of ali Germany. 
What appeared possible,·and proved possible in Russia, 
failed in developed capitalist Europe, in spite of revo
lutionary uprisings. This overestimation of the conditions 
for revolution in Europe resulted to a large extent from 
a generalisation based on conditions in Russia. It was 
characteristic of the Russian socialist movement that it 
should dogmatically accept the letter of Marx' s analytic 
predictions about the fall of capitalism and the legacy 

ofRussian revolutionary movements. According to that 
legacy, Russia, with the help of the revolutionary 
government, could skip over the entire stage of 
capitalism, with all its evils and mishaps, and begin 
immediately to construct the new, socialist society. 
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There was proof that a power which could carry out the 
trapsformation of society was feasible: industrial trans
fonnation, which capitalism had carried out in its early 
phases. B ut instead of a socialist society something 
completely different was created, while the ills and mis
fortunes of capitalism were concentrated and compressed 
into a very short space of time, proving incomparably 
horrendous and destructive. A similar 'construction of 
socialism ', largely under the influence of Russian 
precepts, those of Lenin, was applied in several other 
underdeveloped countries: China, Cuba, Ethiopia and to 
a considerable extent in Yugoslavia. 

The socialist, or rather social democratic, parties 
were undoubtedly right when they pointed out that 
social or socialist evolution was possible in those 
capitalist countries which were already industrialised and 
developed. Toe German socialist Bernstein was the 
founder and most outstanding theorist of this evolution. 
Broadly speaking, history has borne out bis predictions, 
the essence of which was accepted even by bis most 
notable opponents, Kautsky in Gennany and Plekhanov 
in Russia. 

But even the socialists of the developed countries 
were wrong - and I think they are still wrong - when, 
and to the extent that, they equated socialist evolution 
in the democratic developed countries with the victories 
of a socialist society, that is a classless society. Progress 
towards something, towards an ideal or an idealised 
society, is not and cannot be the same as the ideal itself, 
the idealised society itself. Toe former is possible as an 
endless and unpredictable prooess, while the latter is only 
a hope originating in schematic, 'scientific' theories of 
greater or lesser accuracy. Toe life of society, or rather 
of people and human communities, is unpredictable by 
the mere fact of its being alive; for life is the result of 
the activity of thousands of millions of individuals and 
of the confrontation and collaboration between states, 
religions and nations. 

It follows from the above account that the catastro
phe of communist socialism will be reflected even in 
refonnist, democratic socialism, to the extent that the 
latter has not freed itself from the aim to construct a 
classless society. Every attempt, no matter how small or 
how insignificant, to create a classless society through 
the agency of power, either parliamentary or non-par
liamentary, is doomed to failure, to the strengthening of 
parasitical bureaucracy, economic stagnation and 
restricted rights and liberties. We see this confirmed in 
nearly every exercise in nationalisation carried out by 
parliamentary social democratic parties in the interests 
of 'social welfare', or by decrees emitted by autocratic 
leaders in the interests of 'social justice'. lt is an unques
tionable truth that social democratic parties themselves 
have had their greatest and most important achieve
ments when and where they have not been adapted to fit 

Socialist society, no; socialist movement, yes 

utopian theories, but deal with real and realisable pos
sibilities. Toe way to social welfare is through increasing 
productivity, and the way to socialjustice is through the 
struggle for a fairer distribution of resources. 

I would add one thing further to the conclusion drawn 
above: S talio carne very close to realising a classless 
society. Stalin' s claim that the socialist society had been 
constructed in the USSR was not groundless, although 
it was a society in which, it is true, 'friendly' and 'col
laborative' classes· still existed: the peasants of the 
collective farms, the workers, the intellectuals. With 
the exception of the privileged stratum of the bureaucracy 
(the 'new class'), without which he would not have 
been able to rule, Stalin separated the personality from 
society through terror and terrorist nationalisation - he 
suppressed the integrity of the person with society. 
Classes as living, original and creative components of 
society were destroyed. Stalin went beyond the 'classless 
society'. lt is the task of the philosophers and social 
scientists, and of the artists, especially the writers, to 
explain what this monstrous 'society' was like and what 
happened in it, with the personality smothered. 

Of communist socialism, then, there remains no trace 
except for the tragic, terribly tragic experience, and the 
most painful memories. Not even the famous 'social 
security' - the right to work, the right to health and 
other benefits, the right to free schooling - will be able 
to stay alive. After ali, at no time and in no place in the 
communist countries were those rights put into practice 
faithfully and fairly. In the communist countries a right 
is often no more than lip service, while the acquisition 
of rights is hierarchically ordered - to each according to 
his place and power in politics, in the Party. 

Toe most convincing proof that no communist regime 
- not even Leninism - is any variant of socialism is
provided by their present situations and the trends that
indicate their real political and economic forms. Toe
simple fact that the prevalent tendencies are those that
look towards the market economy and free forms of
property is sufficient proof that the regime was nothing
more than a version of industrial feudalism. Toe system
in ali its fOI1ns is disintegrating, although not all the forms
are disintegrating with the same intensity or complete
ness. It looks as though nothing will be preserved. What
is more, nothing, not even in the political or economic
top ranks, shows any signs of moving towards a pro
longation of the 'socialist' system, even in a reformed
version, or rather towards sorne kind of 'better' socialism
or socialist improvement The entire system is simply dis
integrating and crumbling, and something new and not
yet fully formed is appearing.

Of course, there are still communists, although not 
very man y of them and fewer every day, who hope that 
sorne basic features of the system will be able to be 
preserved, primarily the 'social ownership' on which all 
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the power of the Party rested. But these dreamers are 
clearly losing power daily. 

At the material level, ideological and political 
conditions and the correlations of forces differ from 
state to state. (Toe reader should bear in mind that we 
are referring throughout to the states of Eastem Europe, 
including the USSR.) When the original Soviet system 
and the USSR's imperial domination first began to 
totter, the national aspirations of the non-Soviet people 
and states erupted at once. As soon as the old pattems 
and moulds were broken, it became evident that the 
states had been created and kept in place by the union 
of the Soviet and local party bureaucracies. This indicates 
not only that the differentiation of these states with 
respect to the USSR had already begun (visibly, under 
Brezhnev), but that the equality between them was 
forced and artificial. Monochrome unity lasted only as 
long as the vulgar, totalitarian, Stalinist terror. 

Generally speaking, it all began with the disintegra
tion of ideology. When and where that disintegration 
began we cannot say. It is not e ven known, nor can it be 
known, when the ideology of communism, or rather 
'scientific socialism', was constructed. Certainly its 
founder was Karl Marx. Marx is the most important, 
original and convincing source. But he is not the only 
one. There is a whole rosary of them, no end of them. 
Marx himself was the revisionist of Hegel (as the 
antithesis ofHegel's absolute idealism), but he adopted 
Hegel' s dialectics. Marx is inseparable from the so
called utopian socialists; but he was not the only or the 
first materialist in socialist movements, although he 
was the most serious and consistent. He was scientific 
in his methodology, utopian in his final goal. 

Right up to the First World War (until the split 
occurred between the revolutionary tendency, predom
inantly led by Lenin, and the reformist democratic 
tendency, with a host of national leaders) the ideology 
was developing, becoming reinforced and spreading 
through the socialist movements like a new and irre
sistible faith that was going to change the world for 
good or ill. While the reformists revised the revolu
tionary side of Marx, Lenin revised Marx as regards the 
freedom of labour and socialist pluralism. Stalin was to 
revise Lenin, transforming the dictatorship of the party 
into a personal tyranny and the ideology into a medium 
for exercising totalitarian power. The history of 
socialism, especially its communist variant, is the history 
of revisions and fractional struggles. The 'perfecting' of 
the doctrine and the 'more realistic' manifestation of 
utopia were imposed along with changes in political 
reality and the leaders' ambitions of realising their ideas 
and their power - their 'idea-power'. 

But in those respects we are still moving in the sphere 
of one ideology, one system. The real question is: Who 
initiated the effective critique - the critique, not the 

revision - of the ideology and the system, and when? 
There is no exact answer to this question, either. The 
critique began together with the ideology itself, starting 
with its adversaries. The proponents of the ideology 
were blind and deaf to criticism, even when it was well
intentioned, since they were obsessed with the 'scientific' 
quality - locked into the 'scientific' prison - of the 
ideology itself. 

Undoubtedly the critique proceeding from the same 
ideology, the same system, that it criticises has a special, 
although not a decisive, influence. If we include 
Leninism in the picture, that critique falls into two 
periods; the Leninist and the Stalinist The very way the 
idea and the ideology are identified with those figures 
is an indication of the rigidity and prescriptive character 
of the ideology and of the idea itself. However, the 
division into periods is valid because, although there were 
no fundamental differences between Lenin and Stalin, 
there were differences between their personalities and 
their methods of govemment. 

So as not to be led too far afield from our theme by 
detailed discussion, let us make a brief exposition: Stalin 
emanates from Lenin. There is nothing in Stalin that has 

not already appeared in Lenin, but there is something in 
Stalin that is not in Lenin. Lenin belongs to the 
revolution, he is the revolution, whereas Stalin is power: 
state and empire. Lenin' s authority was so superior that 
he was able to avoid bloodshed in his struggles with his 
adversaries in the Party. Stalin confronted adversaries 
with more authority, and, because he favoured the total
itarian power of the party bureaucracy and in his self
worship equated the ideology and the system with 
himself, the 'new class' submitted to his tyranny. Under 
Lenin, discussion was still possible in the Russian 
Communist Party and the Comintem, whereas Stalin 
stifled ali dissent. Stalinism does not exist as a contri
bution to theory. Stalinism emanates from Lenin and 
Leninism, as a variant and as the most realistic current 
of Leninism. Stalinism is a phase of Leninism. All 
communist parties have in one way or another tumed into 
Stalinist parties. 

Nonetheless, not even Stalin's totalitarian terror 
succeeded in suffocating 'heresy' or 'annihilating the 
heretics'. As soon as European communists were no 
longer at risk of death, with the fall of Fascism and the 
appearance of new revolutionary states, they began to 
desert Stalin and the Soviet Union. The first to stand up 
for itself and rebel was communist Yugoslavia in 1948, 
and China and Albania followed. In this respect, it 
might interest the reader to know that when a group of 
Belgrade intellectuals, including myself, went to Moscow 
in January 1990 to discuss with Soviet representatives 
the Soviet-Yugoslavian conflict of 1948, we carne to the 
unanimous conclusion that that confrontation had marked 
the beginning of the disintegration of international 
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communism and with it the outbreak of the inexorable 
interna! crisis of communism. After having climbed to 
its 'starry heights' with an irrepressible force which the 
Western democracies could not meet, communism began 
to collapse from within, owing to its own contradictions 
and to the destruction of its ideology and its political base. 

Doubts and disappointment sprang up everywhere, 
even in the Soviet Union itself. There were uprisings and 
mass movements in sorne of the countries (Hungary, 
Poland, Czechoslovakia). With the sclerotic ideology 
destroyed, the system putrefied with growing speed in 
ali the countries of the East This confirmed, just as at 
many other moments in history, that absolutist regimes 
cannot survive without an absolute and absolutist 
ideology; just as ideology itself loses its power to inspire 
and create as soon as it is tumed into an instrument of 
government. Thus the fatal circle was closed, and there 
was no way out 

Those who criticised and rebelled against the regime 
from within communism itself deserve every kind of 
praise and acknowledgement. They threw into relief 
the violent, parasitic nature of the party bureaucracy and 
inspired broad-based movements. Innumerable heroes 
and martyrs have marked out the roads of history, 
including those of communist dictatorships. 

The role of the West has been of incalculable value, 
in the communications media as well as in the military 
and economic spheres. Many, many generations of 
'dissidents', rebelling in spirit and conscience, would 
have vanished into the shadows of violence without the 
support of the West: yet another proof that the spirit of 
freedom knows no frontiers and cannot be locked up in 
dungeons or killed on the gallows. 

B ut it is the ordinary people -millions of anonymous 
individuals - who make possible and pave the way for 
the great revolutions of history. This is something seldom, 
if ever, mentioned when the communist states are 
discussed, although millions of silent, suffering dissidents 
undermined and blunted the edge of all aspects of the 
system. They have risen again in the memory and 
knowledge oftheir successors and through them charged 
against the fortress of totalitarianism. Millions - tens of 
millions of people -suffered and were executed because 
they did not fit or could not adapt to the pattems and 
moulds of a society planned in meeting rooms and 
offices. But violence destroys itself and only the innocent 
victims are immortal. Russians and others sacrificed 
themselves when it was necessary to pull their country 
out of backwardness and ruin and to die for her. But they 
also did so because they simply did not want to support 
with their labour and their effort a regime that anaes
thetised and crushed all creative forces, benefiting no one 
except the parasitical political class and bureaucracies 
bound up with it This is an immutable fact of history: 
no ideology or religion, no govemment, tyrannical or 

Socialist society, no; socialist movement, yes 

otherwise, can permanently seduce or coerce the 
'common folk', the people, into supporting and main
taining a regime that slows down and diverts the natural 
development of their lives and their permanence - their 
material and spiritual existence. No violence can vanquish 
this unequalled force, which is often imperceptible and 
always opaque. Nor does any idea exist which is capable 
of seducing them and depriving them of their reason. If 
there were, there would be no changes of regimes, no 
social movements, no human communities. 

So, what will be created instead? What relations will 
be built on the ruins of communism? 

Future social relations and forms of state will be 
different in each country. But we can assert already, with 
a fair degree of conviction, that all the communist 
countries of Eastem Europe are on the way- or will soon 
be on the way - to the market economy and political 
pluralism; with the qualification that capitalism is in a 
very real sense not what it was in Marx' s day and that 
socialism has not materialised except in ideological 
propaganda. Ironically, we could say now that socialism 
is being transformed into capitalism - and peacefully, too. 

This should be the 'natural' and 'logical' order of 
development: from 'industrial feudalism' to the so
called post-industrial society. Although the 'natural' 
and the 'logical' in poli tics and society occur very often 
in the most painful and vertiginous way, this is especially 
true when a worn-out social formation is being 
superseded by a new formation. However, this trans
formation will not last so long or be as painful as the 
transition from feudalism to capitalism - far from it: not 
only because the communist system was so threadbare 
that it fell apart by itself, but because it had not even taken 
root in economic instances or social strata; the exception 
is the party bureaucracy and other bureaucracies linked 
to it and infiltrated into all forms of national life. 

The difficulties of the transformation will be political 
and economic. The political difficulties will predominate 
in the first period, and economic ones in the second. 
Among the political difficulties, the growth of nation
alism into national terrorism is already coming to the 
fore. This phenomenon has appeared unexpectedly and 
suddenly, like the collapse of communism itself. This too 
is 'natural' and 'logical'. By stifling all signs of 
democracy, by preventing the democratic channelling of 
national aspirations, the communist authorities prepared 
the ground for an outbreak of elemental national frus
trations (especially when we recall how they took refuge 
in pseudo-nationalism). National-totalitarian ideologues 
are trying to turn these outbreaks into organised 
movements. 

The transition to the modem market economy, as yet 
unarticulated, appears now inevitable. It will lay the 
groundwork for democracy and the growth of interme
diate strata. However, the construction ofthis economy 

SOCIALISM OF THE FUTURE VOL 1 N
º 

2, 1993 131 



Milovan D jilas 

will come up against difficulties and a long period of 
transition will be necessary, even though all the East 
European countries are now industrialised. National 
capital is lacking and foreign capital is unconfident. 
Where this capital does materialise, it will often be 
speculative, looking to make easy profits and purchases 
at rock-bottom prices, which will make the countries 
hesitanl At ali events, they will need time, effort and -
for the moment - state control and interventions by 
governments and the nascent parliaments. 

The first and most important lesson for a future 
socialism -since it is easier to speak of a future socialism 
than of the future of socialism - is, and must be, the 
renunciation of ali ideology, including that of socialism, 
as the doctrine of a determined, predefined forro of 
society. The socialist idea, or rather socialist ideas, must 
be pluralist in themselves and the society must have room 
for ali forros of ideas and the capacities of ali people. This 
view of the socialist idea is not only not an ideology; it 
is contrary to ali ideologies, including the socialist one. 

The above statement needs at least a brief explanation. 
Over time, ideology has come to signify a closed philo
sophical-political vision - in the case of Marxism, a 
closed vision of the world. It is now not possible to get 
rid of this signification. It has taken root and lodged in 
the mind and, what is more, it is virtually, if not totally, 
identified with socialism- 'socialist ideology', 'socialism 
as ideology', 'aspects of socialist ideology', 'pure 
socialist ideologies', etc. Also, the persistent use of the 
term 'ideology' in the communist movements and in 
fascist movements, especially in the contemporary 
period, inevitably conveys the impression that ideology 
has to do with totalitarianism. Consciousness does not 
exist independently of language, nor language inde
pendently of life. For this reason it is imperative to 
separate the concepts of socialism and ideology in order 
to understand them more correctly and precisely. 

And that is not ali. Bearing in mind that humanity, and 
first and foremost the developed North, is entering a new 
epoch in which divisions will not occur strictly along ide
ological or class lines - or at least not predominantly, to 
judge by current events- the very terms 'socialism' and 
'socialist' could be called into question. I have used this 
phrase 'could be called into question' with care, not only 
out of circumspection but because it is evident that, 
especially in the West, there are active democratic and 
workers' socialist parties or social democratic parties 
which cannot easily give up either the name or the 
concept of socialism, for reasons to do with political and 
ideological tradition. At the same time in Eastern Europe, 
socialist and socialist-type parties are being born, not only 
as an antithesis to 'false' communist socialism but in 
response to political and intellectual necessity. Be that 
as it may, I think that the idea of doing away with the 
term 'socialist' should not be discarded, especiallly 

since the period we are entering and the social relations 
we can glimpse on the horizon could-again that cautious 
'could' - encounter socialist thought without prepara
tion and obstruct socialist movements. The present lives 
with its past, but the past is a dead weight for the present. 

Even if it were harmful, even lethal, for a future 
socialism or for the future of socialism to ground itself 
in ideology, especially if it were linked to any class, even 
the working class, we should nonetheless not conclude 
that a future socialism should not be based in the sectors 
of working people and represent their interests. Quite the 
contrary; and not only because the position of the 
working class has been modified and its numbers have 
decreased in modern, post-industrial society, but because 
the idea of socialism as a 'perfect' society without 
classes or conflicts is not appropriate to the modern 
age. Instead of basing its fate and its activity on ideology 
and class, future socialism must base them on general 
human values and on the knowledge and experience not 
only of human existence in general but of direct and 
everyday circumstances. 

Human beings cannot be relied upon, even in the 
distant future, to become perfect or to establish a regime 
of absolute justice. We must aspire to it, strive for social 
relations that will promote the good and justice. 
However, we must not forget that oppression, injustice 
and exploitation do exist in real social relations and 
that they cannot be eradicated, because of both the 
'pernicious aspects' of human nature and the conditions 
of production and permanence of society. Human com
munities subsist on contradictions and tensions, not on 
justice and truth, even though they cannot live without 
the latter. So, as long as violence and injustice exist there 
will have to be socialists or movements with similar roles. 

The same is true of freedom. Absolute freedom does 
not and cannot exist, and there are, and always will be, 
conditions for freedom to widen its circle, and in this field 
the role of socialists and socialist ideas is necessary 
and irreplaceable. 

Socialist thinking must be full of concrete proposals 
and initiatives for perfecting production, initiatives and 
proposals which do not ignore social ills and human 
solidarity but which also do not hold back technical or 
economic progress. The perfection of production and the 
improvement of the conditions in which people live 
were, and should continue to be, the essence of the 
socialist idea, just as love and charity are the essence of 
religion. It is to aspire to the kingdom of heaven on earth, 
but in the knowledge that this aspiration cannot be 
realised on earth, in the universe as it is, with people as 
they are. We must not reject the inspirational, intoxicating 
power of Utopía, but we must remember that nothing is 
more deadly or further from the ideal than violent 
attempts to accomplish it. Socialism makes sense only 

132 VOL 1 N
º 

2, 1993 SOCIALISM OF THE FUTURE 



as a utopia if it is also a democratic and existential 
humanist practice. 

It is an accepted notion that the earth is becoming one 
great village. But in this village few people, if any, 
behave like good neighbours. They destroy the living 
conditions of others, and with them their own. Pollution 
and environmental destruction have become a worldwide 
problem and a worldwide disgrace. All of which creates 
endle� po�ibilities and inexhaustible taslcs for socialists. 
Responsibilities and commitments are inseparable from 
the political activity of existential humanism. Socialism 
is not a religion, but from the very start it has had 
something religious about it - which, in the end, under 
totalitarian communism, sank into vulgar propaganda. 
If the socialist idea, the vision of socialism, is to be 
renewed and its mission spread abroad on earth, among 
the human race, it must develop into something like a 
religion of life, life as it is; it must be spontaneous, not 
profaned, its only limitation the freedom of others to live, 
to act and to think. 

The conservation of the environment cannot be 
separated from the struggle for the free cooperation of 
peoples and states - an ancient idea of socialist 
movements. Socialism and socialist thinkers and 
movements were the first to address all peoples and 
states, the entire earth. But the socialism of yesteryear 
visualised these connections in terms of the destruction 
of national borders, the suppression of states and even 
the disappearance of nations. These lines of thought 

Socialist society, no; socialist movement, yes 

and approaches are merely a variant on the utopian 
concept of creating the 'new man' and the 'new society', 
which formed the ideological foundation of totalitarian 
communist violence. Peoples, nations and tribes are 
living organisms. They cannot be controlled by 
democratic - let alone socialist- ideas and policies that 
determine their incorporation or not into wider com
munities. Such i�ues are for them alone to decide in the 

process of their spontaneous development. Until now 
humanity has only been made richer by the arrival on the 
scene of peoples, races and religions. Why should it not 
be the same in the future? Humanity is becoming unified, 
but not through annihilation, rather through acceptance 
and absorption of ethnic diff erences. From these 
positions, although it is opposed to war and violence, 
socialism defends the threatened motherland and does 
not hesitate to use force to overthrow violators of human 
rights. Thus is has been and thus it must be as long as 
there are people, and as long as there are people there 
will be evil and violence, injustice and poverty. 

Socialism is the continuation, socialism is one of the 
currents of humanity's eternal existence- always new 
in each new era, always its own creature and indepen
dent, tolerant and flexible. lf this is not the case, and 
provided it is not the case, it will not be worthy of 
itself nor of its vocation, and it will be cast aside and 
replaced by another idea and another form of action 
which will modify its ideology, while its essence lives 
on forever. 
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