
UNEXPLORED AREAS 

OF PRESENT-DAY 

SOCIALISM* 

Adam Schaff 

The expression 'unexplored areas' is familiar 
enough from cartography or mapping. In ancient 
times it was applied to the discovery of unknown 
continents, and more recently to areas whose 
precise features remained unknown. I am using 
the term in the present context because it makes 
it easier for me to express and answer a series of 
questions which I have been considering for sorne 
time, without any evident or obvious answers. 
The analytic background to my efforts to answer 
such questions is my own work over many years. 
The practical background is the fact that I gained 
the support of the Spanish Socialist Party (PSOE) 
to promote a new International of Ideas embrac
ing present-day socialist movements. This has 
already started in several European countries, and 
it is hoped that it may be extended outside 
Europe. Toe project, in order to succeed, needs 
not only to relate what exists, but also to promote 
fundamental re-thinking in key areas. 

'Unexplored areas' can mean 'ignorance' - real 
or apparent, caused by silence maintained for 
different reasons, in relation to different aspects 
of reality - of the past. These would be the 
'unexplored areas' of history. However, the term 
also has other meanings, and these are the ones 
which interest me here. There are many important 

• This is a shortened version of the original article which
was completed in January 1989. 

questions. For example, there is the analysis of 
the social consequences of the current industrial 
revolution, their importance for socialism, and, in 
particular, the growth of structural unemployment 
and the gradual disappearance of the working 
class. These phenomena substantially modify the 
rules of the game in the socialist movement, its 
objectives and its actions. Another question con
ceros the attitude towards Marxism of those 
branches of the socialist movement (in the widest 
sense) which base their activities on Marxist 
theory and ideology, when reality threatens to 
liquidate the foundations on which Marxist social 
analysis is based: the gradual disappearance of the 
proletariat, of surplus value, of the conflict 
between classes, of the dictatorship of the prolet
ariat, and of many other elements. And what is 
the attitude to religion in a changing situation, 
given that religious movements frequently per
form a revolutionary role and adhere consciously 
to socialism as a principie which they themselves 
support in their ideology as an objective of social 
development? There is also the question of mass 
movements which are objectively allies of the 
socialist movement, and which simply did not exist 
previously because there was no reason for them 
( as is the case with the ecology movement or the 
feminist movement). 

What do we understand today by 'socialism'? 
Without a precise response to this question it will 

SOCIALISM OF THE FUTURE VOL 1 Nº 1, 1992 29 



Adam Schaff 

be difficult - or impossible - to act in a conscious 
manner. lt would also be very difficult to reflect 
on socialism in the future and to find solutions. 
The 'unexplored areas' can also be related to the 
future. In a clear sense the future, since it is 
unknown at present, is itself an 'unexplored are a'. 
But it is not a question of trying to prophesy what 
is to come. lt is a question of making forecasts, 
and making them with scientific precision, taking 
as the starting point the facts as we know them 
today and their probable dynamics. We can there
fore admit - guided by the knowledge that we 
have and rejecting the defensive mechanisms of 
cognitive dissonance - that the phenomenon of 
structural unemployment will continue to increase 
at an accelerating rate as a result of the revolution 
in the technology of production. There are two 
questions to be posed here: how to ensure a 
livelihood for those people deprived of work in 
the traditional sense of the word, and how to 
ensure that they can find new, socially useful, 
work in the future. Otherwise society would 
degenerate, with a pathology especially dangerous 
for the young. Another 'unexplored area' is 
already being discussed: the attitude of socialism 
towards private ownership of the meaos of pro
duction. Historically, the liquidation of such prop
erty, as a condition for the liquidation of the 
owning classes and the exploitation of man by 
man, was the foundation of socialism and the 
essence of its difference from capitalism. How
ever, the history of 'real socialism' has taught us 
important lessons. lt is not sufficient to liquidate 
prívate property in order to build a socialist 
re gime in the widest sense of the word. lt alsó 
does not guarantee the superiority of socialism 
over capitalism in the competition between the 
two systems. 

The experience of 70 years of such rivalry is 
currently forcing the most obstínate dogmatists to 
retreat, and this has meant a return to a problem 
which was discussed at the end of the past century 
by Simmel, Max Weber and others: namely the 
relationship between the nationalisation and the 
socialisation of the meaos of production. On the 
other hand, technological advances have given a 
new life to the economic question contained in 
the expression 'small is beautiful' (Schumacher), 
which addresses in a new way the problem of 
private property in the sphere of production. But 
in that case what difference is there between 
socialism and capitalism? The question is a fun
damental one, and will have to be answered 
consciously in the future, and it already has an 

important influence on the policies of socialist 
movements. 

On the horizon we can distinguish many other 
questions. One of them is the problem of perma
nent training. The individual who is supported by 
the state must receive training throughout bis or 
her life. Society must assure adequate organis
ation and utilisation of free time, since free time 
will be increasingly protracted. This is a long
standing issue, but it has a very different dimen
sion and meaning in our day and age. The nega
tive experiences of the building of socialism also 
pose the problem of the moral education of the 
individual in the socialist societies of the future. 
At the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of 
the twentieth century there was a debate about 
so-called 'ethical socialism', which terminated 
with its defeat, and the ejection of the 'ethical' 
tendency from the revolutionary branch of the 
workers' movement. Sorne Marxist philosophers 
are also concerned with the problems of ethics, 
but that has nothing to do with the problem at 
hand. lt is a question here of the place which the 
subject occupies in the practice of the socialist 
movement, in the inspiration of the pro-socialist 
position. We know how negative is the experience 
of the countries of 'real socialism', and we must 
therefore reconsider the problem of the creation 
of a new socialist individual. Finally, there is a 
purely political 'unexplored area': should the div
isions of the socialist movement continue even 
though the motives which caused these divisions 
in the past no longer exist? Or should one foresee 
- and advance towards - a future reunification?

'UNEXPLORED AREAS' IN THE PRESENT 
SITUATION OF SOCIALIST MOVEMENTS 

Of the matters referred to above, the following, 
in my judgement, demand a particularly rapid 
clarification, if we want our discussion on the 
socialism of the future to be useful: 

• What do we mean by the term 'socialism'
when we use it to study its future forms?

• What influence does the present industrial
revolution have on the dynamics of the
socialist movement around the world?

• What posture should be adopted by the
socialist movement towards contemporary
mass movements and, in particular, what
attitude should be taken by the socialist
movement towards religion, and to the
movements related to religion?

30 VOL 1 Nº 1 , 1992 SOCIALISM OF THE FUTURE 



The meaning of 'socialism' 

The word 'socialism', used as an antonym of 
'capitalism', is so common that we use it with no 
hesitation and without any profound re:flection on 
its content, yet it has multiple meanings. I shall 
exclude the difference I mentioned earlier 
between 'socialism' as a political movement and 
as a social regime, and concentra te here on that 
content which is related to the socio-political 
regime which the socialist movement would like 
to create, and which is put forward by the ideology 
of that movement. I was confronted with this 
problem when I had a discussion with supporters 
of the thesis that the countries of 'real socialism' 
were not socialist. I must point out that the 
discussion was carried out within a party on the 
left. Toe political right did not deny the socialist 
character of these countries, since from its point 
of view the deformations which occurred in those 
countries were only what could be expected from 
socialism. But the left felt irritated by those polit
ical deformities which contradicted the vision of 
an ideal socialism. Without defending their 
deformities, I continue to hold the position that 
according to a Marxist view regarding the nature 
of the ownership of the means of production, the 
basic economic form of these countries was social
ist. But, at the same time, the superstructure that 
they built was incompatible with the generally 
understood ideals of a socialist society. Precisely 
from this contradiction emerges an important 
warning for the supporters of socialism: the revo
lution in the sphere of the ownership of the means 
of production and the consequent liquidation of 
the capitalist class which it entails, are not suf
ficient conditions for building a socialist society, 
which encompasses attributes such as freedom, 
equality and fraternity. Under certain circum
stances there can even arise a society with a 
communo-fascist superstructure based on the 
nationalisation of the meaos of production. 

Given the experience we have had, I consider 
that this warning is very important. We have to 
abandon the Marxist concept of classifying socie
ties only according to the form of property own
ership that exists within them. lt is not enough 
merely to examine the base of the society; we 
must also examine its superstructure. But when 
we begin to analyse this matter, we have to 
recognise that there are various notions of social
ism (as a system), and this explains the variety of 
political movements - frequently at loggerheads -
which call themselves 'socialist'. The history of 
the idea of socialism shows us this, as well as the 
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present situation of the socialist movement, 
affected sometimes by animosities which can even 
be fratricidal. If the rupture between communists 
and socialists in the Weimar Republic had not 
happened, Hitler would not have come to power. 
General Franco would not have triumphed in the 
Spanish Civil War if the battles between commu
nists, socialists, anarchists and Trotskyists had not 
taken place. 

Among the varieties of socialism that we can 
distinguish are: state socialism (Marx and Engels 
predicted the gradual disappearance of the state 
under socialism as a form of exercising power, as 
an instrument of oppression; but also and sorne 
people forget this - the continuation of the state 
as an administrator of property); socialism without 
a state ( anarchism as conceived by Bakunin and 
Kropotkin and their supporters); democratic 
socialism (the version of present-day socialists and 
social democrats which can be traced back partly 
to Engels and his position regarding parliamentar
ism and its role); the socialism of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat (Lenin's version, which may have 
referred to certain ideas of Marx, but which was 
interpreted by the Bolsheviks and accepted by the 
Comintern, and applied according to national 
conditions); bureaucratic socialism ( as a generali
sation of the experience of the countries with 'real 
socialism'); the socialism of popular self-manage
ment (based mainly on the example of Yugoslavia 
after its break with the Cominform, but supported 
by many adversaries of Stalinisrn, headed by the 
Trotskyist movement of the Fourth lnter
national); socialism of the planned economy and 
inarket socialism in its different versions, including 
the complicated problem of the ownership of the 
means of production; one-party socialism and plu
ralist socialism ( the argument between these fac
tions is part of the argument between democratic 
socialism and dictatorial socialism, but it is such 
an important aspect, especially in the light of 
recent events, that it deserves separate mention). 

Does this mean that we lack positive knowledge 
of what the idea 'socialism' means ( except for its 
opposition to capitalism based on the character of 
the means of production)? Or what is it that 
enables the supporters of socialism to gather 
under one banner, despite the sometimes very 
deep differences which separate them? We can 
respond, on the basis of the history of the socialist 
movement around the world, that it is the convic
tion that the main goal of socialism (as a social 
re gime) is the abolition of ali kinds of human 
exploitation. The slogans of 'liberty, equality and 
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solidarity' are incorporated into this conviction. 
The rest is secondary. 

The infiuence of the present industrial revolution 

I have often written on this subject, and bave 
even done so stub bornly. Tbe man y papers in 
wbicb I bave broacbed tbis subject, and especially 
my book What Future Awaits Us?, allow me to 
raise tbis important matter in a summary fasbion. 
Tbe intensity of tbe new industrial revolution is 
variable and depends on tbe level of development 
reacbed in any given place. One of its principal 
forces is tbe advance in electronics, wbicb pro
vokes in turn a great progress in automation and 
robotisation, botb in production and in services. 
In tbe social spbere, tbese processes lead to mass
ive structural unemployment. Tbis pbenomenon is 
impossíble to eradicate, as was already foreseen 
by tbe most distinguisbed economist of our cen
tury, Jobn Maynard Keynes, in 1930. In tbe 1960s, 
tbose ideas were repeated indirectly by Milton 
Friedman and James Tobin, regarded as 'apostles' 
of tbe free market, wbo invented tbe term 'income 
without work' to overcome the economic conse
quences of this process of pauperisation. As work 
disappears in íts traditíonal sense, so wage labour 
is also reduced. Tbis means a contraction of tbe 
working class, and also new problems related to 
tbe need to guarantee people a certain level of 
income wbicb is not linked to a traditional job. lt 
would entail - and this would be a wide concept -
all sorts of useful occupations from a social point 
of view. In sucb a situation, tbere are no valid 
excuses: no matter bow often one adds tbe adjec
tive 'democratic' or 'reformist' to the word 'social
ism' tbey do not of tbemselves guarantee that 
anytbing effective will be done to salve the unem
ployment problem. 

Tbe only real solution will be a new distribution 
of tbe social product, because witbout sucb a 
move it will be impossible to finance a scbeme 
based on 'income witbout labour'. I must say tbat 
we shall witness tbe vengeance of Marx from bis 
grave if tbe formulas 'democratic' and 'reformist' 
disregard tbe social consequences of economic 
cbange. The autbentic revolution - carried out 
witb more democratic and reformist means - is 
demonstrating tbe accuracy of tbe basic tbesís of 
bistorical materialism about inevitable cbange in 
the superstructure wben tbe base of society under
goes a radical cbange. Let us permit tbe modern 
followers of tbe famous Monsieur Jourdain of 
Moliere pleasure in tbe discovery about wbicb 
tbey bave always spoken - even tbougb tbey will 

deny it most vebemently: wbat is taking sbape on 
tbe borizon is the most autbentic revolution. 
Tbere is no doubt about this, at least so far as tbe 
economic system is concerned. But it is evident 
tbat otber aspects of tbe social formation will also 
cbange: tbe relations between classes, the political 
system, tbe dominant culture. Toe same can be 
said about tbe perspectives for a new socialism. If 
we are not suffering from a 'closed mínd', it will 
be obvious tbat it is a new vision of socialism. 

In sum, tbe question is as follows: if tbe revolu
tion in tbe spbere of tecbnology, wbicb is tbe basís 
for production and for services, makes direct 
labour unnecessary, sucb work will gradually dis
appear, and tbere will be an increase in structural 
unemployment. Tbis is not a Marxist tbesis, as 
sorne critics insist in arder to diminisb its credibil
ity, but one derived from common sense and based 
not on quotations, but on facts and logical reason
ing. Marx and tbe later neo-classical economists 
bad notbing to say on · tbis subject ( except for bis 
own propbetic passage in tbe Grundrisse, and tbe 
work of Keynes in tbe 1930s). Toe tbesis cannot 
be extracted from Marxism, altbougb wbat is 
Marxist is tbe tbesis tbat if sucb a situation does 
occur, then tbe cbanges in tbe infrastructure of 
society will also affect tbe superstructure. Tbis 
leads us to foresee a revolution in tbe wbole of 
modero civilisation. Toe arguments tbat can be 
given to support tbis tbesis are simple and are 
based on common sense (being a Marxist is 
neitber an obstacle nor a condito sine qua non for 
reacbing tbe same conclusions). lf structural 
unemployment is an inexorable pbenomenon of 
tbe present industrial revolution and continues to 
in crease, society will be obliged to take practica! 
measures in at least two senses: (1) to ensure tbat 
tbose people not working for a wage ( wbicb is not 
tbe same as being unemployed) receive means of 
subsistence; and (2) to ensure tbat tbey receive 
socially useful jobs wbicb can compensate for paid 
labour. Redistribution of tbe social product is 
needed botb to generate tbe resources for econ
omic and social reform, and tben to deal witb tbe 
problem of tbe relations between politics and 
society. It can be said witb absolute certainty that 
tbe new society will not be similar to tbe society 
of 'real socialism', because tbe deficiencies of tbe 
countries recently living under 'real socialism' are 
well known. But neitber will it be a capitalist 
society of tbe traditional type. Wbat kind of 
society will it be? This is tbe key question for 
social, political and, above all, socialist move
ments. 
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The role of socialist movements 

From the point of view of common sense then 
it is not necessary to be a Marxist to think that the 
technological revolution in the sphere of produc
tion and services must lead to changes in other 
spheres of social life. lt is also true that those 
changes will affect mass movements. Such new 
social movements clearly pose a challenge to 
traditional socialist thinking. The key issue in this 
context is the extent to which the traditional 
movements can respond to the challenge. 

The case of the challenge to traditional socialist 
values from religious movements is different. On 
the one hand there is liberation theology, repre
sented by sorne Catholics, which undoubtedly is 
the most powerful and effective revolutionary 
force in Latín America. There is Islamic funda
mentalism as represented by the pro-Iranian Shi
ite movement; there also are pro-'socialist' move
ments such as those represented by the Libyan 
leader Gadafy. The diversity is related to the 
diversity of the religious base which serves as the 
source of inspiration. However, apart from 
appearances and phraseology, the movements �o 
have a real basis in today's social problems, m 
problems which are raised in different ways by 
different media, and in different parts of the 
world. These problems are usually disguised by 
different religious rhetorics which are conditioned 
by local history and culture but the claims of these 
movements are fairly similar. Christianity, Islam, 
Buddhism, ali speak of the need for a new society. 
As a result, these movements acquire an anti
capitalist revolutionary character. This may well 
be distinct from socialism, and above ali from the 
version of socialism practised by the countries of 
'real socialism', with which they were familiar as 
a practical example. This complicates the situ
ation. We need to reflect on the consequences of 
this for the strategy and tactics of the traditional 
socialist movement. 

This gives a current dimension to a problem 
which must be studied as a subject for the future. 
Specific problems relating to mass movements 
cannot be treated in an identical manner, because 
these movements are very different in their 
origins, their inspiration, and their form. Never
theless, certain considerations of a general and 
theoretical character are possible and timely, since 
they can help order the phenomena which we are 
examining. I shall limit myself here to those 
considerations. Above ali it is a question of the 
attitude of the traditional socialist movements vis
a-vis religion which, after a fashion, is still linked 
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to Marxism as an ideology, or still cultivates anti
clerical traditions dating from the Enlightenment 
( a phenomenon quite prevalent in socialist par
ties). As is well known, Marxism declared religion 
the opium of the masses, and combatted its influ
ence on society from the basis of materialist 
atheism. I shall leave aside the philosophical
metaphysical aspects of the problem and concen
trate on its historical sources. In Marx's day the 
churches often played a reactionary and counter
revolutionary role in the fight against feudalism 
and against capitalism, and the opposition of the 
nascent workers' movement was due precisely to 
this fact. 

But history also teaches us that the activities 
carried out by many social movements which had 
a religious nature were sometimes revolutionary.
For this reason, when traditional socialist move
ments examine social movements such as libera
tion theology, they should not worry whether the 
religious tenets accepted by the members of that 
movement may or may not be acceptable to non
believers, or whether they are compatible or not 
with Marxism (something which for social democ
racy is unimportant because they long ago 
rejected Marxism as a theoretical and ideological 
basis). They must find out about the social objec
tives of those movements, which are sometimes 
openly revolutionary vis-a-vis capitalism. Marx 
did not condemn ali social religious movements, 
as can be noted in his opinion of the Peasant War 
in Germany, which contained religious overtones. 
Today we are dealing with movements which are 
sometimes revolutionary, allied to the traditional 
pro-socialist and proletarian movem�nts. �e 
therefore need to judge each case on 1ts ments, 
and in effect there is no reason to oppose collab
oration between the traditional workers' move
ment in its different versions and the popular 
movements which are linked to religion. On the 
contrary, it is something that is necessary, si�ce in 
the future the role of the moral factor wdl be 
increasingly important in society. 

THE 'UNEXPLORED AREA' IN THE 
FORESEEABLE FUTURE OF SOCIALISM 

When we start talking about future social 
phenomena, the question of 'unexplored areas' 
becomes complicated in as much as the future 
itself is in its entirety an 'unexplored area'. None
theless, there is a whole series of future matters -
especially those that involve the near future -
which are susceptible to relatively precise fore-
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casts if one starts with a knowledge of the facts 
and the laws which govern their dynamics. There 
are sorne matters of enormous social importance 
which can be shaped by conscious action. This is 
where the feedback from the 'unexplored areas' 
of the future and the present merge. To shape the 
society of the future according to our plans and 
desires - and we have such a possibility - we must 
consider those problems, find alternative solu
tions for them, and act, in most cases as from 
now, in arder to reach the desired goals. 

This is a particularly important question 
because the conclusions reached ought to influ
ence our present activity. lt is a difficult task; it 
requires freedom of thought, the rejection of all 
dogmatism and taboos. lt is unacceptable that 
people who participate in that difficult and 
responsible task be subject to a 'loyalty test' by 
institutions and structures which allegedly know 
better than anyone what is allowed and what is 
forbidden. At the present time only candidates 
for suicide can oppose the demand for Iiberty of 
thought and expression. We have to oppose all 
attempts to limit that freedom attempts which 
doubtless will happen. Toe most efficient way to 
do so would be the institutionalisation of that 
right to liberty of thought. Here, all I want to do 
is to point out the problems which, in my judge
ment, constitute the principal 'unexplored areas' 
which we can distinguish on the horizon. The 
following list is incomplete, and the selection is 
conditioned by the point of view of the author. 

First the economic structure: 

• The social ownership of the means of produc
tion versus private property;

• A planned economy versus a market econ
omy;

• Centralism versus decentralisation.

Secondly, the social structure ( especially the 
class structure) of socialism in the future: 

• What social classes will exist in such a situ
ation?

• Is socialism possible without the working
class?

Thirdly, the política! structure of the society, 
which involves the following specific aspects: 

• State and democracy ( the gradual disappear
ance of the dictatorship of the proletariat
together with the disappearance of the work
ing class);

• Political pluralism versus the single party
system.

Fourthly, the creation of the 'new individual' of 
socialism, and the role of 'ethical socialism'. 

And, fifthly, the role of Marxism in the social
ism of the future. 

First, to begin with the economic structure of 
the socialism of the future we must ask the basic 
question: what do we mean in this context by 
'socialism'? 

Social and prívate ownership 

Above all, we are faced with the problem of the 
ownership of the means of production under 
socialism. The matter is singularly important 
because it is a decisive element in the place and 
role of Marxism ( as a theory and as an ideology) 
in the socialism of the future. 

Until now, the most specific and definite feature 
of socialism versus capitalism has been the social 
character of the ownership of the means of pro
duction. In capitalism such ownership is prívate. 
For Marx, that was an axiom on which he based 
the en tire structure of thought presented in Capital 
(surplus value, exploitation of the proletariat) and 
bis conception of the successive economic struc
tures of society (in the lntroduction to the Critique 
of Política! Economy). Marx differentiated econ
omic structures, indicating the specific character
istics of the property rights in each of them. 
Socialism is at the apex of the development of 
society, beca use it implies the disappearance of 
prívate property and of the class structures which 
are conditioned by that property. The character
istics which distinguish socialism as a fundamen
tally social regime are - according to that theory -
the social character of the ownership of the means 
of production. The only point of discussion is the 
relationship between socialisation and nationalis
ation, as opposed to the prívate character of the 
relations which exist under capitalism. To this is 
added the conviction (shared by different schools 
of socialist thought) that socialism - with social
ised property liquidates the class-based capitalist 
regime, the exploitation of the proletarian class, 
and the anarchy of the economy caused by market 
mechanisms which hinder the economic develop
ment of society. For Marx the form that the new 
distribution of goods should take under socialism 
(in the first stage, according to the work done by 
the individual, and in later stages, according to 
individual needs, that is, communism) is a func
tion of that basic and revolutionary transforma
tion in the sphere of the ownership of the means 
of production. Marx conceived society as a whole 
as consisting of a base and a superstructure, or 
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more precisely, a system of superstructures, which 
were dependent on that base. But, except for 
sorne passing comments, he did not pronounce on 
the superstructure of socialism. He did not do so, 
as a scientist, in order to avoid the accusation of 
being a prophet. From this point of view, despite 
ali their defects of superstructure, the countries of 
'real socialism' were a version of socialism, so far 
as their national infrastructure of the means of 
production was concerned. 

For various reasons which are already apparent, 
and which place the theory and practice of social
ism in deep crisis, it would be very difficult to 
suppose that the socialism of the future (in the 
sense of a socialist society) could maintain the 
conventional view. Marxists will be faced with a 
very difficult situation. But when asking what 
socialism will be like in the future we are not only 
thinking of the supporters of Marxism. Toe 
majority of the socialist and social-democratic 
parties have rejected Marxism as an ideology. 
They have a more comfortable situation than the 
Marxists because, on the road to new points of 
view and new solutions, they are not faced with 
the same obstacles. Nonetheless, the non-Marxist 
socialist parties will also face difficulties, because 
they will also have to answer new questions, and 
re-stock an ideological arsenal which has been 
depleted by the rejection of Marxism. That 
arsenal cannot remain empty. The old trick of 
reformists which states that the objective is the 
least of the problems, because what matters is the 
road one follows, will not be very useful in an era 
of revolutionary change; that is, in an era in which 
people will be asking where does the road eventu
ally lead. This question must be answered, 
because the new social movements, and among 
them, the ecologists, are already giving their own 
answers. Toe party which is unable to give satis
factory answers to its members - and especially to 
its younger ones - will be defeated. Today, ideol
ogy is necessary to indicate the objective which is 
being pursued, and not only the road which leads 
to it. Right-wing parties also understand this. 
What I mean to say is that in certain cases, the 
same problems are faced by everyone, even by 
those who are not tainted by the heritage of 
Marxism. lf this is so, let us try to analyse them. 

So what can safely be said about that not-so
distant future? First of ali it will give us a society 
which, in a certain sense, is collective, and in that 
sense socialist. This is indicated by the results of 
the current industrial revolution, whose rhythm is 
accelerating. Those results lead inevitably to the 
disappearance of labour in the traditional sense, 
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and the need to install a new system for the 
distribution of the social product in arder to 
ensure that there are sufficient resources to main
tain an entire army of people who are removed 
from traditional jobs ( automation and robotisa
tion). Those people will have to dedica te them
selves to socially useful jobs - that is - jobs of a 
new kind, financed in a new way by society. We 
have to add to this the problem of structural 
unemployment in the Third World, which in the 
year 2000 will contain 85 per cent of the world 
population. Its problems will not be solved with
out a new distribution of the global wealth of the 
world, except at the risk of an equally global 
catastrophe. Toe first thesis which I posit then is 
that we can speak, in economic terms, of a social
ism of the future, and not only of the future of 
socialism. 

Secondly, if we take into consideration the 
superstructure of society - and especially politics 
- we can see a clear alternative. On the one hand
there is the democratic version in a form so far
unknown in history, made possible by immense
increases in social wealth and embodying the
vision of socialism as an idea of universal welfare,
of liberty and of democracy. On the other hand is
the totalitarian-repressive version which makes
real the possibility of a communo-fascist regime,
given the present interplay of international politi
cal forces generated by the collaboration of the
old dominant classes with a new class arising from
the monopolisation of information as a new means
of production, and supported by regressive ideo
logies, including nationalism.

Toe understanding and assimilation of these 
two premises by the socialist movement is 
extremely important for their struggle, as well as 
for the elimination of the danger which it repre
sents for them in the future. I think that such a 
basis, such a starting point, is indispensable in 
order to return to the main problem of our 
reflections: the role of socialised property ( versus 
private property) in the creation of the socialism 
of the future. I must ·begin by admitting that I do 
not have a decisive answer to this question. On 
the one hand it is a question of a basic element of 
the concept of socialism ( accepted throughout its 
history): prívate property is - according to sorne -
the basis of the capitalist exploitation of the 
working class, and the basis for the market econ
omy which hinders the development of the means 
of production; whereas the social ownership of 
the means of production eliminates - the same 
people say - both of these negative phenomena 
and is, therefore, an indispensable condition for 
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building a socialist regime. On the other hand, 
after 70 years' experience of 'real socialism', and 
whatever may happen in the future, we are 
obliged to make several observations. 

First, the revolutionary elimination of private 
ownership of the means of production, although 
an indispensable condition for the socialist revo
lution, is not a sufficient condition. This is a 
statement which will feel like a cold shower even 
to the most enthusiastic supporters of the 'revolu
tion against Marx's Capital'. Gramsci, when he 
wrote in 1918 about the October Revolution in 
Russia did not share the negative view, in that 
sense, of Kautsky or Plekhanov, but several years 
later, in his Prison Notebooks, he was 'converted' 
to the idea of social consensus as an indispensable 
prior condition for the socialist revolution. If 
Marx's warnings had been listened to in time 
(German Ideology, 1845-6), as well as Gramsci's 
Notebooks, the socialist movement (and above ali 
its communist branch) would have avoided that 
blemish which so tainted its prestige and would 
have avoided many torments and humiliations for 
the 'redeemed' populations. There were also fatal 
consequences in the transformation into socialist 
countries, after the Second World War, of the 
countries with popular democracies (strictly as a 
result of the strategic interests of the Soviet Union 
in 1948). This cost the socialist world dearly. 
Lastly, we must point out the enormous errors 
committed in the development of the largest 
countries of 'real socialism', the Soviet Union and 
the People's Republic of China, both of which 
face very serious political and economic difficult
ies. 

Secondly, there has been no practica! confirma
tion of the statement that prívate ownership hind
ers the development of the means of production, 
while socialised ownership accelerates it: the 
results arising from the rivalry of the two systems 
of ownership in the sphere of technological inno
vation, of productivity and of the development of 
the means of production, are shameful. 

Thirdly, the thesis regarding the anarchy of the 
market economy, and its negative effects on social 
life, as a consequence of a crisis of overproduction 
inevitable in the capitalist system, has not been 
proved. Economic crisis affected ali the countries 
of 'real socialism' to a much larger degree than it 
affects the capitalist countries. There is, by the 
way, a letter of Marx which usually goes 
unquoted, in which the creator of scientific social
ism wrote that if capitalism knew how to over
come the cyclical crises that affect it (Marx 
considered that impossible) there would be no 

need to overthrow it. What Marx was unable to 
conceive because it could not occur to his 
creative mind, even as a possibility - was that 
socialist countries would need to find a way out of 
the economic stagnation in which they were 
immersed, by means of a market economy, and 
concessions in favour of priva te property. 

Fourthly, it turned out that economic anarchy 
was originated not by the market economy, but 
by an excess of centralism, by the lack of theoret
ical ideas, and by deficiencies of the technical 
basis for the efficient planning of the economy. 
Fortunately for the former socialist countries 
there exist ultra-capitalist multinationals, from 
which one can learn how to plan the economy 
efficiently. But at the same time, it turned out 
that in the West, the nationalised economy (in 
sorne of those countries it reached considerable 
dimensions and quite modern forms) functioned 
quite badly, and was forcibly liquidated (re-priva
tised), even in areas which seemed unable to 
survive without financia! help from the state and 
which were still necessary in society - steel manu
facture, coal mining, etc. 

Planning and the Market 

More dramatic still is the problem of the 
planned economy versus the free market. In this 
case, reality played a new and terrible joke on the 
theorists of socialism, which in sorne cases led 
even to an almost hysterical fascination with the 
market economy. This situation is yet another 
confirmation of how insufficient are the analyses 
carried out in this sphere. What can be said about 
this? 

First, there is no doubt that the concept (and 
practice) of the planned economy in its traditional 
communist version was simply a failure. This 
reality has led, and still leads, to real horror 
amongst the theorists of yesteryear, and the poli
ticians who imposed their solutions by force. Toe 
consequences of the domination of that concept 
are catastrophic and I do not think that the 
political forces which criticise the system either in 
the East or in the West fully realise them, 
although the causes of that incomprehension 
(undervaluation) are different in the two cases. 

Secondly, the effects of the crisis have caused 
great international confusion among Marxist the
orists and practitioners. In sorne extreme cases 
this confusion has led to a view of the market 
economy as the panacea, as the best method of 
resolving the economic problems of socialism. In 
my view, the current favouring of the free market 
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is becoming hysterical because of frustration, and 
is therefore more dangerous, inasmuch as the 
premises on which this 'new wave' is based have 
no rational basis. 

Thirdly, the euphoria regarding the market 
economy in the former countries of 'real socialism' 
originates in the disappointments resulting from 
the methods used so far in the planning of the 
economy, and beca use of the judgement that the 
economic success of the West was due to the free 
market. But the funny thing is that this free 
market - which many supporters of anti-commu
nism have invented - does not exist anywhere in 
the world. Ido not know what plays a bigger role 
in the camouflage of the economic dictatorship in 
world markets - the multinationals and the finan
cia! capital which backs them or the terrifying 
intellectual inability of economists who claim to 
be on the Marxist side. 

In the fourth place, economic planning, and not 
the free market, is becoming more important in a 
world of global economy which is developing in 
front of our very eyes. It is obvious that it is not a 
question here of a falsely conceived plan; it is not 
a question of a monopolistic force pushing the 
economy of the country in question, attempting 
to regulate in detail all aspects of economic life 
(there are areas such as the productivity of labour 
which must be the product of competition, and 
therefore, the result of the operation of the 
market). lt is a question of planning based on 
knowledge, on familiarity with the real needs of 
society and - looking at the subject from a wider 
perspective - the needs on an international level. 
It is a question of needs which exist at a given 
moment, and are even intentionally generated. 
Such planning is based on knowledge and on 
creative imagination. A good example is the work 
carried out by the government of J apan in the 
development of microelectronics in the past 20 
years. lt foresees the negative and costly social 
consequences caused by the anarchy of the 
market, and eliminates them, but without liqui
dating the forces that are at play in the market. 
At first glance, it may appear that we are formu
lating contradictory opinions. This could be the 
case if one understands by 'planning of the econ
omy' a mechanism which tries to bring all econ
omic life under its control and to become a single 
force which prevents the participation of other 
forces which organise social life in an easier and 
more effective way. The contradiction is gener
ated, in the first place, by those who have an 
erroneous concept of economic planning (which 
was traditional in the countries of 'real socialism'), 

Unexplored areas of present-day socialism 

without taking into account a fact which is of little 
importance when taken by itself: the normal 

development of the economy needs the coopera
tion of two forces: planning and the market. 

Planning should be based on knowledge of real 
social needs, both national and international. lt 
should reflect a scientific knowledge of production 
technology and creative imagination. lt should 
also be able to anticipate new social needs of a 
kind which the market alone cannot anticípate in 
the service of consumer needs. lf the domain of 
both social and prívate or personal needs is recog
nised in this sense, then the main contradiction 
assumed between planning and the market will 
itself be abolished. One example is the social costs 
of private enterprise failure. By market criteria 
such companies shouid go to the wall. But in 
many cases, if they do so, enormous investment 
in human and physical resources may be wasted. 
The J apanese have not been slow to learn this 
lesson in the case of fifth generation computers. 
The real problem is the ambition to eliminate one 
option and go either just for planning or just for 
the market. lt was precisely this attitude which 
ruined the so-called socialist economies which 
opted for planning versus the market. On the 
other hand, those economies which opt for the 
market without any kind of planning also risk 
enormous social and economic costs, not least in 
the mismanagement or non-management of the 
international economy. There is therefore a key 
balance between planning and markets which 
needs to be asserted and defended. Such a point 
may seem bizarre to sorne, or banal to others. 
But, in both theory and fact, it is a matter of great 
importan ce. 

Fifthly, there is the extent to which the critics 
of planned economies in Central and Eastern 
Europe have not realised how much their own 
disenchantment with planning is a consequence of 
their opting for planning versus the market, rather 
than a combination of planning with the market. 
The consequence is an unreal euphoria for market 
forces, generated from a frustration arising from 
a totally planned economy. From the technical 
point of view, planning as practised in the 
countries of Central Eastern Europe was 'a crime 
carried out with contemptible means'. First carne 
the absence of computers, because they had not 
yet been invented, and then there were few of 
them, of insufficient capacity and ineptly used. In 
the light of modem computer technology, the 
planning carried out in the 'real socialist' countries 
was a costly and useless exercise. Such planning 
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could not be effective even if the econometric base 
were appropriate. 

What can be learned from these negative 
results? Evidently we cannot say that economic 
planning is useless. What does not work is bad 
economic planning. I heard lately in Poland that 
the computer could never simulate the 'vibes' of 
the market. I wish to say that such a statement is 
a fairytale, and can be uttered only by people who 
have not the slightest idea what can be simulated 
nowadays on a computer of the third or fourth 
generation, let alone the ones which will be arriv
ing during the next decade. In this sense we can 
confirm that, from a technical point of view, 
economic planning is possible, even on a global 
scale. We can also be sure that a planned economy 
is, and will be, easier and more perfect as we 
advance into the future. This is a valuable indica
tor for the socialist society of the future. 

Centralísm versus decentralisation 

There is the further issue of the problem of 
'centralism versus decentraUsation' in the econ
omic structure of the socialism of the future. As 
things look now, the development of technology 
based on microelectronics leads us to think that 
decentralisation in production and services has a 
future. One can expect that the development of 
technology (above all in computers with artificial 
intelligence) will continue to impel the growth of 
small companies, especially in the area of services. 
But at the same time, experience shows that 
microelectronics requires increasingly large 
investments, and production infrastructures which 
are ever more complex. This leads us to the 
opposite goal of centralisation, not only of capital 
for investment, but also of production processes. 
It is possible that both these tendencies are really 
needed, and in that case there would be no 
contradiction, but simply a two-sided coin, or two 
simultaneous effects of the same process. I cannot 
answer this question. But we know that the ques
tion is important, and in due course will need to 
be answered. 

Secondly, I shall now look at the problems of 
the social form and class structure of the socialism 
of the future. 

SOCIAL CLASSES 

Our thoughts about the economic forms of the 
social class structure of the socialism of the future 
- as with the social structure of capitalism - must

change over time. I base my thoughts on the 
thesis to which I referred earlier which says: a 
logical consequence of the process of automation 
and robotisation of production and services is the 
disappearance of labour in its traditional sense, 
which leads in turn to the conclusion that the 
traditional proletariat will also disappear. This 
would involve the question of whether it is poss
ible to have socialism without the working class -
even though its historical genesis is related pre
cisely to the appearance of the proletariat and to 
its exploitation by capital? It is a question of 
fundmental importance. Sorne very respected and 
concerned Marxists hold to the view that the 
present working class - especially those parts of it 
involved in manual labour - will disappear, but 
its place will be taken by the scientists, engineers, 
technicians, executives and other 'leaders' of the 
automated production process. But this is a mis
take. It is obvious that someone - a human being 
- will have to direct the process of production.
Marx wrote in his Grundrisse (1857-8) about the
role of scientists and engineers of his day, pro
moting science to the role of a new means of
production. But that does not mean that the class
made up of those people will be a substitute for
the proletariat exploited by capital. On the con
trary, this new class of people will become a new
awning class (it will be able to monopolise the
new means of production which is information)
and, under certain conditions, a new dominant
class. In no case will it be a new 'erzatz' prolet
ariat, and the relationships of exploitation of
human labour will not enter into it: other forms
of exploitation may arise, but the exploitation of
human labour will disappear, because the jobs
themselves will disappear. Robots can be used
in the production process, but they cannot be
exploited in the sense that working people can be
exploited, by being stripped of the capital gains
that they generate. The rules which served as the
basis for socialism have changed. Therefore the
correct question is this: if there is a future in
which these new rules will be valid, will there be
a socialism? What will that word mean? And
what kind of socialism will it be?

This question, nonetheless, is only part of the 
problem we face. In its entirety it involves the 
class structure and the social form of the socialism 
of the future. The roots of the problem can be 
found in present realities, yet they contradict one 
of Marx's fundamental theories. He foresaw an 
increasing polarisation of classes which would 
lead to the disappearance of the middle class, 
which would be mainly absorbed by the prolet-
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ariat. The state of affairs which we can observe 
nearly 150 years later is diametrically opposite. 
The working class is constantly diminishing, as is 
the social area of the capitalist class, while the 
possessions of the middle class in crease. There is 
already a vast literature on this subject, notably 
the inaugural lecture delivered in 1988 by Profes
sor Salustiano of the Complutense University of 
Madrid entitled 'The Society of the Middle 
Classes'. We are already living in a society in 
which - as opposed to that which Marx predicted 

the role of the middle classes is growing. And 
in the future? Toe dynamism which today's 
society shows leads one to believe that the process 
will accelerate. This would mean that the socialism 
of the future would be a society of the middle 
classes. Our 'unexplored area' in this case 
acquires a dangerous dimension. On the one 
hand, the situation which we have described gives 
us the answer to that logical question of who will 
be dominated by the new awning class if, under 
certain favourable circumstances, it should be 
transformed into the dominan! class? Society will 
be dominated by the new middle classes which 
have appeared. But a parallel question arises as 
to whether these middle classes will not generate 
capitalism, as Marxist theory foresees. lt would 
become a very complex problem, because then 
socialism would generate capitalism. This is a 
puzzle, and a problem which requires an answer 
if sense is to be made of anything that is said 
about socialism in the future. At the very least 
one should be conscious of the fact that this idea 
creates a new problem. 

I think that the problem of socialism is not 
limited exclusively to economic exploitation. lt

covers ali aspects of society. This means that 
socialism has also to take into account other 
forms of oppression and exploitation (for 
example, the problem of nationalities, women, 
etc). It must also take into account cultural prob
lems which are based on changing systems of 
values. But traditionally economic exploitation 
was always the most important. Precisely because 
of this, other problems were considered second
ary. Socialism - as a social ideal and seen in a 
wide perspective - is the struggle against ali 
manifestations of evils in social life. As a form of 
organisation of that life, it tries to eliminate those 
evils in an institutionalised manner. This means 
that the problem of socialism is very wide. lt

covers the totality of social life. lf we understand 
this, it is clear that change in part of the pro
gramme does not invalidate the whole idea, but 
rather motivates a restructuring. The problem lies 

Unexplored areas of present-day socialísm 

more in the psychological barriers faced by 
people who were accustomed to examine a prob
lem in a certain way, rather than in the problem 
itself. 

The socialism of the future will have its work 
cut out for it. To put it plainly, socialism will 
concentrate - more than in the past - on the 
central problems of life, on building a better 
system of values, and on creating a new and 
universal humanism. lt will be something new in 
the history of socialism because it will not lose 
sight of the organisational and social problems 
which are the basis of daily life. Is this possible or 
is it simply utopian? It is possible, and it is not 
utopian, thanks to the new economic base, 
unknown until now in the history of society. I am 
irritated most by those 'realists' of various kinds 
who from time to time raise their voices in various 
socialist movements of our day, yet, basing them
selves on the misery of 'real socialism', have 
always been those who mocked the ideals of 
socialism. Let us hope that the future develop
ment of the movement will enable us to be rid of 
such pessimism. 

Thirdly, we are faced with the issue of the 
political form of the socialist society of the future. 
In this context I shall concentrate on the problem 
of socialist democracy ( democracy versus dicta
torship). 

DEMOCRACY AND THE STATE 

Let me first clarify a well-known issue. For 
instance, there is the principie of the distribution 
of goods in two phases of the development of 
socialism, which Marx referred to in the Critique 
of the Gotha Programme. However, sorne people 
hold that this is already a thoroughly explored 
area, where the answers are known. They are 
wrong, in fact, and their erroneous views were in 
large part responsible for the failures in the 
building of socialism over the last 70 years. The 
time has come to speak of these things openly in 
the international socialist movement. The central 
question is democracy. In its abstract sense it is a 
simple and understandable notion. It is the con
tradiction of dictatorship, of any dictatorship. 
Nevertheless, the deformation that it suffered in 
the countries of 'real socialism' converted it into 
a notion of intrinsic contradictions, which led to 
the identification as democratic of the dictator
ship which abolished democracy. The phenom
enon can be found in one form or another in 
societies with class regimes but became most 
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acute in the doctrine of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat which was identified with 'our' democ· 
racy, and, worse yet, with a 'superior' quality of 
democracy. In this sense, the bourgeois dictator
ships, and especially the fascist ones, were more 
honest: they proclaimed openly the abolition of 
democracy, and their hostility towards it. What 
happened within the Marxist-Leninist context of 
the doctrine of the dictatorship of the proletariat 
was hypocrisy versus democracy. Toe countries 
of 'real socialism', and what remains of the com
munist movement, are currently paying a very 
high price for this state of affairs. 

I have not the slightest doubt that the future of 
socialism in the highly developed countries will in 
all probability acquire the form of a democratic 
state. This could also come about as a product of 
the historical lesson which the countries of 'real 
socialism' provide, and of the price which their 
societies have paid, and will pay for a long time 
to come, for neglecting democracy and accepting 
the Leninist concept of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. lt is also true that in the specific 
situation under which socialism was introduced -
in violation of specific prohibitions on the subject 
by Marx - in countries which were still not mature 
enough for the new regime, it would have been 
impossible to stay in power without using dicta
torial methods and violence. However, we cannot 
exclude the possibility of the appearance of new 
socialist countries honoris causa ( especially in 
Latín America), where the known elements and 
consequences of the dictatorship of the prolet
ariat would be felt. In highly developed countries 
this will certainly not happen. This meaos that for 
us, since we are mainly interested in the most 
developed countries, the issue is not a priority. 

I also exclude from consideration here the 
problem of the state in the socialism of the future. 
lt is true that the anarchists still favour a society 
of self-management without a state, but I am 
profoundly convinced that this is an antiquated 
utopía. And the same can be said for the more 
moderate Marxists who held that the state would 
vanish as an organ of repression, and would 
subsist as an organ for the administration of 
things. Lenin defended this idea in his book, State 
and Revolution. Experience has shown us that the 
state is such a valuable instrument, that only 
dreamers can imagine a situation in which we 
could do without it. The problem of the state and 
democracy will continue to be present in the 
socialism of the future. lt is not a question of how 
that democracy will be, but whether there will be 
one or not. So we have a new problem. Can there 

be at the same time a socialist infrastructure and 
a dictatorial and totalitarian superstructure, or, 
putting it more simply, a communo-fascist super
structure? Yes, there can, and past experience 
proves it. Rational forecasts of the future also 
speak of such a possibility. 

As far as the past is concemed, the history of 
all the countries of 'real socialism' shows that the 
result of a socialist revolution in a situation in 
which the necessary objective and subjective con
ditions had not been met, was the need for 
dictatorial measures in arder to maintain the 
power that it already had. That is how that 
strange hybrid called communo-fascism devel
oped. This matter, disturbing when one is not 
prepared to assimilate it, requires an extended 
and detailed analysis which I cannot go into here, 
both for lack of space and because it is really a 
different subject. Meanwhile, I will point out that 
while that analysis is not completed, the discus
sion about Stalinism - of Stalinism as a political 
system - cannot be considered closed. As far as 
the future is concemed, we must take into 
account the fact that traditional social classes will 
gradually disappear ( especially the working 
class). At the same time, there will probably arise 
a new awning class ( owning the new meaos of 
production, i.e. information), made up of scien
tists, engineers, technicians, executives, etc. 
Based partly on bureaucracy and on the remains 
of the old awning classes, it will tend to transform 
itself into a dominant class. There would then be 
social struggles and a tendency to totalitarian 
power. In this manner, taking into account the 
collectivist infrastructure of society, there would 
be a danger of a communo-fascist regime of a 
new kind. All this is an 'unexplored area', and 
what comes out of it will depend on how people 
behave, starting with the preventive action that 
must be carried out as of now. This is precisely 
why I write these words: to awaken conscious
ness, discussion and action. 

This discussion creates an adequate framework 
and appropriate basis to analyse the problem of 
political pluralism. The matter might seem 
obvious, although ( or precisely because) the 
experience of the countries of 'real socialism' 
proves the opposite: democracy without pluralism 
and without freedom of expression is a notion 
which is intrinsically contradictory, or, speaking 
plainly, a lie invented to fool the gullible. After 
70 years of experience with the dictatorship of the 
proletariat in its Leninist-Stalinist version and its 
catastrophic consequences, it is obvious that 
socialist democracy must be pluralist (multi-

40 VOL 1 Nº 1 , 1992 SOCIALISM OF THE FUTURE 



party). And that is how the democracy of the 
socialism of the future will be. The operation of a 
multi-party system will depend on the specific 
conditions which exist, and on how people 
behave. The precise answer to that question will 
be obtained when that socialist society of the 
future happens, but we ought to start to think 
about it now. 

Fourthly, it is evident that everything I have 
mentioned above depends, to a large extent, on a 
subjective factor, which is how people will be 
affected by the conditions and social education of 
the socialism of the future. One has heard talk of 
the 'new individual of socialism' ever since the 
socialist experiment began. Unfortunately, the 
results so far have been dreadful, and perhaps it 
is here that the experiment has suffered its great
est setback. Not only was the creation of the 'new 
individual' impossible: the old one had had its 
back, its moral spinal column, broken. I recom
mend that one follow what the Soviet press 
reports on the subject of corruption (endemic at 
the highest levels). There were mafias like those 
of Chicago in the 1930s; alchohol, drugs and 
prostitution are a fact; theft is such a generalised 
plague that even aid given to the victims of the 
Armenian earthquake 'disappeared' . . . In the 
uncovering of these calamities glasnost really 
worked. As far as other countries of 'real social
ism' are concerned, I can say, modestly, about 
Poland: de te fabula narratur. One can state with 
absolute certainty that if the socialism of the 
future <loes not tackle the problem with energy 
and decisiveness, it will fail. 

What is to be done in this regard? lt would be 
absurd to give advice without knowing the specific 
circumstances of the future. Nevertheless, there 
is something which can be pointed out in order to 
create the appropriate conditions for serious dis
cussion of this subject. At the turn of the century 
there was an implacable battle in the ranks of the 
workers' movement (especially in Germany), 
against 'ethical socialism' which originated mainly 
from the neo-Kantian philosophical school and 
tended to replace the economic and scientific 
sociology of Marx by ethics. Toe formula which 
the neo-Kantians proposed was an attempt to 
retum the ideology of the workers' movement to 
its previous utopian positions. The attack 
launched by the 'orthodox' Marxists against the 
theories of ethical socialism was, as I see it, 
understandable and correct. Nonetheless, in 
these ideological struggles an extremely valuable 
element for the motivation of the supporters of 
socialism disappeared: ethical values. 

Unexplored areas of present-day socialism 

There is no doubt that these values are part of 
the positions of the supporters of all factions of 
socialism. lt would be impossible otherwise to 
struggle - sometimes with great sacrifice - for the 
achievement of values such as liberty, equality, 
the elimination of exploitation, internationalism, 
etc. However, in the context of Marxism - for 
obvious historical reasons - economic determin
ism largely pushed aside other elements of ideol
ogy. It was especially opposed to a tendency 
which attempted to eliminate the economic and 
sociological factor, and the class struggle, by 
appealing to universal human values. I have no 
intention of rehabilitating 'ethical socialism', and 
even less, of criticising the scientific basis of the 
present-day socialist movement. What I want to 
achieve in the context of our discussion is to 
underline the need to restore ethical values. lt is 
a question of understanding the inftuence which a 
system of values has on the individual, and the 
need to remake that system of values so that it 
helps in building socialism. 

IDEAS ANO IDEOLOGIES 

Finally, I wish to discuss the issue of the role 
and position of Marxism, which is also, although 
experience might seem to show otherwise, an 
'unexplored area' of the map of the socialism of 
the future. Socialism is a scientific theory 
because, on the basis of facts which can be 
communicated, and with a specific method and 
ordering of those facts, one can achieve a system· 
atic description of social reality, and of the laws 
which govern it. Also, on this basis, one can 
predict social development. The scientific charac
ter, in this sense, of Marxist theory, <loes not 
guarantee a priori the truth of the theses, which 
may be confirmed or refuted by praxis. Without 
calling into question the scientific character of a 
theory, one can criticise its various claims, and 
since Marxist theory is, in essence, an empirical 
theory it is understandable that a change in the 
facts should lead to a change or elimination of the 
antiquated elements of the theory. 

Marxism is at the same time an ideology, and 
in the specialised literature, there is a great variety 
of definitions of the ideology which are frequently 
contradictory. I understand by 'ideology' a system 
of beliefs and attitudes, which, on the basis of a 
system of social values, determines the aims and 
social aspirations of individuals. Without such an 
ideology there can be no political movement, no 
political party; and only in that sense can an 
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ideology be defined as progressive or reactionary, 
proletarian or bourgeois, lay or religious, etc. 
Any attempt to oppose science and ideology in 
the multiple theories about the 'end of ideologies' 
( at a time when ideology acquires a singular 
importance in public life) is proof of semantic 
incomprehension, or of scientific fraud. The 
phrase I have quoted is identified with the end of 
Marxism, as if this were the only ideology in 
existence, at a time when ideologies are multiply
ing in diverse forros. This attempt, therefore, has 
a clearly defined (reactionary) political purpose. 
Given the stated character of Marxist ideology 
and of the Marxist theory linked to it, it is obvious 
that the theses of that ideology are subject to 
modifications which may at times be radical. Marx 
used the term to mean a 'false consciousness', or, 
as he himself said, a camera obscura, which 
represents reality in a deformed fashion, placing 
things upside down. But he only gave that mean
ing to bourgeois ideologies. Marxism, by defini
tion, was not an ideology. History has shown that 
he was wrong. Marx let himself be carried away, 
when he made the above statement, by the con
viction that his point of view was absolutely 
correct. 

As I have already said, political parties can
not work without ideologies. One cannot attract 
the masses ( and that is the point of ali political 
parties, regardless of their political colour), if 
one does not know, or cannot explain, where 
one is heading, and with which social objective. 
If this truth applies to all political parties, it 
applies particularly to workers' parties which 
have written on their banners the ideals of social
ism. Toda y, virtually all supporters of socialism 
in highly developed industrialised countries, even 
the communists, are 'reformists'. In this sense it 
tends to be claimed that 'the objective is not 
important, it is the road which is the essence.' 
Nevertheless, at the present time, ali move
ments - even the conservative ones - plan their 
own objectives, their own goals. Things are 
changing so rapidly at present, with so many new 
problems on a global and local level, that the 
'ideology' which tries to deny ideology is only an 
ideology of defeat. This defeat threatens move
ments, as well as the leaders who have to trans
form those movements. Traditionally, the 
ideology of the working class was Marxism. 
During its historical development two mistakes 
were committed: one was the dogmatic petrifica
tion of that ideology by the communist movement 
(in its specific version of Marxism-Leninism) 
which ignored any change of circumstance, time 

or place. The second mistake (committed by the 
socialist and social-democratic movements) was 
that after the Second World War they threw 
Marxism overboard. The socialists and social 
democrats rid themselves in this fashion of 
dogmas, but were left without an ideology, which 
at a time of social transformation was bound to 
lead to defeat. 

New problems appear spontaneously which 
require revolutionary solutions (not in the tra
ditional sense of a violent revolution - since we 
are speaking of highly developed countries - but 
revolutionary in their social contents). Both wings 
of the workers' movement lack a modern ideol
ogy, an ideology in tune with the times. This 
ideology must be created. Naturally one can 
choose to start from scratch, rejecting what has 
already existed, what is traditional. This option 
would be a waste of time: the past cannot be 
wiped out. Furthermore, many workers' parties -
those linked to the communist movement, the 
Trotskyist movement, and to liberation theology 
- have not the slightest intention of renouncing
Marxism as a theory or an ideology. Thus, those
movements which are linked to Marxism will also
be a part of the socialism of the future. As far as
the socialist and social democratic parties are
concerned, I am of the opinion that through
pressures from changing realities, and the conse
quent need to have an effective ideology, they
will remember how imprudently they threw out
their ideological inheritance, and will renew their
interest in Marxism. But even if this <loes not
happen, it is still important to examine the future
role and place of Marxism.

Here and there one hears voices speaking of 
the crisis of Marxism. The claim is that Marxism 
is to blame for the crisis of the communist move
ment because it served as the official basis for the 
practice of that movement. Hence, if communism 
is in crisis, so also Marxism, its theoretical under
pinning, must be. But this is a typical error of 
non sequitur. First, one would have to demon
strate that communism really applied Marxism in 
practice, whereas the reality was totally different. 
From the beginning - and all through its devel
opment - 'real socialism' was a chain of acts 
which violated the guiding principies of Marxism. 
Therefore, its crisis is a crisis of Marxists, and not 
of Marxism. But in part the statement that classi
cal Marxism is in crisis is correct, and there are 
indications that this crisis will intensify with the 
advance of the industrial revolution that we are 
witnessing. I said earlier that Marxism as a theory 
and an ideology 1s an open system, that is, a 
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system which changes together with reality, and 
with the advances of scientific knowledge. Pre
cisely in that sense there is a whole range of 
Marxist theses which must be modified. Here are 
sorne examples: 

Marxism emerged as a manifestation of the 
social and political situation of the first industrial 
revolution. But we are now witnessing the 
second (or third) industrial revolution, which 
modifies the objective situation and eliminates or 
marginalises a whole series of premises which are 
of fundamental importance to Marxism. The 
entire logical structure of Capital is based on the 
concept of the exploitation of the working class 
by the capitalists, who appropriate surplus value, 
but today this framework is in question. What 
will happen if the process of automation and 
robotisation of production leads to the disappear
ance of labour in the traditional sense of the 
word, and together with this, the disappearance 
of the working class? Everything seems to indi
cate that this process will take place over the 
coming 30-50 years in the highly developed 
countries. I do not propase to go into details 
here, but I do want to state clearly that both 
Capital and the whole of classical Marxist theory 
about the economic exploitation of the working 
class will end up, without a doubt, on the back 
shelves of the libraries, together with the volumes 
about the history of science that is to say, with 
concerns which have no current value. 

Another subject is whether socialism is possible 
without the working class. If it is and I think it 
is - we need to know in what sense and in what 
shape. And finally, a sociological question on the 
role of the middle classes. Marx foresaw the 
polarisation of society in the direction of an 
increase in the number of the proletarian poor, 
and the increasing wealth of the capitalist class. 
He supposed ( except in two passages in Theories 
of Surplus Value) that the middle class would 
gradually disappear, mostly into the ranks of the 
working class. On this point, the theory has been 
clearly disproved by history. Development has 
been quite different, with extremely important 
economic consequences: the middle classes, who 
will still exist in the socialism of the future, 
constitute a basis for the development of capital-

Unexplored areas of present-day socialism 

ism. In this sense, we need a profound revision of 
Marxism. 

Another thesis of Marxism has also been dis
proved by the historical development of society, 
namely the theory regarding the increasing pau
perisation of the working class. These facts force 
us to reflect on Marxism and modernise it. Now, 
a question of a political character: what to do 
with the state constituted by the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, without a proletariat? How will 
the state be under socialism? And a final question 
related to religion (posed earlier): is religion 
really the opium of the masses? Given the libera
tion struggles of many Marxist believers ( Chris
tians, Muslims, etc.), one must say that such a 
definition was boro in specific circumstances and 
conditions, and that it is now an anachronistic 
definition. To conclude this brief section of 
examples I shall mention a subject treated at 
sorne length earlier: the pro blem of priva te own
ership of the meaos of production in the ( social
ist) society of the future. 

lt is evident that the list of examples I have 
mentioned here is limited. I think, however, that 
the examples given are sufficient to show how 
thorough an analysis we need, and how much 
Marxism needs to be modernised. As a result of 
the advance of science in the mastery of nature, 
there are as many new problems in the sphere of 
philosophy as in the field of social life. We can 
call this situation a crisis of Marxism, but we 
could also consider it a normal situation in sci
ence, and we need to adapt the theory to the new 
reality. I am convinced that a modernised Marx
ism will play a great role in the socialism of the 
future, as a theory and an ideology. The contents 
of Marxism will depend on the intellectual 
capacity of those who develop it. As I have 
already pointed out, this essay is a political and 
intellectual provocation. I have concentrated on 
signalling the problems which need to be solved 
by present-day socialist movements. On sorne 
points -- inevitably- I have taken a position, given 
an outline of answers. This is the subjective 
factor, which is also apparent in the selection and 
presentation of the problems. lt should serve as a 
catalyst for discussion on the subjects which have 
been put forward, and if this happens, I shall 
consider that I have achieved the main goal of my 
paper. 
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