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The crisis of socialism is an indisputable fact. 1 

For over 150 years, socialism has been identified 
with a school of thought and action which seeks 
to replace bourgeois society with a radically dif
ferent and fundamentally better society. 
Obviously, better does not mean perfect. With 
the exception of sorne short-lived sects, the vast 
majority of tendencies which vindicate socialism 
have never been guilty of the millennarianism of 
which adversaries have constantly accused it. lt is 
not a matter of establishing a 'paradise on earth' 
or of putting an end to the drama of mankind 
once and for all. Much less is it a matter of 
inspiring 'an end to history'. On the contrary, for 
Marx, Engels, and many socialist thinkers, social
ism meant an end to prehistoric times for human
kind, the beginning of the true history of our 
species; and an end to the contemptible drama in 
the course of which human beings are forced to 
fight and kill one another as a consequence of 
wretched problems of subsistence and petty 
interests. 

Socialists were unanimous in their desire to 
create a society in which the fundamental defects 
of bourgeois society and class divisions would be 
eliminated. Their goal was a society without 
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exploitation, without oppression, without viol
ence, without injustice or discrimination with 
regard to any group of individuals; a society in 
which cooperation and solidarity would replace 
competitive struggle and thirst for personal wealth 
as the fundamental motivation for social behav
iour. The elimination of all prívate property in the 
means of production and exchange, and economic 
planning, were considered to be prerequisites. 
However, although essential, they would be insuf
ficient to reach the goal of socialism. This was a 
coherent project for social change, for social rev
olution in the profound sense of the term rather 
than the limited equation of revolution and viol
ence. The project was common to all socialists, 
regardless of their political and strategic differ
ences, until well into the 1920s, and for sorne until 
several decades later. lt was also characteristic of 
a majority of their most important allies - those 
fighting for the liberation of the masses in the 
colonies and quasi-colonies. I will give an example 
to illustrate this: at the outbreak of the great 
economic crisis of the 1930s, the almost unani
mous response of the entire socialist movement 
was to combat the capitalist crisis through econ
omic planning, whether socialist, democratic or 
national, according to the particular tendency. 

Since the outbreak of the capitalist economic 
depression in the early 1970s,2 a large majority of 
the tendencies, party leaders, and members who 
claim to be socialists, whether in the West, South 
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or East of the globe, are not responding in this 
manner, or are doing so unwillingly. The tendency 
to which I belong is still providing this response 
with great conviction, although with new features 
which were overlooked during the period 
1930-55. 3 But it is not in any way indulging in 
wishful thinking. The crisis of socialism is, thus, 
the crisis of the credibility of the socialist plan. Five 
generations of socialists, and three generations of 
workers, were driven by the profound, unyielding 
conviction that socialism, as I have defined it, was 
possible and necessary. 4 The present generation is 
no longer convinced that this is possible, and is, 
at least in part, sceptical of the idea that socialism 
is necessary, and useful.5 Thus, there is a pro
found crisis. 

2 

The crisis of socialism is essentially a crisis in 
the practices of socialists. This is my first main 
thesis. lt is the result, on the one hand, of the 
historical failure of Stalinism and post-Stalinism 
and, on the other hand, of the failure of social 
democracy, including all the variations of refor
mist gradualism, such as Eurocommunism or 
petit-bourgeois nationalism in the Third World. 
My definition of the crisis of socialism as essen
tially a reflection of a practica! failure is based on 
four arguments which can scarcely be denied. 

First, there is a crisis regarding the credibility 
of the socialist project in the eyes of the people 
at large. Toe actions of the masses have not been 
motivated by theory. How could the alleged 
insufficiencies of Marx's Capital, or Lenin's What 
is to be Done? shape the behaviour of tens of 
thousands of individuals if 95 per cent of them 
have never read these works? They acquire their 
convictions and their ways of thinking through 
their experience, and not from what they read, or 
from training courses, even though the mass of 
workers have already been partially freed from 
the ideological influence of the ruling class, and 
have achieved different, successive levels of class 
consciousness. Further, it cannot be proved that 
communist practice, since at least 1923, or the 
practice of social democracy, since at least 1914, 
are in keeping with socialist, let alone, Marxist, 
theory. How can one explain a disastrous practice 
as being based on the failures of theory, when 
this practice itself was established as a break with 
theory? Thus, in arder to judge the validity or the 
failure of a theory of the future of society, it is 
necessary, above all, to answer the following 
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questions: is the theory capable of analysing the 
main socio-economic developments in the long 
term? Is it capable of forecasting the general 
course of events which have dominated the his
tory of our century? My unhesitating response to 
these questions is that it does. 

The fourth argument in favour of my main 
thesis is by far the strongest one. When I refer to 
the failure of the two great mass tendencies of 
socialism and of the organised labour movement 
in this century, I am not referring to 'errors' ,6 or 
to small defects, but to crimes of terrifying pro
portions which have had traumatic effects on tens 
of millions of human beings. Toe crimes of Stalin
ist and post-Stalinist practices are mainly the 
following: the crushing of Soviet democracy and 
of all autonomous participation of workers in 
political life, at least from 1923-4, if not befare; 
the forced collectivisation of agriculture, and the 
deportation of the gulags, or would-be gulags, 
under inhumane conditions; the monstrous 
purges which from 1934 took the lives of at least 
1 million communists; the repressive territorial 
consequences of the Hitler-Stalin pact; the mass
ive purges in the countries occupied or ruled by 
the Soviets during the period from 1945 to 1953; 
the military suppression of the Hungarian revolt 
of 1956; the military occupation of Czecho
slovakia in arder to suppress the ·Prague Spring' 
of 1968; the bloody repression which accom
panied the 'cultural revolution' in the People's 
Republic of China; the horrors of the Poi Pot 
regime in Kampuchea; the invasion of Afghani
stan; the grave decline in social services in the 
USSR which led to the country being almost 
alone in the world in experiencing a decrease in 
life expectancy and an increase in infant mortality 
in the late 1970s and early 1980s. 

But our inquest still concerns only the immedi
ate effects of the crimes committed by Stalin. To 
be more complete, it would also be necessary to 
include the indirect effects of the political errors 
of the Stalinists and post-Stalinists, such as the 
theory and practice of 'social-fascism' in 
Germany; the destruction of workers' unity in 
Spain from September 1936; the position taken 
towards the anti-Nazi resistance in Poland from 
1939 to 1945; the disastrous policies of the lndo
nesian Communist Party from 1947 to 1965 with 
regard to the bourgeois army in that country, to 
mention only cases with the gravest conse
quences. Once again, millions of human beings 
lost their lives as a consequence of the political 
effects of these errors. 

The result of the failure evidenced by this 
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description is striking. But the results of the 
failure of international social democracy have 
hardly been less serious or less bloody since 1914. 
With sorne honourable exceptions ( especially 
Italy), international social democracy justified 
and prepared the way for the carnage of the First 
World War for reasons of 'national defence'. This 
carnage not only led to the death of 10 million 
people, the prime of Europe's youth, but also 
defined a break, a turning-point, in contemporary 
history. From that time on, increasing brutality 
and violence in political and social life began to 
be accepted in the metropolitan countries as 
being inevitable, a matter of fate, about which 
nothing could be done. 7 Militárism and violence 
on the part of the state - referred to, rightly, 
as state terrorism against which the socialists 
have been waging battle since the beginning 
of the nineteenth century, also began to be 
accepted by socialists, by 'liberal humanists', 
and by an increasing number of social demo
crats. At the end of this road, with the 
abandonment by the social democrats of the 
firm resistance which was symbolised by lean 
Jaures, Rosa Luxemburg, Carl von Ossietsky, 
and Kurt Tucholsky, is the aftermath of Ausch
witz, Hiroshima, the defoliation bombings in 
Kampuchea and the threat of nuclear extermina
tion. 

In 1918-19, German social democracy, in its 
blind anti-communism, allowed the band of Prus
sian militarists to have their way, deliberately 
establishing the Freikorps, out of which sprang 
the soul of the SA and the SS. It covered up the 
murders of Karl Liebnecht, Rosa Luxemburg and 
severa! tens of thousands of workers. Social 
democratic governments, or those in which social 
democracy participated, have organised or 
defended colonial wars in Indochina, Malaysia, 
Indonesia and Algeria. They have organised or 
defended the use of torture, especially in Algeria. 
They have strictly limited democratic freedoms, 
especially in India, Indonesia, Egypt, Iraq and 
Singapore. They have protected and aided the 
inhumane system of apartheid in South Africa. It 
fell to the British Labour government to reject 
the nationalisation of the coal and steel of 
the Ruhr after 1945, abandoning these natural 
resources to trusts which had financed and 
supported Hitler, when two thirds of the popula
tion had made it known that they were in favour 
of this riationalisation, and when this same 
government had nationalised coal and steel in 
Britain. 

International social democracy has taken part 

in the Cold War over several decades. lt 
approved the installation of nuclear weapons in 
Western Europe. It supported NATO. lt main
tained the division of the labour movement for 
trivial reasons of anti-communism. E ven now, it 
is hindering the inclusion of the French and 
Portuguese CGT in a united trade union front 
within the EEC, which only strengthens the 
employers' federation. It is party to all the 
imperialist efforts to preserve the international 
economic structures which serve as a basis for the 
exploitation of Third World countries. It sup
ported, if it did not organise, the policy of auster
ity of the late 1970s, which was in the interests of 
big business, in defending and increasing profits 
by decreasing the real income of wage earners, 
while also increasing unemployment. 

But the historie failure of Stalinism and social 
democracy is the f ailure to carry out the socialist 
transf ormation of society. After o ver 150 years of 
systematic socialist action, after 150 years of 
effort on the part of organised labour, in spite of 
innumerable impressive battles and in spite of the 
tremendous sacrifices made, socialism does not 
exist anywhere at ali in the world. 

From this point of view, the biggest ideological 
favour which could possibly be done for the 
international bourgeoisie has been that of label
ling the hybrid, provisional societies in the USSR, 
in the People's Republic of China, in Eastern 
Europe and in other places as being or having 
been 'socialist'. Was this the reason why the men 
and women of the París Commune, the Schutz
bund veterans, the heroes and heroines of the 
summer of 1936 in Spain, the heroes and heroines 
of Stalingrad and of the Long March in China 
fought and died? 

On a more commonplace level, but with similar 
effect, there is the overall result of the historical 
failure of social democracy. After a century of 
fighting to win the right to universal suffrage and, 
through this, to occupy seats in parliament, after 
numerous speeches on the lines of 'give us your 
votes and we will realise your demands', it is 
necessary to admit the fact that where there are 
socialist parliamentary majorities, capitalism 
marches on. The two most convincing examples 
are those of Sweden and France (but Austria, 
Norway, Spain, and Portugal after 1974, could 
also be used). The ill-fated Olof Palme partici
pated in one of his last electoral campaigns stress
ing the argument 'Give us the majority in 
parliament: if not, the 15 families that are running 
the economy will also be running the govern
ment.' Following forty years of almost uninter-

52 VOL 1 Nº 1 , 1992 SOCIALISM OF THE FUTURE 



rupted social democratic government up to 1991, 
these 15 families are still running the national 
economy. Is this not a failure? In France, in the 
early 1980s, the Socialist Party and the Commu
nist Party together gained 65 per cent of the seats 
in Parliament, having been elected by an indis
putable absolute majority of the voters, based on 
the promise of 'change'. The 'change' never 
carne. 

3 

It is necessary to set out such an inquest 
precisely to take an inventory of the 150 years of 
socialist struggle. Toe failure to achieve the ends 
it pursues is combined with a no less spectacular 
success in achieving partial goals. We need to 
clarify this basic dialectic between failure and 
success. After more than a century of intense 
effort through joint struggle, socialists have in 
fact profoundly modified the reality of society 
worldwide, even though they have not established 
a socialist society anywhere. One hundred and 
fifty years ago, eight-year old girls were working 
in coal mines under inhumane conditions. One 
hundred and fifty years ago, the average working 
week in capitalist industry was 72 hours or more. 
Nowadays, it is nearing 36 hours, at least in the 
most industrialised countries. 

One hundred and fifty years ago, salaried work
ers who were ill, handicapped or unemployed 
were in dire poverty. Back in 1900, children were 
still running barefoot through the poor districts 
of such rich cities as London or New York. 
Nowadays, both in the East and in the West, 
mínimum social guarantees have made it possible 
to eliminate this poverty for a majority of wage 
eamers. Trade unionists, socialists and commu
nists began the battle - so far with quite modest 
results - to achieve the same goal in Third World 
countries. One hundred and fifty years ago, the 
vast majority of wage earners - with the exception 
of a small minority of highly-skilled workers -
were men and women without culture, usually 
illiterate, normally demoralised and frequently 
drunk. The committed efforts of the labour and 
socialist/communist movement made it possible 
for wage earners to have access to basic educa
tion, culture, human dignity and self-confidence. 

Thus, it cannot be said that the socialists or 
communists have worked for nothing. Further
more, it cannot be said that the efforts of the 
working masses to improve their lot have been in 
vain. All these efforts have already wrought pro-
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found changes in the world. In my opinion, one 
of the chief transformations which the socialist 
struggle has achieved worldwide concems the 
level of mass consciousness. The acceptance of 
their lot - because it is traditional - no longer 
exists among a majority of the working classes 
around the world. The 'traditional values' gener
ally accepted in 1850, 1900, 1914 are now ridi
culed or disdained. The most intelligent, humane 
groups in the different churches are moving in the 
same direction. 

One might object that the masses do not reject 
the fundamental values of bourgeois society, that 
is, the effort of earning more money to improve 
their lot in material terms, including the acquisi
tion of gadgets constantly appearing on the 
market in a 'consumer society'. This objection 
reflects a mistaken scientific analysis. The charac
teristic of bourgeois society is not money in its 
use as a means of exchange, or as a means to 
acquire goods. The fundamental characteristic of 
this society is the accumulation of capital. In the 
first case, money is a mere means. Average wage 
earners would not object, in the least, to having 
access to the goods and services they desire 
without using money as a means to acquire them. 
For example: free health care, on condition that 
there would be freedom of choice and that the 
goods and services provided in this manner were 
of high quality. On the contrary, no capitalist can 
get rich by exploiting work and bis or her fellow 
human beings as an employer or speculator, nor 
accumulate a prívate fortune, nor pass it on to bis 
or her children, if money is not turned into the 
master of society. This second 'value' is not 'in
wardly accepted' or practised by the vast majority 
of salaried workers. It is precisely a characteristic 
of capitalism that a limited minority can practise 
it only if the vast majority cannot do so. 

Is there a cause and effect relationship 
between, on the one hand, the partial reforms 
and conquests that the socialist labour movement 
has accumulated over the past century and, on 
the other hand, the failure to achieve its 'final 
goal'? The anarchists and certain leftist groups 
claim that this is so, but their arguments are not 
valid. It is a debatable question whether most 
wage earners in the highly developed countries 
accept the everyday reality of capitalism more 
readily than before, even though their lot has 
undeniably improved. This would require a 
detailed, empirically-based analysis, which 
included a statistical survey of comparative ways 
of thinking and behaviour. lt would not refute 
the counter-argument that, periodically, the 
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masses have more often been moved, in large 
numbers, in the direction of challenging capital
ism, both befare and after 1914. 

But what decisively refutes the leftist argument 
is that nowhere in the world have great misery 
and dire poverty led to a widespread mass move
ment to overthrow capitalism or to establish a 
socialist society. The reason for this is obvious. A 
widespread protest movement against the estab
lishment for the purpose of replacing it with a 
better society requires a great degree of cohesion, 
organisation, self-confidence and experience of 
struggle on the part of the working masses. Such 
preparation can never result from their impover
ishment, their degradation and their desperation. 
The inclination of the masses to defend partial 
conquests explains why, in most cases - the 
United States is, for the time being, the great 
exception .- the voters give reformist or neo
reformist parties preference at the polls. 

The vast majority of socialists and communists 
have always supported and tried to lead the 
struggles for reforms, to gain and consolidate 
democratic freedoms in the capitalist countries, 
as well as for the improvement of material con
ditions. The revolutionary socialists of the tend
ency to which I belong are continuing this 
tradition. The reproach which they direct at the 
social democrats and which must also be increas
ingly directed against the numerous tendencies 
which still claim - for how much longer? - to be 
communist, is that they are abandoning a deter
mined struggle without commitment to essential 
reforms. The false antinomy 'reform - revolu
tion', 'partial conquests - final goal', which Rosa 
Luxemburg analysed brilliantly in her most out
standing political works of the period 1900-1910, 
leads us to a problem lying at the heart of the 
practica! failure of social democracy and Stalin
ism, namely the social and psychological conse
quences of the partial conquests in the very heart 
of the labour movement. They can be summarised 
in one phrase: the hypertrophy of conservative 
'labour' and 'socialist' bureaucracy. For the 
masses, reforms are achievements which do not 
necessarily imply acceptance of the establish
ment. Periodic or constant unemployment, a peri
odie reduction in the standard of living, periodic 
wars, periodic crises, and periodic restrictions of 
democratic freedoms are the calls to arder which 
prevent a lasting integration of this type. 

lt is not the same for the bureaucracies which 
stem from the labour movement in the capitalist 
countries or have usurped the exercise of power 
in the post-capitalíst countries. 8 Socially, these

bureaucracies have been integrated decisively 
into bourgeois society and into the bourgeois 
state in terms of positions acquired and of a 
considerable rise in their material situation. 9 In 
the Eastern countries, the Nomenklatura carried 
out 'socialism' to a large extent for itself, instead 
of for the benefit of the people as a whole. 10 But 
it would mean giving in to trite materialism, even 
a 'conspiracy theory', diametrically opposed to 
the materialist interpretation of history, to estab
lish a mechanical, linear, cause and effect 
relationship between, on the one hand, these 
undeniable material interests, and the increas
ingly systematic rejection of the struggle for the 
final goal which characterises the social demo
cratic and Stalinist (post-Stalinist) bureaucracies. 

Toe solution for changing this behaviour is 
summarised in the formula of the British left
wing socialist, Aneurin Bevan: 'The function of 
the socialists is not to exercise power. The func
tion of the socialists is to exercise power in arder 
to carry out their programme.' This exercise of 
power, and all types of 'management socialism' 
which give rise to decisions contrary to the pro
gramme and to measures contrary to the interests 
of the workers in arder to avoid the accusation of 
being 'regulation-bound', is not a lesser evil, but 
a majar evil. In this respect, Marxist theory was 
undeniably lacking, and efforts are now being 
made to overcome this inadequacy. The socialist 
movement had realised that the risk existed that 
its own functionaries could turn into the new 
despotic masters of the masses. But theory cannot 
move ahead of reality. It needed the traumatic 
experience which started in 1914 in the capitalist 
countries, as well as in the post-capitalist ones, to 
begin to incorporate into working-class conscious
ness the need for a deeper scientific analysis of 
the necessary anti-bureaucratic dimension of 
socialism. In part this is something which has 
already been achieved. 

A distrust of ali bureaucracies, including those 
of large capitalist companies, and of the so-called 
democratic states, is, at present, more deeply
rooted in the consciousness of the masses than at 
any other time in the past. This is a step forward, 
not the reverse. 11 It leads to a growing identifica
tion of socialism with self-management, self
organisation and self-determination of the masses. 
This is not only a return to the original truths and 
values; it is an essential step forward toward the 
recovery of the credibility of the socialist project. 
The final response will obviously depend on prac
tice. To overcome decisively the scepticism of the 
masses, a new exalting experience of the type of 
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the Russian Revolution in October 1917, or that 
of the summer of 1936 in Catalonia, will be 
necessary, but on a much larger scale, giving rise 
to social achievements that far surpass those of 
advanced capitalism, and which enjoy a lasting 
success. lt is probable that the immediate imple
mentation of a halving of the working day by a 
future socialist government in an important 
country would act as a detonator. lt would ignite 
the enthusiasm of wage earners worldwide. 

A radical reduction of the working day is 
essential in order to carry out any project of self
management or self-administration. If producer/ 
citizens do not have time to manage their own 
affairs, society will continue to be divided into 
administrators and the administered. This reduc
tion is also required in terms of the need to re
establish and preserve full employment under 
conditions of rapid growth in job productivity and 
slow economic growth. lt also arises out of fem
inist issues - one must adduce that of the dual 
workload of earning women - and out of environ
mental concerns. But this has to do, above all, 
with a dual objective and subjective transforma
tion which stems fundamentally from the third 
technological revolution and the accompanying 
general crisis of bourgeois social relations. Con
trary to a myth which is not based on any practica! 
proof, producers are increasingly rejecting the 
famous (Protestant? Japanese?) 'work ethic'. 
Work less and improve the quality of your lif e: 
this is their main concern, even in Japan. This is 
the result of the 'revolution in values' I have 
mentioned previously. lt is, above ali, the result 
of a painful everyday experience: the simul
taneously exhausting nature and destructive 
effect on physical and mental health, and on the 
nervous system, of infernal noise, plus the monot
onous and destructive nature of repetitive, non
creative, mechanical tasks. 

This is the Achilles heel of late capitalism. lt 
can seek - less successfully than is generally 
supposed - to integrate the wage earner as a 
consumer. It can seek, if not to integrate, at least 
to convince the wage earner as a citizen. But it 
will fail to integrate the wage earner as a pro
ducer. The very nature of capitalism implies that 
workers cannot be free and self-governing. Free 
work is work which one controls and determines 
for oneself, with workers who decide for them
selves what they will produce and how they will 
produce it. This can only be accomplished by a 
system of freely-associated producers within a 
socialist system. lt is impossible in the capitalist 
system which implies the control of capital over 
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salaried work. This subjective requirement also 
responds to an objective need. Following the 
third technological revolution, an increased 
physical effort on the part of workers as a source 
of growth is irrational from a 'purely' economic 
point of view. At present, the growth of job 
productivity, not to mention macro-economic 
'upgrading', is 99 per cent a function of the nature 
and quality of the means of rational, that is to say, 
planned, organisation of stocks and flows, and of 
the skill, attention and sense of responsibility of 
workers. 

Toe greatest economic failure both of capital
ism and of the former bureaucratic or bureau
cratic/commercial management systems lies in 
their inability to arouse this attention and this 
sense of responsibility on the part of their work
ers. These workers obstruct such efforts, given 
that experience has taught them that they will be 
the ones who pay the price, sooner or la ter, while 
others will reap the benefits. The effort of Japan
ese capitalists to resolve this problem through 
"teamwork' and 'quality control circuits' leads to 
the same failure for the same reason: workers do 
not want to break their backs for nothing. Only a 
system of freely-associated producers can develop 
the rational, realistic control stemming from indi
vidual and group responsibility, without which a 
good part of the potential of the new technologies 
will go to waste. This liberation calls precisely for 
a radical revolution in terms of working hours, 
hours of training ( qualification, information, edu
cation), leisure, throughout life.12 Practica! 
experience thus confirms how well founded was 
the prediction made by Marx in the Grundrisse, 
according to which, based on a certain technolog
ical/scientific development, free time and not the 
time spent at work becomes the source and meas
ure of wealth. 

In short: we continue to live in a capitalist 
system, and in the end, power is always in the 
hands of big business. The consequences of this 
power are disastrous for millions of human 
beings, and they risk being catastrophic. The 
socialist battle must combine the struggle to 
improve the immediate lot of the exploited and 
oppressed with a systematic preparation for 
reversing this power. 

4 

The loss of credibility of the socialist project 
has occurred at a time when the need for social
ism is greater than ever. In the past, the alterna-
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tive was 'socialism or barbarism'. Toda y, the 
altemative could be literally stated as 'socialism 
or death'. Marxists are often reproached for 
having underestimated capitalism's ability to 
adapt itself, and the agility of its political and 
economic leaders. This is not the place for exam
ining the extent to which this reproach is well 
founded. It is undoubtedly true to sorne extent. 
Beyond a shadow of a doubt, the great economic 
expansion of 1948-73 (1940-73 in the Anglo
Saxon countries), and its social repercussions, 
took Marxists by surprise. Equally surprised are 
the liberals and the neo-conservatives - for 
instance, the indignant, disdainful claims of 
Hayek against Keynes and the neo-Keynesians 
that the sins of the 'state' will be paid for by an 
impoverishment caused by inflation. The truth of 
this prediction has been demonstrated, at least in 
the developed capitalist countries. However, 
Marxists have cause to point out the increasingly 
high price that humanity has had to pay, and is 
still paying, for the successive adaptations of 
capitalism. To emerge finally from the 'Great 
Depression' during the period 1913-39, meant 
paying the price of the Second World War. What 
will the price of the Third World W ar be, e ven if 
it is not a nuclear war? 

My second main thesis, which is based on the 
conviction that there is a need for 'Marxist social
ism', is that the inadaptability of capitalism is 
progressively approaching a transf ormation of 
capitalist productive forces into destructive forces. 
This is also tending to become a constant transfor
mation. Suicida! catastrophes threaten the sur
vival, not only of civilisation but also, in physical 
terms, of the human race. The four horsemen of 
the Apocalypse are already on the hunt. Their 
call is this: the threat of extermination by war; 
the threat of the destruction of the natural 
environment essential for human survival; the 
threat of mass famine in the Third World; the 
threat of a dual society through the massive 
recurrence of poverty; the weakening of demo
cratic freedoms in the imperialist metropolitan 
countries. 

The prime threat is most easily detected in the 
form of a nuclear war. But this is not the only 
possibility. Nuclear power plants have been in 
existence for a long time, and any world war 
employing conventional weapons might have the 
same effect. Biological and chemical weapons run 
the same risk. The very concept of 'conventional 
weapons' has lost much of its meaning when 
preparations are being made for the manufacture 
of non-nuclear bombs and missiles which possess 

a destructive force equal to, or greater than, the 
bomb dropped on Hiroshima. Not to mention the 
'death rays' and other tempting toys for the 
military and armchair strategists. 

The second threat is also becoming increasingly 
evident. An environmental awareness is not a 
luxury for wealthy countries. Environmental deg
radation poses a real threat for all humankind. lt 
took place massively in the former USSR and in 
Eastem Europe, and is taking place in Brazil, in 
Mexico and in India. Certain experts, and they 
are not a minority, believe that this catastrophe is 
more imminent than the threat of extermination 
as a result of war. 

The third threat is unfortunately recognised 
much less, even in leftist circles. But the inhabi
tants of the southem hemisphere are obviously 
not unaware of it, as two examples will illustrate: 
According to UNICEF, in the Third World 
countries, 16 million children die of hunger and 
curable disease every year. Five times this mor
tality rate equals all the casualties of the Second 
World War. Each one of these five year periods 
is a world war against the children of the Third 
World. This is the real result of the functioning 
of the intemational capitalist economy. In the 
poorest Third World countries, half the inhabi
tants have a nutrition level which has dropped 
since the beginning of the economic depression 
to sorne 1700 calories per day. This is the level 
of undemourishment of a Nazi concentration 
camp in 1940, that is to say, befare the appear
ance of the death camps as such. 

The fourth threat is perceived by sorne inhabi
tants of the metropolitan countries as a tangible 
reality. lt suffices to visit the 'barrios' of Harlem 
or Bedford-Stuyvesant in New York, or slums in 
Liverpool or Glasgow, not to mention Naples or 
Palermo. The spectacle of immigrant workers 
doing 'temporary work' in certain sections of 
Paris, where they wait patiently to be hired by 
the hour, with no social insurance whatsoever, as 
well as 'day labourers', sums up this sad situation. 
The long-term consequences for the working class 
as a whole have not yet been fully realised. Let 
me point out that there are already indications of 
a 40 per cent unemployment rate - or more 
among young blacks and Puerto Ricans in the 
US, and that the aftermath of misery, low morale 
and degradation accompanying this social regres
sion is already under way. Let me also point out 
that a slow wearing down of democratic freedoms 
in the metropolitan countries is paralleled by a 
constant questioning of democracy in the Third 
World. According to Amnesty Intemational tor-
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ture is systematically employed, and even institu
tionalised, in over 60 countries. 

Sorne accept this gloomy panorama, but add, 
'it is too late. The four horsemen of the Apoca
lypse will overwhelm us for certain.' 13 They are 
not correct. There is no proof whatsoever that 
humankind has lost its ability to stop its progress 
towards the abyss, to master the technology that 
it has created, to put it under its control, to stop 
the stockpiling of weapons and finally stop their 
manufacture, to re-establish the threatened eco
logical balance, to free and cure the masses of 
poor in the Third World. The ability is there. To 
put it into practice, a will to act, a plan of action 
and, above all, real power (economic and political 
power) are necessary. 

In contrast to those defending the 'extermina
tion' thesis are those who accuse revolutionary 
Marxists of having a 'doomsday attitude'. Thcy 
do not deny the dangers I have just mentioned, 
but argue that they are not so serious; that they 
are nothing more than marginal trends; that 
governments and experts, in their wisdom, are 
going to alleviate them; and that everything will 
turn out fine in the end. This is an extension of 
the old debate - now in its third phase - which 
the labour movement has experienced for the 
past century, and in the final analysis, amounts to 
the opposition between 'reformists' and 'revolu
tionaries'. According to Eduard Bernstein, 14 the 
father of social democratic gradualism, the fun
damental tendency of our century would be a 
progressive reduction in the internal contradic
tions of bourgeois society, especially of its explo
sive contradictions. There would be progressively 
fewer economic crises. They would be progres
sively less serious. There would thus be fewer 
social tensions, fewer dictatorships and more 
democracy. There would be fewer wars and vio
lent conflicts of all types. There would, of course, 
be fewer revolutions, or none at ali in the 'civil
ised' countries. 

Toe opposite theory was that defended mainly 
by Rosa Luxemburg, who argued that in spite of 
a temporary diminution of the capitalist contradic
tions during sorne phases toda y, we could add: 
the 'long shock waves' - the fundamental trend of 
our century will be that of a worsening, rather than 
a diminishing, of the interna/ contradictions of 
bourgeois society. There would be economic crises 
more serious, rather than less serious, than those 
of the nineteenth century. There would be more 
dictatorships and more revolutions. There would 
be, above all, more wars and more violence, 

The current situation and the future of socialism 

infinitely more destructive than in the nineteenth 
century. 

Beyond a shadow of a doubt, it was Rosa 
Luxemburg who was right, and not Bernstein. Let 
us indicate the fateful dates: 1914, 1917, 1918-19, 
1920, 1922 (Mussolini's rise to power), 1925-7 
(Second Chinese Revolution); 1929, 1931 (the 
Japanese attack on Manchuria); 1933, 1935 (Italy 
attacks Ethiopia), 1936, 1937, 1939, 1942-3 
(famine in Bengal), 1945, 1946-7 (problems of 
partition in India, and the first Arab--Israeli War), 
1949, 1950 (the Korean War), 1954 (revolt and 
war in Algeria), 1956 (the Suez War), 1959 (the 
victory of the Cuban Revolution), 1962 (Ameri
can intervention in Indochina), 1967 ( the third 
Arab--Israeli War), May student protest in France 
in 1968, the 'hot' autumn of 1969 in ltaly, 1970-3 
(revolutionary uprising followed by Pinochet's 
coup d'état in Chile, 1973 (new war between Israel 
and Egypt), 1974-5 (the Portuguese Revolution, 
the first widespread economic recession), 1978 
(the Iranian Revolution), 1979 (victory of the 
Nicaraguan Revolution), 1980-2 (the second 
widespread recession), 1987 (stock market crash), 
and this is not all. There has not been one single 
year without war since 1935. There have been 80 
wars since 1945. Has the cause not been realised? 
At least with regard to the analysis of our century, 
it is the revolutionaries who are being realistic. lt 
is the conciliating reformists who appear to be the 
dreamers. 

There is no sign indicating the possibility of 
sudden change in this trend towards the worsening 
of the internal contradictions of late capitalism. 
When Gorbachev's most 'revisionist' advisers met 
with the most moderate social democrats to 
announce in ali seriousness that the twenty-first 
century will be marked by reconciliation and 
collaboration among classes, and not by pro
longed and graver class struggle, one must 
respond by asking on which planet they are living. 
Their wishful thinking is profoundly utopian. The 
British historian Eric Hobsbawm, who has lately 
joined the ranks of the new reformists after having 
been an apologist of Stalinism for decades, says 
that the October Revolution and the founding of 
the Communist International were both errors, as 
they were based on three false hypotheses: the 
fall of capitalism; the extension of the revolution 
to Germany; and the possibility of establishing 
socialism in one country. The third hypothesis, 
attributed to Lenin, is obviously untrue, being a 
contradiction of the former two. The first and 
second hypotheses are classic sophisms which con
sist of formulating a thesis in deliberately exagger-
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ated terms to make it absurd. Lenin, Trotsky and 
their comrades predicted neither the fall of capi
talism nor the secure victory of the German 
revolution. The result of these crises would fun
damentally depend upon the 'subjective factor', 
including the policies followed by the socialist and 
communist parties. How are these predictions 
erroneous? 

Finally, there are those who, agreeing with a 
good part of my diagnosis, come to diametrically 
opposed conclusions. They are to be found among 
the most 'orthodox' communists in the capitalist 
countries and in Eastern Europe; among sorne 
left-wing social democrats and, above all, among 
sorne 'Greens' and radical feminists. Their reason
ing is as follows: now that we are threatened with 
suicida! catastrophes, the ruling class, which does 
not wish to commit suicide, will finally listen to 
reason. It will accept a radical, peaceful solution 
to the gravest conflicts and crises. Undeniably, 
monopolistic big business is fully aware of the fact 
that a world war would mean suicide. It does not 
conceive war as being a last resort in solving the 
economic crisis, as it was considered to be in 1914 
and in 1939. It is thus possible and useful to take 
the first steps along the path to nuclear disarma
ment and to salvaging the environment in collab
oration with these governments. 

The error arises from making abusive general
isations from the limited, provisional successes of 
collaboration efforts. 15 Imperialism is clearly 
interested in avoiding nuclear suicide, and there
fore in limiting the arms race to sorne extent. But 
it has no interest whatsoever in calling a complete 
halt to this race, nor even in a substantial slow
down. The interests of the 'military-industrial 
complex' are opposed to it. Above all, during 
a prolonged period of economic depression, 
weapons production becomes a 'substitute 
market' par excellence, as Rosa Luxemburg had 
predicted since before the First World War, and 
as experience has taught us since 1914. On the 
other hand, the essential maintenance of nuclear 
arms continues to be axiomatic dogma on the part 
of most bourgeois governments, including social 
democratic ones. The error líes in seriously under
estimating the risks of a nuclear war arising out of 
limited 'local' military conflicts, and from the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons, as well as the 
risks of a nuclear explosion resulting from error, 
incorrect information or hasty decisions. As long 
as nuclear weapons and power plants exist any
where in the world, these risks will exist. 
Although they are considered to be borderline 
risks, is this reasonable? Is it responsible to jeo-

pardise the physical survival of humankind on the 
hypothesis that this borderline will never be 
crossed? Toe error also líes in trusting that the 
staff of the political leaders in power in those 
capitalist countries equipped with nuclear 
weapons undoubtedly comprise rational states
men. 

I am aware of at least one case - that of 
Germany - in which the ruling class allowed, or 
even preferred, to exercise its power through an 
unscrupulous, unrestrained soldier of fortune, 
ready to take the risk of destroying his country, 
his regime, and committing suicide himself. I do 
not doubt that they would have used nuclear 
weapons even on their own soil, even in an 
overkill situation. Japan in the summer of 1945 
was on the brink of falling prey to suicida! individ
uals of the same type. Who can assure us that 
such a situation will never occur again in sorne 
country equipped with nuclear arms? Would this 
not mean once again risking the physical survival 
of the human race in a moment of desperation? Is 
this not profoundly irrational and irresponsible? 

In order to overcome decisively the dangers of 
war, the threats posed for the environment, the 
hunger and misery in the Third World, the risks 
of a 'dual society' in the metropolitan countries, it 
is necessary to put all the technological, economic 
and social developments of the world under 
responsible human control. This means overcom
ing short and medium-term calculations and 
advantages, and the sovereign rights of nation 
states, which is obviously incompatible with a 
system based on prívate property, competition 
and greed for personal gain. Toe contradiction 
between the search for partial rationality and the 
reproduction of a periodically explosive and 
destructive global irrationality is inherent in this 
system. 

Now what is common to all who adopt refor
mist, neo-reformist, and pseudo-conciliatory solu
tions for the crisis in which humankind finds itself 
is that they imply the preservation of the capitalist 
system, no matter what justifying concepts are 
used ('mixed economy', 'feasible socialism' as in 
Alee Nove, etc.). The erudite, brilliant social 
democratic theorist, Michael Harrington, reached 
conclusions and propositions in his last work16 that 
the New York Times described as being reformed 
capitalism. But this cannot halt the race towards 
the abyss. It is often said that to prevent the 
threatened catastrophe, a true revolution in our 
way of thinking, a moral revolution, is necessary, 
to overcome, once and for all, the 'double stan
dard' in human behaviour, according to which 
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either one is part of the 'in-crowd' or outside it. 
In Freudian terminology, the tendency towards 
destruction (Thanatos) must be decisively over
powered by the tendency towards controlled, civ
ilised pleasure ( Eros tempered by the alter ego). 
But history teaches us that the 'double standard', 
the application of different ethica) norms to the 
members of the 'in-crowd' (whether gangs, clans, 
social classes, ethnic groups or states) and the 
'out-crowd', does not stem from innate evil or 
from original sin. lt is fundamentally the result of 
conflicting interests and the perception of them. 

The desire to overcome the 'double standard' 
through the maintenance of a social structure 
based on competition and on the aggressive seek
ing of personal privileges is the worst of ali 
delusions. Only a social order based on coopera
tion, solidarity and responsible, democratic con
trol of economic development creates the 
possibility - I cannot promise more of overcom
ing the 'double standard'. Socialism, as I have 
defined it, is necessary, but is it possible? lt 
certainly is. Above ali because capitalism is caus
ing, and will cause, a series of crises which will 
make its destruction imminent. lt is, because 
capitalism itself has already created the essential 
economic and cultural conditions for its own 
demise: the human and material productive forces 
capable of setting up a worldwide system of freely
associated producers. 

But two additional, essential prerequisites for 
the realisation of socialism are lacking. The first is 
socio-political: the will to work in thís direction 
on the part of a mass of women and meo who 
possess sufficient potential force. Toe second is 
political and organisational: their ability to suc
ceed in this difficult undertaking. Neither of the 
two conditions is guaranteed today. Neither is the 
automatic result of the maturing of 'objective 
conditions', or of the seriousness of the crisis of 
civilisation. Both will progress slowly and gradu
ally over a long period of time. This is a matter of 
creating the essential subjective conditions for the 
victory of socialism. In determining them, the 
effects of economic development on the numerical 
force and the social potential of classes and class 
fractions are intertwined with the effects of econ
omic, political and cultural progress in the con
sciousness of the masses; the importan ce of 
material interests and the experiences gained from 
them; the interaction between these experiences, 
these ways of thinking; the ( delaying or stimulat
ing) influence of political parties and trade unions, 
with regard to the acquisition of this awareness, 
and many more. 

The current situation and the future of socialism 

The working class, in the Marxist sense of the 
word, 17 is the only social force in the world today 
which has the potential to eliminate capitalism. 
This is the third main thesis of my diagnosis 
regarding the status and the future of socialism. I 
refer to the historical tendency, not to specific 
situations, countries, or areas. The relocation of 
companies can lead to a decline - if limited in 
the number of wage earners in the 'old' industri
alised regions, which is more than compensated 
by the expansion of the number of wage earners 
in the regions and countries now undergoing 
industrialisation. The spectacular growth in the 
number of workers employed in offices, the grow
ing feminisation of the proletariat - positive 
phenomena - are accompanied by negative 
phenomena, such as the alarming expansion of 
the poor sectors of the working class living on the 
fringes of society, which Marx referred to as bis 
'Lazarus groups'. If one wishes to avoid dull 
eclecticism, it is necessary to talk frankly about 
which of the opposed tendencies will prevail 
worldwide in the long term. Most of the empirical 
data available to me at present point to the 
conclusion that the evolution will be towards the 
growth rather than the weakening of the prolet
ariat, towards homogenisation rather than heter
ogeneity. The emergence of workers in the public 
utilities sector as one of the most combative and 
effective sectors in the union movement consti
tutes a confirmation of this historical tendency. 18 

It is accompanied by the appearance of new 
labour strongholds in telecommunications centres, 
in public transport (including airlines and airports) 
and in hospitals, in banks and even in the edu
cation system. These strongholds bring together 
thousands, sometimes tens of thousands, and 
even, on a regional and national level, hundreds 
of thousands of workers progressively better 
organised, with an ability to bring the capitalist 
economy to a halt, and to 'question' bourgeois 
society, which is impressive. In fact, it is greater 
than that of the 'old' labour bastions. A general 
strike in the iron and steel industry, or in the car 
manufacturing industry does not bring the 
national economy to a standstill. By contrast, a 
general strike in the electrical, telecommunica
tions or banking sector would in ali probability, 
bring it to a screeching halt. 

This is what is meant, of course, when reference 
is made to the objectively anti-capitalist potential 
of the action taken by labour: the capacity to bring 
the capitalist economy as a whole to a halt, to 
interrupt the functioning, in practice, of the bour
geois rules, to replace it as the organising force of 
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economic life. Working people already comprise 
over 90 per cent of the active population in the 
most highly-industrialised countries, and sorne 80 
per cent in numerous other countries. Who would 
be capable of neutralising this amazing striking 
force once it got under way? lt may be objected 
that strikes in the public utilities sector can be 
broken more easily, or can even be prohibited by 
law. They are un popular amongst those who use 
these services, especially those who live on low 
incomes. But with their exemplary, practical 
common sense, the workers have airead y found a 
suitable, spectacular answer to this threat: the 
response of active strikes. The 'public' reacts neg
atively to the fact that hospital services are slow, 
that the electricity is cut off, that the underground 
and local trains run late, that their children have 
to stay at home because teachers are on strike. 
But the 'working public' shows solidarity with the 
strikers if the underground and local trains oper
ate - but free of charge; if the hospitals are 
operating full-time - but completely free, and 
without the filling-in of administrative forms; if 
their children go to school - but the teachers teach 
classes based on tapies other than those included 
in the official programmes. The 'public' will 
applaud the strikers if, instead of cutting off the 
electricity, they simply refuse to register the meter 
readings. 

The active strike of the public utilities sector 
combines two tendencies, which can be demon
strated empirically, in the behaviour ( or the way 
of thinking) of today's proletariat: that of not 
going beyond immediate concerns (in short, only 
obtaining specific improvements for the workers 
of the public utilities sector, not doing away with 
the capitalist system); 19 and a certain disrespect 
for traditional bourgeois values. When these tend
encies merge within the framework of an inter
professional general strike which lasts for over 24 
or 48 hours, they give rise to a true power count
ering that of the state; that is to say, a situation of 
dual power. This is the model which all revol
utionary crises will follow in a highly industrialised 
country. 

One of the most destructive theories of tra
ditional social democracy, later adopted by 
modern social democracy, as well as by Stalinists 
and post-Stalinists, is the functional 'division of 
tasks' among parties and unions. lt is considered 
that the latter should deal exclusively with the 
immediate, real demands of the workers, while 
the former would only 'take care of politics', that 
is to say, of elections, parliament and government. 
In practice, this excludes ali extra-parliamentary 

direct action on the part of the masses. 20 E ven 
worse, it excludes the working class from any type 
of political activity, save that of voting. This 
makes politics the prívate domain of the staffs of 
the political parties. This theory is based on a 
sophism: the unions are considered to represent 
particular, and even 'corporatist' interests, while 
parliamentary groups and the democratic govern
ments represent 'the will (sovereignty) of the 
people'. But this fraudulent aspect is uncovered 
when it is shown that Members of Parliament, and 
the governments elected on 'X' electoral platform 
take it upon themselves to make 'X-Y' or even 
'non-X' decisions. Who gave them the power to 
do so? The sophists can easily be exposed by 
demanding that they include the right of referen
dum by popular initiative in their constitutions; 
that unions, workers and all important citizen 
interest groups have the right to present specific 
demands to the voters. Why not the 'X' of the 
electoral platform forgotten by 'the' party? In this 
case, their fear of the voters might curb rash 
promises, and possibly the indiscriminate aban
donment of them. The extra-parliamentary 
actions taken by the masses, which assume a clear 
political dimension during an active general strike, 
make it possible gradually to overcome the 'apol
itical nature' of the masses in practice. Ali those 
who refer to this apoliticism in arder to justify 
their substitutionalism are doing everything poss
ible to preserve and consolidate it. One of the 
main merits of Marx was that, unlike the first 
socialists and the first revolutionary communists, 
such as Gracchus Babeuf, he linked the 'socialist 
project' indissolubly with the independent activity 
and organisation of the working class. Toe eman
cipation of workers would be the job of the 
workers themselves, not of any supreme saviour, 
or god, or Caesar or tribune, or government 
(state), or party. Governments and parties can be 
regarded as essential instruments of ernancipation 
only to the extent that they enhance and stimulate 
the independent activity and organisation of the 
masses. Marx and Engels understood this very 
well and said it repeatedly, echoed later by Trot
sky, Rosa Luxemburg, Lenin from 1905, the 
young Bukharin, Gramsci and many others. 
Unless socialism rids itself of ali traces of substi
tutionalism it will continue to be in crisis with its 
future uncertain. 

The general strategy to overcome the crisis of 
socialism outlined here is not the fantasy of an 
intellectual in an ivory tower. It generalises a 
tendency present in the great labour struggles of 
the past decades: the general strike in Belgium of 
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1960-1; the student protest movement of 1968 in 
France; the 'hot autumn of 1969' in Italy; the 
Portuguese Revolution of 1974-5; the rise of 
Solidarnosé in Poland of 1980-1; the great strikes 
of the 1980s in Brazil; the strike of the Soviet 
miners in 1989. In all these cases, the tendency to 
establish a power to counter that of the state was 
perfectly obvious. This is a tendency, or even 
'embryonic tendency', not a fully-fledged, con
scious reality. My recovery of the 'socialist project 
according to Marx' implies no idealisation what
soever of the proletariat. I always refer to the real 
proletariat, simply the way it is, with its good and 
bad points, both of which are the result of a 'bad' 
society ( capitalist society or post-capitalist, 
bureaucratic society). 

For Marx, socialism can only result from the 
real struggles of that real class, not from the 
imaginary ones of an ideal class. This class is not 
sufficiently prepared to build a better society, 
especially in terms of self-awareness. This is why 
it needs to be led by an aware, organised avant 
garde. That is why I continue to be a confirmed 
Leninist,21 provided that Leninism does not take 
a turn towards substitutionalism. One of the 
weaknesses of the proletariat has come to light in 
the course of the last few decades: the difficulties 
of overcoming the sexism in their ranks which 
stems from that social institution called the 
'nuclear family'. This is the essential reason why a 
mass feminist movement has evolved independent 
of the organised labour movement. 

The same can be said of the environmental and 
anti-nuclear movements, which often encountered 
real opposition from the union movement, and 
from sectors of the working class, who viewed 
them as threatening their jobs. These 'new social 
movements' will have to learn from their own 
experience that the vital problems for the eman
cipation and survival of humankind can only be 
solved if capitalism is abolished. But the main 
alliance which must be sought is still with the 
liberation movements of the Third World. To the 
extent that industrialisation develops, the prolet
ariat will be strengthened by this movement. This is 
already taking place impressively in South Africa. 
But the alliance of workers and peasants, and the 
struggle for agrarian and urban reform are still 
essential for the victory of these mass movements. 

I have already stressed that the tendency 
towards the strengthening and homogenisation of 
the proletariat exists worldwide. At first glance 
this seems to be a grand delusion. Is not national
ism more influential than ever within the inter
national proletariat? Have not the great labour 
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parties and the trade unions, proved themselves 
to be incapable of working together on an inter
national leve!? Has 'proletarian internationalism' 
not systematícally bowed to serve so-called 
'guardian states'? Is not this setback, maybe even 
failure, rooted in the different interests of workers 
in different countries (at times, in different strata 
of workers in the same country), favoured by 
enormous differences in salaries maintained by 
segmented 'job markets'? This argument undeni
ably contains an element of truth, but it is made 
more questionable by the fundamental tendency 
of capitalism in the late twentieth century: the 
internationalisation of the productive forces, which 
inevitably entails, in spite of all state and ideologi
cal resistance, the internationalisation of capital 
and class struggle. At present, the world market is 
dominated by 700 multinational companies. Thei: 
ability to thwart all state politics, all worker/union 
opposition limited to one sole country, or to a 
limited number of countries, will increase. This is 
the objective basis of the necessary, and possible, 
rebirth of proletarian internationalism, at least in 
the long run. Socialism will be worldwide or it will 
not exist at ali. To prevent the catastrophes with 
which we are threatened, a World Socialist Feder
ation is the on)y valid solution for the future. 

If the internationalisation of the productive 
forces and of capital is the fundamental economic 
tendency of the coming decades, there will not be 
a 'post-industrial society', not a 'computer-based 
society', nor will the power of experts replace the 
power of capital, nor will there even be a prolet
ariat. This journal's original programmatic declar
ation puts forward the opposite thesis, with which 
I do not agree. I am participating in the project 
because I believe that revolutionary socialists 
should use all opportunities to defend their ideas, 
and I do so with even greater enthusiasm given that 
the inability to debate freely differences of opinion 
within the labour movement has been, without 
doubt, one of the causes of the crisis of socialism 
since 1914. Re-establishing a capacity for dialogue 
without decisive commitments or prior consensus 
signals a big step forward. This is not only a matter 
of intellectual concern, but of understanding that 
democracy within the labour movement is a pre
requisite for the uncompromising conflict of ideas 
always to go hand in hand with the will and the 
ability to work together in order to achieve 
common goals against common adversaries. 

Once again, this is a matter of stressing the 
moral conditions for restoring the credibility of 
socialism. If socialist practice is not in keeping 
with socialist principies, the masses will react 
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sceptically. Only socialism is capable of fighting, 
uncompromisingly and without reservation, for 
the worldwide conquest and defence of human 
rights. But this means that socialists must never 
subordinate these rights to any 'reason of state', 
even in states that they themselves are goveming. 
Which means, above all, that they must guarantee 
these same rights within the socialist labour move
ment itself. If socialism recovers its ability to 
identify itself with the struggle against exploíta
tion, oppression and injustice throughout the 
world; if it once again acts systematically and 
consistently with Marx's categorical imperative 
not to tolerate any human degradation even 
though there may be a 'political price' to pay; 
then sometime in the future it will have harnessed 
an invincible moral and political power. 

Notes 

1. I have been working for sorne years now taking
stock of a century of debates regarding Marxism.
Toe economic part of this stocktaking is summar
ised in my 'Introduction' to the three volumes of
Capital, published by New Left Review/Penguin
Books.

2. See my book Long Waves of Capitalist Develop
ment (Cambridge University Press, 1980).

3. ! s�pport democratic, socialist economic planning,
md1ssolubly linked to democratic pluralism. The
working masses must be sovereign and free to 
determine for themselves the priorities in the allot
ment of economic resources. A sovereignty of this
type is impossible without the freedom to choose
between different coherent allocation plans,
between several programmes, that is to say,
between different parties.

4. But not inevitable of course. Marx and Engels,
L�nin, Rosa Luxemburg and Trotsky always
reJected the idea of the inevitabílity of socialism.
They presented the choice as one between socialism
and barbarism.

5. Alee Nove, in The Economics of Feasible Socialism,
argues that 'socialism according to Marx' cannot be 
carried out in any way at ali (utopian). At the same
time, he is sceptical about its usefulness.

6. Deng Xiaoping took the liberty of naming Poi Pot
as a leader 'who has made sorne errors'. One
million people murdered is a glaring 'error'.

7. Violence was clearly used on a large scale in the
�ird World during the nineteenth century. Imperi
ahsm, from 1914, and later fascism, increasingly
introduced colonial customs in the metropolitan
countries.

8. This usurpation ('political expropriation') formula
�s no longer, in our times, exclusive to the Trotsky-
1sts. It was applied in the official resolution passed
by the nineteenth conference of the CPSU (Com
munist Party of the Soviet U nion).

9. This integration has gone through three successive
stages: integration of socialist deputies into the
bourgeois state; the growing merger of labour
bureaucracies with upper levels of the state insti
tutions and cooperating bourgeois institutions; ini
tial merger of this 'state-social-democratic complex'
with the prívate 'computer-based' sector of late
capítalism.

10. I have analysed the relations between the Nomen
klatura, the working class, the peasants, the 'new
middle class' and the intelligentsia in my book
Where is Gorbachev's USSR Going? (Verso).

11. One must not confuse this rejection of ali bureau·
cracies with an approval of reprivatisation, which
would only replace the public monopolies and
bureaucracies.
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