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Introduction

Socialism is a kind of yearning for a better life than what
capitalism permits for most people. Socialist yearnings are as
old as capitalism itself, because they are its products. Where
and when capitalism's problems and failings have
accumulated criticism and critics, socialist voices have risen.
And so it is again now.

Any serious discussion of socialism must begin by
acknowledging socialism’s rich diversity. Whatever particular
aspects of socialism we choose to analyze, they need to be
located within socialism’s complexity. That avoids presenting
one’s own interpretation as if it were the entirety of socialism.
In this book, | focus on the economic aspects of socialism, how
it differs from capitalism in broad outlines. | am more
interested in socialist critiques of capitalism and their
implications about socialist alternatives than in the particulars
of the few, early experiments in erecting socialist systems
(USSR, People’s Republic of China, and so on} that history so
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far offers. Finally, my own education and work constrain me to
concentrate on Western Europe and North America. Some
important aspects of socialism are thus not covered or
discussed here.

Yearnings for better lives, such as socialism proposes, are not
new. In slave societies, the slaves hoped and dreamed of lives
less hard and less out of their own control. Their yearning
aimed to obtain freedom. They sought social change that
would preclude any one person being the property of another.

In feudal societies, the serfs — “free” in the sense that no one
“owned” them — yearned for better lives too. Their
subordination to lords included heavy labor and other burdens
that they wanted lifted. They hoped and dreamed of a society
in which they would not be bound to the land, the lord of that
land, and the feudal dues of labor and subservience. The serfs
mobilized in the 1789 French Revolution to demand liberty,
equality, and brotherhood. In effect, the serfs had expanded
on what the slaves had called freedom.

In the American Revolution against British King George lll, the
revolutionaries were neither slaves nor serfs. They were
mostly self-employed farmers, craftspeople, and merchants
subject to a foreign feudal kingdom. Their yearnings thus
differed from those of slaves and serfs. They wanted liberty as
individuals to pursue their dreams without hindrance from
feudalism or monarchism, whether foreign or domestic. They
added democracy to the goals advanced by the slaves and
serfs before them.



The different systems of slavery, feudalism, and small-scale
self-employment produced masses of people yearning for
better lives. Eventually, each of those systems provoked
revolutions. Many people then sought to break away from and
go beyond those systems. The French and American
revolutions marked key moments in the social
transformations of major pre-capitalist systems into capitalist
ones.

By “capitalist system” we mean that particular organization of
production in which the basic human relation is
employer/employee instead of master/slave, lord/serf, or
individual self-employment. The revolutionaries who wanted
and built capitalism hoped and believed that transitions to
employer/employee relations of production would bring with
them the liberty, equality, brotherhood, and democracy they
yearned for. The revolutions’ leaders promised — to
themselves and to the people they led — that those goals
would be achieved.

But the transitions to capitalist employer/employee relations
that increasingly replaced the previous slave, feudal, and self-
employment relations of production had unintended
consequences. Capitalism soon proved to be different from
what its revolutionaries had hoped. While it enabled some
people to be more free and more independent than slaves,
serfs, or self-employed subjects of monarchies had been, it
also seriously limited freedom, independence, and democracy
for many. Capitalism betrayed many of the promises made by
its advocates. It produced and reproduced great inequalities of
income and wealth. Poverty proved to be endemic, as
capitalism seemed equally adept at producing and
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reproducing both wealth and poverty. The capitalist rich used
their wealth to shape and control politics and culture.
Democratic forms hid very undemocratic content. The cyclical
instability attending capitalism constantly threatened and hurt
large numbers, and so on.

Growing numbers of employees within capitalism began to
yearn for better lives. They defined those yearnings first in the
familiar terms of the earlier French and American revolutions:
equality, fraternity, liberty, and democracy. They criticized a
capitalism that failed to deliver those to most people and
demanded social changes to achieve them. Many people still
continue to want a better, softer, friendlier capitalism, where
government regulates and intervenes to achieve more of what
the French and American revolutionaries had yearned for and
promised. They often self-define as “socialists.”

However, capitalism’s development provoked another,
different perspective that also called itself socialism. In that
view, capitalism had not broken from slavery, feudalism, and
monarchy nearly as much as its advocates had imagined.
Slavery had masters/slaves, feudalism had lords/serfs, and
monarchy had kings/subjects as key sources of their
inequalities, lack of freedom, oppressions, and conflicts. The
employer/employee relation of production in capitalism
generated parallel problems.

Capitalism installed monarchies inside individual workplaces,
even as monarchies outside workplaces were rejected. Kings
mostly disappeared, but inside each workplace the owners or
their designated boards of directors assumed king-like powers.



Capitalism proclaimed democracy outside workplaces, where
people resided, but banned it from inside its workplaces.

For some, socialism protests against all the dichotomies:
slave/master, serf/lord, subject/king, and employee/employer.
It seeks their abolition in favor of democratically self-
governing communities of equals. Such socialists insist that
democracy applies to the economy as well as to politics. They
see no way for politics to be genuinely democratic if it rests on
a non-democratic economic basis. The corruption common to
all political systems resting on capitalist economies —
endlessly experienced, regularly exposed, and constantly
reproduced — is their proof. The inequalities attending all
capitalist economies are protected, and thus reproduced,
because even a formally democratic  politics
disproportionately empowers capitalism’s employer class.

How to concretely organize socialism, and how to achieve
transition to it from capitalism, have always been issues of
disagreement and debate among socialists. Anyone referring
to the socialist position on what constitutes a socialist
economy and society, or on how to achieve transition, is
making a major mistake. Socialism is more like a tradition of
multiple different streams of thought about these questions.
The extraordinarily rapid spread of socialism across the globe
over the last century and a half brought it to societies with very
different histories, economic development, cultures, and so
on. Many different interpretations of socialism emerged.
Likewise, practical socialist movements over the same period
display successes and failures — in labor struggles, party
politics, and in early efforts to construct socialist economies
and societies — that also shaped diverse kinds of socialism.
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The debates among socialists have sometimes been extreme.
Some interpretations view others as outside the tradition, not
“real” or “true” socialism. Some interpretations added
adjectives to “socialism” to distinguish among the
interpretations. Examples include “democratic,” “market,”
“libertarian,” “anarcho-,” “eco-," “evolutionary,”
“revolutionary,” “Soviet,” “Christian,” “utopian,” “scientific,”
“national,” “parliamentary,” “state,” “Stalinist,” and more.
Socialists never universally accepted or recognized any one
authority's definition of socialism. Instead, socialism has
always been a tradition of multiple, different, contested
streams of thought and practice. We try here to explain when
and why we use one or some among socialism'’s
interpretations and when we discuss the tradition as a whole.

LI " &

In the name of socialism, individuals, groups, movements,
parties, and governments have sometimes acted in ways that
other socialists and non-socialists have found unjustified or
even horrificc. While the same indictment applies to
Christianity, or democracy, or freedom, etc., that is not an
excuse. Stalin and Pol Pot are stains on the history of socialism
that it must account for and reject. The Spanish Inquisition,
missionaries’ misdeeds, holy wars against infidels, and
countless wars among different interpretations are parallel
stains on Christianity. Centuries of colonialism, the slave trade,
world war, and mass poverty in the midst of great wealth stain
capitalism.

Transition from capitalism to one or another kind of socialism
does not guarantee that all socialist goals will be achieved or
that none will be abused. The abolition of slavery did not mean
freedomm was achieved and never subsequently abused.
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Likewise, the end of serfdom by a revolutionary transition to
capitalism did not guarantee liberty, equality, and fraternity for
all. Nonetheless, the passing of slavery and of feudalism were
important, necessary, positive steps for humanity. Socialists
argue the same for the transition from capitalism to socialism.
Indeed, socialists today, across nearly all their different
streams and interpretations, recognize that the tradition
benefits as much from acknowledging abusive usages of
socialism (not to be repeated) as from celebrating and building
successful usages.

Socialism is continually reborn, since the problems of
capitalism, especially inequality and cyclical instability, remain
unsolved. A particular burden for today’s new generation of
socialists — and for the writing of this book — arises from the
last half century’s taboo on socialism, especially in the United
States. That taboo left a legacy of ignorance about socialism in
general and about its many profound changes over the last 50
years. My hope is that this book helps to overcome that taboo
and its legacy, and thereby helps build a new socialism.






Chapter |

A Brief History: How Socialism Got to its
Here and Now

Socialism grew from a small European social movement two
centuries ago into a huge global movement today. Historically,
that is far faster than comparable movements in history, such
as Rome’s empire, Christianity, or Islam. Even the capitalism
that spawned socialism as its critical “other” began earlier and
so grew less quickly. Today's socialism reflects its rapid spread
across a changing world’s diverse natural, political, economic,
and cultural conditions. A brief look at socialism'’s remarkable
history offers us a useful angle for understanding it.

Socialism exploded in 19th-century Europe and took off
across the continent. Echoes and ramifications of the French
and American revolutions provoked correspondingly
revolutionary thinking and writing. In philosophy, politics,
economics (then called “political economy”), and culture,
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many ruptures and breakthroughs occurred. The remaining
feudalism and feudal empires disintegrated, and industrial
capitalism and ethnic nationalisms spread. The 1848
Revolutions led to major reorganizations of Europe’s map
(especially the unifications of Germany and ltaly), and
capitalist colonialism took major steps toward creating an
integrated world economy. All such events spurred the
development and expansion of socialism as well.

Socialism gathered the critics and criticisms of capitalism’s
evident tendencies to widen income and wealth differences.
Socialism came to stand for a yearning toward far greater
equality. Socialism likewise accumulated the protests and
protesters against capitalism’s instability, its built-in cycles
that confronted the working class with sudden
unemployment and income loss, on average every four to
seven years. The plague of recession and depression feared by
most employers and employees alike struck many as an
utterly irrational feature of capitalism and more than sufficient
to provoke a yearning for a system that would not need or
permit such cycles.

By the second half of the 19th century, European socialists
were numerous and self-confident enough to form social
movements, labor unions, and political parties. Socialist
newspapers, books, and pamphlets spread their ideas. Serious
theoreticians (especially Marx, Engels, and their students)
added depth and reach to socialism, developing the tradition
into a substantive literature of social criticism, analysis, and
proposals for making social change. Marx's Capital, Volume 1
defined a fundamental injustice — exploitation — located in
capitalism’s  core  employer/employee  relationship.
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Exploitation, in Marx's terms, describes the situation in which
employees produce more value for employers than the value
of wages paid to them. Capitalist exploitation, Marx showed,
shaped everything else in capitalist societies. Yearning for a
better society, socialists increasingly included demands for the
end of exploitation, replacing the employer/employee
relationship with an alternative production organization in
which employees functioned democratically as their own
employer.

In 1871, socialists seized power in Paris and established and
governed a commune there. For a few weeks, Europe and the
world glimpsed some outlines of how society would function
differently were socialism to replace capitalism. Socialists also
glimpsed a basic strategy for transition from capitalism to
socialism. Socialists would capture state power and use it to
create, protect, and develop the socialist alternative to
capitalism.

Socialists in 19th-century Europe generally embraced the key
slogans of the French and American revolutions: liberty,
equality, fraternity, and democracy. What distressed and
activated them was that actually existing capitalisms had
failed to achieve those ideals. Socialism was the demand to go
further, to be more “progressive,” precisely to realize liberty,
equality, fraternity, and democracy. If capitalism could or
would not move forward in that way, then it needed to be
pushed aside for a better system, namely socialism.

Several central issues took form as major alternative streams
of socialist thought coalesced around them. One issue
concerned building socialism around images, sketches, and
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even functioning models of the desired post-capitalist society.
Cooperative workplaces, collectivist communities, anti-
individualist kinship groups, and more comprised social
models that inspired “utopian” socialists. Examples include
Robert Owen and his New Lanark community, Charles Fourier
and his Phalanstery, Etienne Cabet and his worker
cooperatives, and many others. The utopians often believed
that to achieve progress beyond the capitalisms of their day,
people living within those systems had to see and experience
today anticipations of future socialism. Constructing and
promoting such anticipations became a major strategy to win
adherents for a transition from capitalism to socialism.

Other socialists tilted their emphases elsewhere. Marx and
Engels offered a “scientific” socialism as a critique of utopian
socialism. They argued that beautiful utopias would not
produce revolutions against capitalism nor transitions to
socialism. Rather, transformation would emerge when the
tensions, conflicts, and crises resulting from capitalism'’s
internal contradictions produced the desire and capacity for
social change among a part of the population that could
achieve that change. For Marx and Engels, the potential
revolutionary agent was the industrial proletariat — the
working class — allied with those intellectuals who understood
the future dangers inherent in capitalism’s internal
contradictions. Socialists to this day debate the roles of
utopian impulses and models on the one hand, and the
mobilization of a revolutionary working class inside capitalism
on the other, in relation to strategies of transitioning to and
sustaining socialism.
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beyond feudalism to capitalism, such socialists anticipated
parallel revolutions for the transition from capitalism to
socialism. Debaters of the most effective path toward
socialism sometimes also proclaimed middle grounds:
commitments to struggle for reforms but always with an
explicit caveat that reforms would never be secure until a basic
change to socialism had been accomplished, which required a
revolutionary break.

Just as socialists have long debated the relative importance of
utopian versus scientific socialisms, and reformist versus
revolutionary socialisms, the 20th century brought forward a
new and different kind of debate. The Soviet revolution of 1917
inaugurated the first enduring government committed to
socialism: the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR). The
1917 revolutionaries (especially Lenin) drew many important
lessons from the very short-lived French socialist experiments
in the Paris Commune of 1871. Marx’s analysis of why the Paris
Commune survived so briefly served Lenin with significant
guides that helped the Soviet revolution become the first
durable experiment in constructing a socialist government.

From its beginning, the USSR provoked debate among
socialists. Disputes focused on whether Soviet leaders’
decisions properly applied pre-1917 socialist ideas and
principles. On a deeper level, the European socialist
movement had to confront two significant changes from what
had agitated and driven socialism during the 19th century.

First, socialism now had two different contexts that became
two distinct, albeit also connected, social projects. Socialists
living and working inside still-capitalist countries continued to
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the Soviet leadership between Leon Trotsky and Josef Stalin,
and Stalin's emergence as the dominant leader starkly
changed socialist debates.

Perhaps Stalin's most consequential early decision was to
declare that the USSR had achieved socialism. What Lenin had
called “state capitalism” thus became “socialism.” Stalin
offered the USSR as the successfully achieved transition from
capitalism to socialism, the model for those seeking socialism
everywhere. Whatever Stalin’s intent — perhaps to give the
long-suffering Soviet people a sense that all their sacrifices
had achieved their goal — his declaration had deeply
problematic effects. It identified socialism — for the world —
with a social system at once poor, wracked with internal
conflicts, and tightly controlled by a harsh political
dictatorship. Socialism’s enemies have used this identification
ever since to equate political dictatorship with socialism. Of
course, this required obscuring or denying that (1) dictatorships
have often existed in capitalist societies and (2) socialisms
have often existed without dictatorships. That obscuring and
denying continues to this day.

The second big change that the first half of the 20th century
brought into socialism came from the rise of local movements
against capitalist imperialism. Their targets were Europe’s
formal colonialism, chiefly in Asia and Africa, and the US’s less
formal, but no less real, colonialism in Latin America. Those
oppositional movements increasingly found their way to
socialism. Sometimes, students attending universities in
colonizing countries encountered socialists and socialism
there. More generally, colonized people seeking
independence took inspiration from, and saw alliance
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sometimes operated some major industries (e.g., utilities,
transport, banks) while controlling the economy with heavy
regulations and taxation. The government’s goals included
labor protections, income redistribution, and provision of basic
welfare via subsidized education, housing, transport, and
health care. This kind of socialism stressed its difference from
— and often political opposition to — the communist system
in the Eastern European countries allied to the USSR. Those
countries also referred to their economic systems as
“socialist.” In them, the government owned and operated
large sections of industry and agriculture, and provided more
subsidized public services. Social democrats and communists
criticized and debated one another. At the same time, the
celebrants of private capitalism mostly attacked both kinds of
socialism.

Dissenters criticized both of the major streams, or types, of
socialism. For example, some believed that the communist
stream empowered the state apparatus excessively, in
violation of the bottom-up notion of social power they
identified with socialism. Others found social democracy left
too much power and wealth concentrated in the hands of
large private capitalist interests. Social-democratic regulations
and public services were always insecure, always vulnerable to
well-financed attacks when private capitalists opposed them.
The social democracies’ capitalist-generated inequalities
rendered their democracies not genuinely socialist in such
dissenters’ view.

In the United States a peculiarly skewed notion of socialism
took hold, especially among those who disliked it, but also
among the general public. Large segments of the population
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a loyalty to capitalism that they hoped would protect them. It
did not.

For many, communism, socialism, Marxism, anarchism, and
more recently terrorism, are all noxious anti-American
ideologies and practices that differ only in their spelling. From
the mid-1940s until Bernie Sanders’ 2016 campaign for
president, any candidate accepting the label “socialist”
thereby risked political suicide. It was not unusual in the US to
see almost all government activity (other than the military)
attacked as socialist (e.g., the post office, Amtrak, TVA,
Medicare, Medicaid, and so on). Thus, countless Soviet
scholars could and did explain that the USSR was socialist —
or even state capitalist — and merely hoped one day to
develop further into communism. Nonetheless, few in the US
paid attention. For most, either word applied synonymously.
Such was not the case in Europe, where most people knew
from family, neighbors, newspapers, and so on, what rough
boundaries separated socialists from communists, etc.

The implosion of the USSR and its Eastern European allies in
1989-1990 set back socialism generally, but especially the
communist stream. The social-democracy stream was less
affected. However, many of socialism’s critics have since
portrayed the end of the USSR as some sort of final victory for
capitalism in its  20th-century  struggle  with
socialism/communism. Amid the capitalist triumphalism, all
strains of socialism were thrown together as having somehow
all expired. The reality would soon prove quite different.

Capitalist triumphalism attached itself to the neoliberalism
that surged in the 1980-2008 period. Neoliberalism is an
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postponed, or slow consumption growth. Reduced Cold War
tensions, plus the spread of television and other displays of
disparate consumption levels, plus building resentments over
limited civil liberties, combined to collapse the Soviet and
Eastern European socialist governments. A relatively peaceful
transition away from them began.

fronically, because little internal debate had been allowed by
those governments, the broad citizenry knew little about the
diverse streams of socialism. The existing socialist
governments had presented their shared interpretation of
socialism as the only valid, real version. Thus the only
alternative to the socialism that most Eastern Europeans knew
was its arch-other, namely Western capitalism. The idea that
there were other kinds of socialism than what existed in
Eastern Europe — and that their citizens’ aspirations might
best be achieved via transition to one of them —was rarely put
forward. In the rush to exit from Eastern European socialism,
the crowds surged toward Western capitalism with but a few,
unheeded voices urging that the desired goal be Scandinavia
or Germany, not the UK or US. It was another history lesson
showing the deep dangers everywhere of shutting down
debate over alternative systems.

The economic surge of Western capitalism, despite being
debt-driven, created a near euphoric notion of capitalism'’s
ascendancy. That was reinforced into full euphoria with the
collapse of the world's first socialist state, the USSR, and its
post-World War Il European allies. The 20th century's struggle
between capitalism and socialissm seemed over, won
definitively by capitalism. The future would be perpetual
capitalist growth benefiting all. Warning signs — including the
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Of course, these are abstractions and generalizations, but they
suffice at this early stage of our argument. Socialists believe
such desires are generally frustrated for most people in
capitalist societies. Transition from a capitalist to a socialist
society is then the means to achieve a society that successfully
provides all people with better lives in the sense conveyed
above.

In societies with a slave economic system, many slaves
yearned for emancipation from the horrific burdens and
constraints imposed on them. Their thoughts, dreams, and
actions eventually contributed to achieving this goal. Likewise,
serfs wanted to abolish the burdens imposed on them by the
feudal economic system, and over time they helped make the
break from that system. Socialists recognize the uniqueness of
slavery and feudalism and also draw inspiration from the
slaves’ and serfs’ struggles against these past economic
systems. Socialists want to make a parallel break from
capitalism.

Slaves and serfs learned that freedom, liberty, and the
overcoming of slavery and feudalism did not magically solve
all their problems. Socialists have come to learn the same
about socialism. Ending slavery and feudalism were
enormously important, progressive steps taken in human
history. Socialism, too, will not be a panacea, but it will, in
socialists’ views, represent a major progressive improvement
over capitalism.

Beyond their shared yearning, socialists advocate a variety of
criticisms of capitalism, a variety of strategies for transition to
socialism, and a variety of conceptions of what socialism is.
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find associated positions within the feudal economy. Like
masters, lords exercise a socially dominant power that derives
in large part from their position in relation to production and
distribution. Masters and lords are usually few, relative to the
numbers of slaves and serfs.

Capitalism is different from slavery, feudalism, and socialism.
Capitalism divides participants in production and distribution
into employers and employees. Employers are few;
employees are many. Employers direct and control
employees’ work with regard to the production and
distribution of goods and services. Employees are not
anyone’s property, nor are they bound to the land or to the
employer of their parents. They are “free” in the sense that
they can voluntarily enter into a contract to work for any
employer they choose who is hiring employees. Hiring is the
purchase of an employee’s “labor power” — a person’s ability
to work over a specific period of time. Labor power is paid for
with products or money called a “wage.” Wages did not exist
in slavery or feudalism, as the relationship of the two primary
groups involved in those systems generally secured the work
of one for the other without a labor contract.

Another different economic system entails individuals
working alone, say as farmers, craftspersons, service providers,
etc. In producing and distributing resources and products, such
persons work individually. Their economy displays no
dichotomy of the sorts encountered in slavery (master/slave),
feudalism (lord/serf), or capitalism (employer/employee).
Likewise, such an economy is not socialist since it does not
entail the democratic and collective decision-making in
production and distribution that would occur in a socialist

30






Socialist economic systems differ in important ways from
capitalist systems, but here we must acknowledge that
sodcialists disagree about those differences. Indeed, so do non-
socialists, and often in similar ways. Since we will encounter
these disagreements repeatedly in this book, we spell them
out here.

One concept of socialism differentiates it from capitalism by
the economic interventions of the state. For this concept of
socialism, capitalism is a system of employers and employees
such that both kinds of people have no position within the
state. Thus their enterprises are referred to as “private.” A
capitalist economy exists if and when all or most enterprises
producing and distributing resources and products are such
private capitalist enterprises. Usually, in this view, the
interactions among private enterprises, their hired laborers,
and their customers are all exchanges in what this view labels
a “free market” Like the word “private” applied to the
enterprise, the word “free” applied to the market is meant to
signal that the state as a social institution does not intervene
(or intervenes minimally) in the production and distribution of
goods and services.

Capitalism in this approach is defined as private enterprises
plus free markets. It then follows that if and when a state
intervenes or interferes in such private enterprises and/or free
markets, capitalism is at least compromised or at most
transformed into socialism. Since society intervenes through
the agency of the state, this first kind of socialism names that
“social intervention.” Many libertarians, for example, believe
that capitalism is compromised to the extent that it allows or
admits state economic interventions. Where capitalism
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world socialism over the USSR’s embrace of state-owned and
-operated industrial enterprises. Socialists critical of or
opposed to the USSR's form of socialism kept the name
“socialist” while those who saw the USSR as the model for
post-capitalist socialism took the name “communist.” That
split proved very influential in much thinking about capitalism
versus socialism across the 20th century.

“Communism” became the widely accepted name for that
kind of socialism that went beyond taxation and regulation to
add the all-important direct state ownership and operation of
enterprises. The socialists who joined and built communist
parties advocated going beyond taxation, government
spending on public services, and regulation to include state
ownership and operation of many or all enterprises. Other
socialists instead celebrated private, market capitalism where
the state taxed, spent, regulated, and redistributed income
and wealth more equally but did not own and operate many
enterprises. The parties of such folk kept the “socialist” name
and often stressed their commitments to political freedoms
and civil liberties — in contrast to the practices of the
communist systems, first in the USSR and later elsewhere as
well.

The Great Depression of 1929-1941 added more layers of
controversy and confusion around the name “socialism.” The
depth and duration of that capitalist crash provoked a whole
new economics named after John Maynard Keynes. This new
economics was devoted to rescuing capitalism from itself by
both explaining the causes of capitalism’s depressions and
also offering policies (monetary and fiscal) to moderate,
contain, and limit them. These were policies designed to be
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majority of voters electing parliaments and other state
officials, capitalism’s champions sense trouble and risk.
Employees may and likely will blame their suffering
(unemployment, low wages, bad working conditions, poor
housing, etc.) on capitalist employers. Employees will
recognize that their votes can empower a state apparatus to
reduce or end that suffering. Tax structures, regulations of
enterprises and markets, and other state interventions in the
capitalist system can alter the distributions of income, wealth,
and power from what they would be without such state
interventions. Universal suffrage can enable the majority
(employees) to offset the inequalities flowing from a capitalist
economy dominated by a minority (employers). For the
champions of private capitalism, the risks of a state powerful
enough toimpose taxes, regulations, and wealth redistribution
through universal suffrage is as frightening now as feudal
absolute monarchies were at capitalism’s birth.

Modern capitalism wrestles with a contradiction: It needs a
strong state apparatus — for coordination, extemal and
internal security, managing externalities and the business
cycle, and so on — and it fears the same. In the wake of the
Great Depression in the US, public opinion favored state
interventions such as the New Deal. Forty years later, the so-
called Reagan revolution ushered in a neoliberalism that
sought to minimize state interventions in the economy. After
the 2008 crash of capitalism, economists Paul Krugman and
Joseph Stiglitz are urging a re-evaluation of the benefits of
state intervention.

But not everyone agrees. Capitalism’s history did not produce
only one socialist opposition with a shared focus on the state;
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In capitalism, the participants in production are divided into
employers and employees. In this alternative view of
socialism, such should not be the case. The key term here is
“should,” because such a socialist organization of production
has not yet been undertaken on a society-wide basis.
Traditional socialisms concentrated on state activities —
taxation, regulation, and state ownership and operation of
workplaces — not on transforming the human relations within
those workplaces. Indeed, traditional socialisms had taken
over the basic employer-versus-employee organization of
production from capitalism and changed it little if at all.
Instead, socialist states taxed and regulated workplaces that
had retained their capitalist organization
(employer/femployee) and sometimes also replaced private
individuals with state officials as employers.

Socialist workplaces could and should be fundamentally
different from capitalist workplaces in this alternative view of
socialism. In capitalist workplaces, a small group (owners,
boards of directors selected by owners, etc.) makes all the key
decisions. In so doing, they are not accountable to the mass of
employees or others affected by those decisions. In their
internal organization, capitalist workplaces were and are still
fundamentally undemocratic. They exclude majorities from
power as surely and completely as monarchies exclude their
subjects. The socialist alternative to capitalist organization
entails the democratization of a workplace's internal structure.
Every employee now has one constituent voice — equal to all
other employees — in deciding what the workplace produces,
what technology it uses, where production occurs, and what is
done with the net revenues or surplus generated. In effect, in
this model the employees become collectively their own
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Each economic system produces multiple forms that
experience more or less successful transitions to new systems
in different ways and at different paces. Many early
experiments in transitioning from one economic system to
another teach lessons that may help, if conditions permit, in
assembling the means for a complete transition to a different
system at some point in the future. There is little reason to
expect that the transition from capitalism to socialism will be
different in this respect. As has been the case with other
economic transitions in history, the move away from
capitalism has involved, and will continue to involve, more or
less successful efforts, trials and errors, and steps forward and
backward, until lessons learned combine with evolved
conditions to enable the complete transition to socialism.

Socialists have learned crucial lessons from the Russian,
Chinese, Cuban, and other revolutions of the 20th century.
The economic systems constructed and tried by those
revolutionaries have taught yet more lessons. The
accumulated theories and practices of the socialist tradition
have today been filtered through the conditions of a changing
global capitalism to propel the tradition in new directions.
Thus, today’s socialism is characterized by both old notions
and strategies, and new ones focused on democratizing
workplaces.
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(lord/serf) or capitalist (employer/employee) systems, and so
on. Capitalist systems appeared and disappeared locally and
repeatedly in human history before becoming regionally,
nationally, and now globally prevalent. To imagine that
today’s capitalist system will last forever contradicts the
history of every other system as well as of capitalist systems
that arose and fell in the past. Hopefully, our collective
knowledge of the different systems and transitions among
them can limit and shape future transitions (as we seem to
have done in precluding transitions back to slave and feudal
systems).

No sooner did modern capitalism emerge in transitions out of
feudalism and individual (self-employment) economic
systems in Europe, out of a slave system in a large part of the
US, and out of a variety of systems in the rest of the world,
than it was challenged by another transition: socialism.
Advocates of socialism sought transition beyond capitalism
while capitalism’s defenders tried to prevent any such change.
Over the last two centuries a widespread theme of politics,
economics, and culture was a struggle between advocates of
capitalism and socialism over transitions between the
systems. For most of the 19th century, capitalism seemed in
the ascendancy; the possibility of transition to socialism, small.
By the end of that century, that possibility had grown
markedly stronger. Transition to socialism had become an
explicit goal of socialist political parties then active in
capitalism’s major centers (Western Europe and North
America). Across the 20th century, socialism shadowed
capitalism around the world. Socialists in both colonizing
(capitalist) and colonized (non-capitalist) territories began to
see possibilities of transitions to socialism.
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The second result of European feudalism’s contradictions
disconnected serfs from manors (via revolts, escapes,
changed farming practices, etc.). Such displaced serfs lost their
access to manorial resources, and thus urgently sought means
of survival by finding and settling with other feudal outsiders.
Among these were bands of outlaws living off plunder: the
Robin Hood model. Other serfs, instead, joined with
merchants: a group, neither lord nor serf, that existed by
engaging in trade. Merchants exchanged goods with lords and
serfs, often moving them from where they were relatively
plentiful and cheap to where they were scarce and expensive.
When merchants needed help to secure or expand their
trading, they began to enter into a new and different
relationship with serfs disconnected from feudal manors. They
struck a deal: merchants advanced to disconnected serfs the
means for their survival in exchange for the serfs providing
their ability to work for the merchant as the merchant directed.
Employer and employee came into existence alongside lord
and serf.

In that deal, capitalism, a non-feudal economic system,
arrived. It featured a new relationship in the production and
distribution of goods and services different from the feudal
one. In the feudal system, the serf was bound to the lord
across generations. The bond — an intense personal
connection of the serf and his/her family to the land and its
feudal lord and lord's family — was all the stronger because
church rituals sanctified it. In contrast, the employer and
employee were both “free” persons bound by neither personal
nor religious connection. Instead, they entered voluntarily into
a contractual relation governing the exchange between them.
They exchanged what was private property to each:
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capitalist only offered that wealth on condition that
combining it with labor power in production would yield a
surplus value for the capitalist. In other words, the seller of
labor power needed to accept — knowingly or unknowingly —
a payment (wage or salary) that had less value than what the
worker’s labor added to the other inputs used during the
production process.

It is this core mechanism that generates struggles between
employers and employees. Employers want to pay less value
to workers to acquire their labor power. That is because the
less paid to workers, the greater the surplus or excess of value
added by the worker in production over the value paid for the
worker's labor power. That surplus is the employer's goal and
means of competitive survival. In contrast, workers want more
value paid to them for their labor power, as that enables their
standard of living and that of all others dependent upon them.
Class struggles between employers and employees follow.
They have dogged capitalism everywhere and throughout its
history.

Sooner or later, European struggles between lords and serfs
grew and matured from disputing only their respective
obligations within the feudal system to questioning,
challenging, and eventually overthrowing the feudal system
itself. Along the way, revolutionary serfs found allies among
the employers and employees that established enclaves of
capitalism within the larger feudal society. Serfs seeking to
leave feudal manors found refuge in the villages, towns, and
cities where capitalist economic relationships existed and
were accepted. The latter grew accordingly and so did the
threat they represented to feudal lords, who often crushed the
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capitalist depressions (especially the 1930s) or when socialist
political movements were very strong did employers relent
and make some concessions to keep the capitalist system in
place. Faced with the rapid rise of socialism in Germany, Otto
von Bismarck and his successors undertook a state welfare
system and eventually allowed labor unions. In the US,
socialism’s rise likewise propelled Franklin Roosevelt to
legalize labor unions; begin Social Security, unemployment
insurance, and massive federal jobs programs; as well as
institute a minimum wage.

In both these cases, however, the basic capitalist employer-
versus-employee system was maintained. Socialist
movements,  organizations,  political  parties, and
spokespersons were repeatedly silenced, imprisoned, and
crushed. International opposition and isolation greeted the
Soviet Union after 1917 and the People’s Republic of China
after 1949. The US after World War Il and Germany after 1968
purged many socialists from government, academic, and
other social institutions. The US under Trump has been trying
to revive an anti-Chinese bloc since 2018. For at least the last
century, socialist efforts to mount political movements, take
power, and develop socialist economic systems have suffered
ideological, political, economic, and military destruction
around the world. This was usually led by the US in an effort
to protect capitalism and the democracy and freedom it
allegedly generates.

Over more or less the same time period, the transition from
capitalism to socialism was seen, from both sides, as a
movement from a system of private enterprises and markets
to a system of state enterprises and state planning. With some
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of workplaces, the planner who distributed resources among
them, and the distributor of outputs among all who wanted
them. Such concentrated economic power within the state
could make it dictatorial within socialist societies, thus
extinguishing civil liberties and individual rights. Critics of
socialism along these lines characterized the state powers
inside the USSR, the People’s Republic of China, Vietnam,
Cuba, and so on, as dictatorships.

The 20th century’s “great debate” between capitalism and
socialism was distinguished by the former’s private enterprises
and markets versus the latter's public enterprises and central
planning. Where governments taxed and regulated private
capitalist enterprises (but did not own and operate them) and
regulated markets (but did not replace them with planning),
the term “socialist” was retained. In contrast, “communist”
designated that kind of socialism in which state-owned and -
operated enterprises prevailed and markets either
disappeared or were controlled by central planning
authorities. “Socialist” thus came to be used for many
countries in Scandinavia, other parts of Western Europe, and
Asia. “Communist” described countries like the USSR and its
Eastern European allies, the People’s Republic of China,
Vietnam, Cuba, and so on. These usages were not universally
agreed upon, but they were more widespread than alternative
usages.

On one level that great debate ended in 1989 with the
implosion of the USSR and its Eastern European allies, along
with major economic changes in many of the other
communist economies. A kind of capitalist triumphalism
advanced the idea that capitalism had won and socialism had
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employers are (private citizens or state officials) now matters
far less than what kind of relationship exists between
employers and employees in the workplace. Are they different
groups of people such that one hiresffires the other, one
produces a surplus and the other appropriates it, one makes all
the key decisions and the other either accepts them without
participating in them or else leaves to find employment in
another, similarly organized workplace? Or are they
cooperative workplaces where the collective of all workers
democratically makes the key decisions: what, how, and where
to produce; how to use profits; and what wages/salaries to pay
each individual worker/collective member?

Socialism is shifting such that one of its priority goals is the
transition of workplaces from capitalist hierarchies to
democratic cooperatives. This prioritized goal is to be added
to and emphasized alongside the conventional socialist
priority goals. That is, socialism is becoming the movement to
build a new society with equally important new
macroeconomic and microeconomic institutions. In such a
society, new macroeconomic institutions will have likely
transitioned from private to a mix of state and regulated
private ownership, and likely from relatively “free” market
distribution to a mix of planning (centralized or decentralized)
and regulated market exchanges. Its new microeconomic
institutions will have transitioned from capitalist, hierarchical
ones to democratic worker co-ops. Socialism will mean and
require the advocacy of social change toward, and the building
of, a society in which both these macro and micro transitions
are underway and have been significantly achieved.
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continue to impact socialism today, creating both obstacles
and opportunities for the transition to socialism in the years
ahead. In any case, that transition is once again front and
center on the historical agenda.
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Marx’s life’s work, the Revolutions of 1848, the German
Socialist Party. A groundswell of people, their organizations
and activities, built 19th-century socialism into a formidable
international movement of social criticism and opposition to
capitalism.

Then, in the 1917 Russian Revolution and its aftermath,
socialism added something new and different. “Socialism”
began not only to mean the most developed, systematic
critique of capitalism, but also to refer to constructing,
operating, and governing a post-capitalist economic system
and society. Something barely begun and lasting only weeks
in the Paris Commune of 1871 was rethought and refashioned
in Russia in 1917. It lasted for over 70 years.

In undertaking the experiment of building a socialist
alternative to capitalism, socialism changed itself profoundly.
For example, with the beginning of the experiment, socialism
split into communism and socialism over profound
disagreements. Ever since 1917, socialists and communists
offered different but overlapping critiques of capitalism. They
differed also in their evaluations of the new socialist
economies constructed first in, and later also beyond, the
USSR.

From the beginning, the new USSR’s survival and growth
provoked opposition and anxiety in socialism’s enemies, both
inside Russia and internationally. The pro-monarchist, ultra-
nationalistic “White Russians” allied with foreign governments,
resulting in a civil war and an invasion by foreign troops
(British, French, Japanese, and American) aimed at defeating

56






Cold War denunciations and apologies that so often badly
distorted debates over these topics as each side demonized
the other and celebrated itself. Much of the literature since
1945, and even after the implosions of Eastern European
socialisms in 1989, repeats those lopsided themes. Of course,
every writer's partisanship influences what gets written. Our
perspective should by now be clear. We aim to offer a non-
dogmatic, nuanced assessment of the two greatest
experiments to date in constructing socialist economies.

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR)

In the century before 1917, Russia was a mostly feudal society
in a painful transition to capitalism. In that process, feudalism
was only officially abolished in 1863, and the capitalism that
emerged included a large component of foreign-owned firms.
When Russia entered World War 1 in 1914, it was still a
transitional economy with significant feudal remnants; a fast-
growing capitalist sector; and many tensions among landlords,
capitalists, ex-serf peasants, and an urban working class. The
extreme inequalities among them and widespread desperate
poverty had already exploded earlier in 1904-5, when both a
war with Japan was lost and a revolution convulsed large areas
of Russia. Thus, Russia's defeat in World War | finally
undermined the autocratic czarist government at a moment
when an emerging capitalism was still relatively new, brutal,
small, and vulnerable to competing capitalists in far stronger
European countries.
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movement (e.g, Nazism and other fascisms) that targeted
Bolshevism. Internally, the initial revolutionary distribution of
land to the peasants had produced a peasantry — the majority
inside the USSR — with quite different goals and objectives
than those of the government. Stalin's state saw rapid
industrialization as the top Soviet priority, in order to: (1)
defend the USSR's socialism against the hostile industrialized
economies threatening it from outside; (2) deliver on the
political promise to rapidly modernize Soviet society as a
whole; and (3) recover from the damages of World War |,
revolution, civil war, and foreign invasions (1914 to 1922).

Stalinism came to be the name for the Soviet government’s
harsh, sometimes violent, determination to achieve these
goals against any and all opposition, real and often imagined.
This entailed constricting consumption to free the maximum
possible resources for industrialization. Stalinism also
constricted civil liberties; artistic expression; theoretical
debates over socialism's diverse interpretations; and many
early Soviet experiments in politics, culture, and economics
where revolutionaries sought to institutionalize concepts of
socialism. For example, initial Soviet experiments to free
women from the subordination and drudgeries of patriarchal
households inherited from the feudal and capitalist past were
abandoned as “socially too disruptive,” in much the same way
as the Soviets renounced the early efforts at democratizing
workplaces. Amid Stalinism’s pressures, questioning basic
Soviet strategy became taboo. The benefits of Stalinism in
preparing for and defeating Hitler's attack, in rapid
industrialization, etc., have been debated against Stalinism’s
internal costs in political repression, cultural uniformity,
neglect of agriculture, etc,, to this day.
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The development of the USSR. led by its Communist Party,
has sharpened certain differences among socialists- often
expressed by disagreements between socialists and
communists - since the 1920s. Many socialists outside the
USSR pursued a transition beyond capitalism by means of
parliamentary politics. Their socialist parties embraced
peaceful change, tobe achieved by winning elections. Once
the state apparatus had been won for the socialist party, it
would proceed to shift ownership of the means of production
from private to state. However, this would be a long, slow
process during which private capitalist enterprises would
coexist

with a slowly expanding state sector. At the same time,

the socialist state would regulate or replace market exchange
with its own centrally planned distribution of resources and
products. That, too, would be a long, slow process.

Other socialists formed other socialist parties that promoted a
shorter, faster transitional path. They formulated programs of
rapid nationalization of industry, deeper market regulation,
and more systemic planning. They foresaw the need for a
rapid redistribution of wealth and income to solidify their
political base as well as a speedy transition. They generally
wanted more extensive and rapid implementation of the
following: rising minimum wages; progressive taxation of
property and income; and subsidized national health care,
housing, education, and transport.

In contrast, communists and the communist parties they
organized advocated a socialism that insisted on more or less
immediate state ownership and operation of most, or at least
"the commanding heights," of industry, and often parts of
agriculture too. The USSR, for example, despite keeping the
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The actual economic history of the USSR has been far more
complex than one might guess from the Cold War depictions
dominating the literature. For example - and contrary to the
idea that communists always reject private property - one of
the first acts of the new Soviet government formed in 1917 was
to divide and give land to the mass of landless peasants as their
private property. At that point, land was by far the most
important "means of production” in the economy. Even after
the later collectivization of agriculture around 1930 (when
state farms began their steady growth in importance), the
many "collective farms" were private, not state, operations. In
addition, Stalin had to allow effective private property on the
peasants' "individual plots.” The notion that the USSR banned
all private property is false.

Likewise, the notion that the USSR eliminated markets in
favor of central planning is false. What did happen was that
widespread market transactions were allowed and

encouraged within the larger framework of a centr~I economic
plan. Some market exchanges occurred at prices set
administratively by planners, while others were freely
negotiated among buyers and sellers. Across Soviet history,
policies came and went that gave more or less freedom to
market exchanges relative to central plans.

Rejecting Cold War caricatures still leaves the problern of
deciding how best to characterize the actual economic system
in the USSR. Was it genuinely post-capitalist, and if so, was it
socialist? If it was not socialist, what was it? Given the central
role played by the USSR in the 20th century's so-called great
debate between capitalism and socialism, deciding what the

65



USSR actually was is to take a position in and on that debate
as well.

In the wake of the 1917 revolution, the new Soviet government
took actions drawn from the thinking and the platforms of
19th-century European socialism. It nationalized industry (but
not agriculture). It closed the stock market. It established a
central government economic-planning institution charged
with organizing the distribution of resources among
workplaces, and products among the workplaces and
consumers who wanted them. It established regulations and
goals that drove the economy to (1) recover from the
devastations of 1914-1922, (2) build up industrial capacity to
overcome economic underdevelopment and military
vulnerabilities, and (3) provide rising standards of living for the
population. In place of profit maximization for capitalists and
elite consumption standards for Russia’s top one percent, the
Soviet system prioritized industrialization and growth. It
proved far more successful at achieving goals (1) and (2) than

(3).

But were industries in the USSR socialist or capitalist? If the
criterion to answer this question is whether they were owned
and operated by private citizens or state officials, then they
were socialist, because the Soviet state owned and operated
them. Suppose instead that the criterion is whether the
relations of production were hierarchical and dichotomous in
the private capitalist manner: an employer minority hired an
employee majority. Then the Soviet industrial system would
have to be deemed capitalist since a minority of persons —
Soviet state officials — functioned as employers of an
employee majority. It would be state capitalism because the
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global isolation and hostility — state capitalism was as far as
Lenin and others felt they could proceed toward socialism.
Socialists had achieved a revolutionary government and taken
control of a major nation’s industry. They were in a good
position to make the further transition from state capitalism to
socialism.

During the 1920s, the USSR achieved economic recovery
from the disasters of 1914-1922. It also allowed and supported
private enterprises, especially merchants and farmers, under
what Lenin named the New Economic Policy (NEP). By the
end of the 1920s, those private enterprises had grown. Some
remained self-employed individuals, while others became
small capitalists (an employer/employee structure). Under
Stalin, however, private interests and the Stalinist notion of a
transition from capitalism to socialism clashed. The Soviet
government then suppressed much of what Lenin’s NEP had
produced. It collectivized agriculture, pressing the peasants
who had acquired their own land in the 1917 revolution into
newly organized private collective farms and state farms.
Many of those peasants — and especially those who had
become richer and often employers of others who had lost
their land — resisted collectivization as a program depriving
them of their private property. Stalin's government responded
harshly, and violence ensued as collectivization was
completed. On collective farms, farmers sometimes
functioned as small self-employed individuals and sometimes
as small, medium, or even large cooperatives. The structures
of these agricultural cooperatives sometimes came very close
to having workers become the collective owners and
operators of their farms. The collective farms often
reproduced the employer/employee structure of capitalism
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continued constraints on civil liberties, political freedoms, etc.,
under Stalin’s nearly 30 years of dictatorial leadership.

The generation and reinvestment of huge surpluses enabled
Soviet industrialization. Some of those surpluses were realized
within the industrial sector. Some came from keeping wages
low while continuously boosting worker productivity. And
some came from unequal exchanges between industry and
agriculture by means of planners keeping administered prices
of agricultural staples (chiefly grains) low relative to the
industrial products farmers bought (tractors, implements,
fertilizers, etc.). These planning and industrial management
decisions shaped the costs incurred for the industrial growth
achieved.

Lenin’s hope that a socialist government plus state capitalism
would enable and suffice for a further transition from state
capitalism to socialism proved premature. A decade after the
revolution, it was clear that much more had to be done to lift
Soviet industry to the point where an adequate economy
could support an adequate military so both could survive
surrounded by a hostile capitalist world. To that end, Soviet
workers would need to continue to work for low real wages,
and agriculture would continue to be squeezed —both to fund
more industrialization. The difficult forced march of Soviet
development, pressured by time, continued.

In that situation, Stalin and his advisers made a fateful decision
that has shaped socialism’s global history since. Breaking
decisively with Lenin, Stalin declared socialism to have been
achieved in the USSR. No further references to state
capitalism in the USSR would be tolerated. Socialism was no
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After 1945, Western, primarily US, mass media (especially
television and cinema) spread and expanded their reach into
the USSR. After the 1960s, their reach further increased and
brought abundant evidence of levels of mass consumption
much higher in the West than in the USSR, and higher also
than what Soviet mass media had led Soviet citizens to expect
about Western mass consumption. Food, clothing,
apartments, cars, and furnishings shown widely available to
working people in the West stimulated pent-up demandin the
USSR. That plus later-reduced US-USSR tensions stimulated
the repressed demands of Soviet workers and citizens for
more consumer goods, civil liberties, and freedoms. But the
pressures on the Soviet surplus to fund further
industrialization, plus the direct and indirect costs of the Cold
War at the same time, precluded meeting those demands.
Soviet workers reacted by shifting their focus from state and
collective workplaces to their private plots and under-the-
table economic activities. That depressed workers’
productivity in state and collective workplaces, depressing
their incomes there and further shifting attention to private
plots, etc. This vicious cycle provoked the Communist Party to
try to suppress workers and deny their betrayal and
disappointment. Opposition to the limits on consumption,
civil liberties, and freedoms built toward an explosion that
burst into the openin 1989.

In Marxist economic theory, one approach to explaining
economic history compares the supply of surplus (what
remains from output after wages are paid and used-up means
of production are replaced) and a society's demands on that
surplus. In other words, will the surplus suffice to increase
workers’ consumption, expand industrial and agricultural
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understand that workers in many capitalist countries enjoyed
far greater standards of living than the USSR, as well as greater
civil liberties and freedoms.

Increasing numbers of Soviet people began to think critically
about their system (which they knew as “socialism”) and to
favor a transition to the one “other” system that seemed
possible: capitalism as in the US or Western Europe. As the
system they had became unbearable, so they went toward the
only other system they recognized.

We can see something similar happening in the United States,
but in the opposite direction. Since 2008’s economic crash,
increasing numbers of young Americans have ever-more-
limited economic options and unsustainable college debts;
plus they find the political system completely out-of-touch,
serving only the elites. Endless celebration of the status quo
has taught them that the broken system is capitalism. So they,
like their Soviet counterparts of the 1980s, reject the system
they have and know for the only “other” they have heard
about, namely socialism.

Not the least irony of Soviet history flows from the fact that
successive leaderships shut down debate among alternative
concepts, definitions, and visions of socialism in favor of one
official version. Thus, when a crisis of their system arose in
1989, most Soviet citizens did not think they had multiple
choices about alternative systems. So Russia “returned” to
private capitalism, undoing the 72 years of the Soviet state
capitalism that had been officially designated as “socialism”
since Stalin.
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new opportunities. China’s communists have been drawing
and applying lessons from the rise and fall of the USSR since
the latter's beginning. Indeed, lessons have likewise to be
drawn from the rise and fall of the USSR to enable socialists
to evaluate that other major new experiment in constructing a
socialist society: China.

The People’s Republic of China (PRC)

Alliances between the USSR and the eventual Communist
Party leaders of the PRC reach back into the 1920s, continued
until 1960, rose and fell thereafter, and have recently
resumed. There have been strong similarities and solidarities
but also deep differences. China entered the 20th century
extremely poor, with extreme economic, political, and cultural
inequality. While China had resisted Western colonialism
sufficiently to remain united, it had suffered deeply
humiliating demands, including the establishment of certain
Western colonial enclaves (such as Hong Kong) on China's
territory. Colonialism's military superiority enforced those
demands. The humiliation was and remains informed by a
long history that included centuries of a far more advanced
Chinese civilization than had then been achieved in Europe. A
deep sense of having been overtaken and surpassed by others
settled into China’s self-consciousness. That continues to fuel
a drive for China in turn to overtake and surpass. In a profound
sense, socialism (China’s version of Soviet-style state
capitalism) is seen in China as the proven way to do that.
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and the Communist Party resistance (around Mao Zedong and
his Eighth Route Army) was suspended. A combined
counteroffensive against the Japanese ended with victory and
Japanese expulsion in 1945. Immediately a civil war erupted. It
ended in 1949 with the complete victory of the Chinese
Communist Party. The capitalist forces and army went into
exile on the small offshore island of Taiwan. It broke away
from the Chinese mainland and is now effectively an
independent country with a capitalist economic system.

With its victory in 1949, China's Communist Party leadership
faced much the same set of questions as those confronting
Lenin in the USSR in 1917. How exactly is the inherited
capitalist system to be transformed? What steps are to be
taken and in what order, given the goal but also given the
obstacles? What parts of the Soviet experience should be
replicated and what parts avoided?

Like the USSR, China nationalized capitalist industry,
establishing the state as employer and hiring employees to
work. Like the USSR, China prioritized industry. China was,
with a notable exception, wary of the Soviet experience in
agriculture and so more careful in how it responded to
peasants’ deeply ingrained land hunger. An attempt to rapidly
transform agriculture and industrialize (rural commune
formation in the 1950s and the Great Leap Forward from
1958-1962) included serious reverses in China's development
and major losses and suffering from famine. Consequent
policy shifts slowed China's efforts to collectivize, put greater
reliance on village government and solidarity to group
farmers, led to more balanced investments in industry and
agriculture, and so on. China thereby suffered less trauma
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authorities proposed a kind of basic deal. Private capitalists
(foreign, domestic, or partnerships between them) would
provide access to capital, modern technology, and foreign
markets. Chinese authorities would provide access to skilled,
disciplined, and relatively low-cost workers and access to a
very large and fast-growing domestic Chinese consumer
market. Private enterprises could generate profits that would
be shared between them and the Chinese state’s taxation
system. The Chinese state would closely monitor and
supervise all activities by such foreign and domestic
enterprises. Their owners and top executives, if Chinese, could
also become members of the Chinese Communist Party.
Finally, the Chinese state would retain a sizable sector of
state-owned and -operated enterprises, and would encourage
multilevel partnerships and other relationships among them
and private capitalist enterprises, foreign and domestic.

The Chinese state made clear that maximum economic
growth focused on industrialization was the overriding
objective of its strategy. In that, it was like the USSR. But in its
eager embrace of a supervised position for private foreign and
domestic capitalism inside Chinese industry, it was very unlike
the USSR. The Chinese strategy would have been politically
untenable for the USSR for most of its history — perhaps a
consequence of being the first socialist experiment to endure.
And the Soviet leadership perhaps believed that a more self-
contained economic drive to industrialize was a safer route to
take.

Given recent claims, a further point is necessary concerning
this deal that the PRC offered private capitalists around the
world and in China. It was very much a deal meant to be
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systems, were alike in achieving extraordinary rates of
economic growth and rising real wage/consumption levels.
Both countries’ governments controlled their banking systems
and thus provided ready credits to lubricate their
development projects and achieve their growth goals.

China rejected Soviet-type autarchy (adopted by the USSR in
the context of global hostility after 1917) in favor of a
determined openness to foreign trade and investment. In
effect, China planned to industrialize via state and private
capitalisms focused on exports. Its low-wage workers would
offer profit opportunities to capitalist competitors around the
world. China’s powerful government would organize and
guarantee a basic deal with global capitalists: China will
provide cheap labor, government support, and a growing
Chinese market in exchange for foreign capitalists partnering
with Chinese state or private capitalists, providing their
partners with access to technology, and helping Chinese
output to enter the wholesale and retail trade systems around
the world.

Like the USSR, the People’s Republic of China mixed state and
private capitalism to achieve rapid economic development. To
varying degrees, in both countries, the price paid included
deferred consumption, limited civil liberties and freedoms,
and no democratic transformation of workplaces. The broader
notion of socialism — a system that went beyond economics
to include politics and culture — was given a back seat. While
both countries experienced rapid economic growth, both also
experienced underdeveloped consumption, civil liberties, and
personal freedoms.
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failures of both systems. For them, the US and USSR both
represented private and state capitalisms whose Cold War
enmity was misconstrued on both sides as part of the
century’s great struggle between capitalism and socialism. In
these socialists’ view, what collapsed in 1989 was Soviet and
Eastern European state capitalism, not socialism. Moreover,
what soared after 1989 was another state capitalism in China.

Inside and outside both the USSR and China, many socialists
felt that both countries had somehow gotten off track. They
had produced societies that were socialist in the old sense of
state-owned and -operated workplaces and state planning,
but lacked key parts of what socialists had always defined as
their goals (equality, solidarity, democracy, and so on). After
the 1989 Soviet implosion, a vast process of rethinking and
socialist self-criticism set in. It generated a new definition of
socialism that pointedly prioritized the micro-level of how
workplaces are organized. Socialism is about democratizing
workplaces, making them worker cooperatives rather than
hierarchical places where small minorities of employers
dominate and exclude from major decisions an employee
majority.

That new definition informs much of this book, including this
chapter’s discussion of what happened in the USSR and China.
That new definition also generates new goals and a
corresponding new strategy for 21st-century socialism. If this
new definition strikes readers as unexpected, that is because
the anti-socialism campaigns over the last 75 years led many
to disconnect from the topic of socialism altogether. Its self-
criticism, debates, and changes were, and remain, largely
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and sustains private capitalist workplaces — usually because
private capitalists fear otherwise losing them, especially during
times of social upheaval.

Under fascism, there is a kind of mutually supportive merging
of government and private workplaces. Fascist governments
tend to “deregulate” worker protections won earlier by unions
or socialist governments. They help private capitalists by
destroying trade unions or replacing them with their own
organizations which support, rather than challenge, private
capitalists.

Frequently, fascism embraces extreme nationalism and
patriotism to rally people to fascist economic objectives, often
by using enhanced military expenditures and hostility toward
immigrants or foreigners generally. Fascist governments
influence foreign trade to help domestic capitalists sell their
goods abroad, and block imports, through tariffs, to help them
sell their goods inside national boundaries.

Usually, fascists abhor socialism and promise to save
capitalism and the nation from domestic and foreign socialists
and communists, treated as threats. In Europe’s major fascist
systems — Spain under Franco, Germany under Hitler, and
ltaly under Mussolini — socialists and communists were
arrested, imprisoned, and often tortured and killed.

A superficial similarity between fascism and socialism arises
because both seek to strengthen government and its
interventions into the economy and society. However, they do
so in different ways and toward very different ends. Fascism
seeks to use the government to secure capitalism and revert
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When the 1929 capitalist crash hit Germany, it was still reeling
from its loss in the war. Since 1918, capitalism, and the
traditional center-right and right-wing parties supporting it, all
suffered rising criticism and popular disdain. German industry
saw the political handwriting on the wall. The widespread
discontent with the system in power portended the victory of
socialists, either those in the SPD, the KPD or both. By 1932,
German capitalists saw the Nazis as the only rising mass-
based party that could possibly provide broad political support
and stem the rising red tide.

So the leading German industrial capitalist association leaned
on President von Hindenburg to invite Hitler to form the next
German government early in 1933. One of the desired
outcomes that this alliance of prominent German capitalists
and the Nazis shared was to block, thwart, reduce, and defeat
socialism in general, and the SPD and KPD in particular. In the
early years of Nazi power, although capitalists supported
debilitating the socialist and communist popular movements,
in general they did not imagine, let alone understand, that the
Nazis could and would exterminate socialists, communists,
and many others — physically, and by the millions.

German Nazis were not alone in their persecution of socialists
and communists. Europe’s other major fascist regimes were
also murderous towards socialists, communists, and many of
those sympathetic with them. In Spain, Francisco Franco
waged a bitter, deadly civil war against the country’s elected
socialist government and its supporters. Benito Mussolini
imposed fascism on Italy for many years, imprisoning and
eventually killing the 20th century’s greatest Italian socialist
leader and theoretician, Antonio Gramsci, as well as many
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This is part of a larger issue of confusing state capitalism with
socialism. When state capitalism happened, capitalism was
instead said to have given way to socialism. When private
capitalism was threatened by government encroachments via
regulations, taxations, or nationalized workplaces, it was said
that socialism was threatening or overtaking capitalism. When
states privatized state-owned and -operated workplaces or
deregulated them or cut their tax obligations, it was often
done by “conservative” politicians. They said they were
reviving or returning to capitalism and getting rid of socialism
or socialist elements in their societies.

Similar confusing transitions occurred during the declining
phases of the slave and feudal economic systems: from
relatively decentered, private forms to concentrated,
centralized state forms. Deepening problems of maintaining
slave economies (i.e., economies where production was
organized around masters and slaves) provoked private
masters eventually to solve those problems by making or
permitting a state apparatus that was itself a master with
slaves. In short, a co-existing and specifically empowered
state slavery proved to be one way to sustain private slavery.
Much the same evolution happened as private feudal manors
produced the absolute feudal states during late European
feudalism.

The co-existence of state and private slavery or of state and
private feudalism was rarely achieved peacefully.
Disagreements among private slave masters over establishing
that co-existence, and anxieties among and between private
and state slave masters over managing that co-existence,
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German capitalists exceeded anything that had happened in
the history of German capitalism before that. There were
striking similarities between German fascism and the previous
close alliance of the Prussian state with leading feudal lords in
the regions that later became modern Germany.

The Nazis repressed socialists systematically after January
1933, including eventually their wholesale murder,
imprisonment, drafting into the German military, and
deportation. Those who survived and remained went
underground. Elsewhere across Europe, where Nazi Germany
ruled, the repression of socialism was likewise harsh. This was
also the case among Nazi Germany's allies in Italy, Spain, and
beyond. In Spain, for example, Franco’s fascism decimated
the ranks of young socialists for decades, not only in Spain but
also in the many countries that sent brilliant young volunteers
to fight in the 1930s Spanish Civil War. Young people growing
up inside fascism learned a lasting lesson in the immense risks
taken by individuals drawn to socialist theory and practice. At
the same time, a socialist underground developed both
ideologically and organizationally. Underground socialist
solidarity proved a strong basis for European socialism’s
revival after 1945.

The impact of fascism on socialism took multiple forms. One
that is particularly important concerns fascism’s impact on the
relative strengths of different interpretations or different
tendencies or traditions within socialism. After 1917, the
success of the socialist revolutionaries in Russia gave their
interpretation of socialism the prestige of having achieved the
first enduring governmental position for socialists. In the
1920s and 1930s, Soviet socialism had to contend with
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Already toward the end of World War I, the USSR and the US
anticipated, and were planning for, their likely split and
transformation from victorious allies into rivals. As it
happened, they quickly went beyond rivalry to an enmity of
Cold War proportions. The much greater wealth of the US, its
atomic bomb and global military reach, and fear of how the
Soviet government might use its enhanced post-war political
strength gave the US a dominant position in the world after
1945. The US used that position to design and unleash a global
program of systematic anti-communism targeting the USSR
and the influence of communists linked to it. (The Truman
Doctrine was a policy epitomizing the “containment” of
communism.)

The 20th century’s second major purge of socialism thus got
underway and has continued at varying levels of intensity ever
since. It represented the replacement of fascism’s purging of
socialism led by Germany with what might be called a centrist
purge led by the US. Capitalism’s global crash in 1929 led to
greater interest in socialism in both countries, which in turn
also led to reactions against a rising socialism: German-led
fascism in one instance, US-led anti-communism in another.

The reaction to the 1930s Great Depression in the US differed
from that in Germany. While both sets of working classes
developed strong anti-capitalist views and many moved
toward socialism, fascist reactions in the US were much
weaker and much less well organized than in Germany.
Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) proved a very different leader
from Hitler. An alliance of parts of the US's Democratic Party,
Communist Party, two socialist parties, and a surging labor
movement (Congress of Industrial Organizations, or CIO)
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rich to average citizens reflected the unprecedented political
power of the US left. That reality — and especially the power
of the New Deal coalition — drove a commitment among
private capitalists and the Republican Party to undo the New
Deal. The end of World War Il and FDR's death in 1945
provided the right time and circumstances to destroy the New
Deal coalition.

The specific target for this project became a massive purging
of socialist influences. In this way, the coalition that had
produced FDR's New Deal could be broken. Anti-communism
quickly became the battering ram with which to do that.
Overnight, the USSR went from close ally to demon enemy,
whose agents were everywhere in communist parties
operating as arms of an effort “to control the world.” This
threat had to be contained, repelled, eliminated.

In the US, Communist Party leaders were arrested,
imprisoned, and deported, in a wave of anti-communism that
quickly spread to socialist parties and to socialism in general.
Sequentially, “communism,”  “socialism,”  “Marxism,”
“totalitarianism,” and “anarchism” became de facto synonyms
— lumped together by the general concept of “anti-
communism.” Any and all of these practices had to be driven
back and out of the US and the rest of the world as far as
possible. Domestic and foreign policy of the United States
became centrally focused on anti-communism. Because the
US after 1945 had the world's largest economy and most
powerful military, it also wielded the dominant political-power
position. Hence it held the central position in crafting the
United Nations, World Bank, the International Monetary Fund,
NATO, and so on. Once the US committed itself to total anti-
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totalitarian, and bad. Educators — from elementary school
teachers through college and university professors — got fired,
demoted, and/or otherwise disciplined if they taught, spoke,
or wrote otherwise. Suddenly many professors with strong or
weak sympathies for socialist critiques of capitalism found that
their work could no longer get published, that colleagues
stopped assigning their work as required reading for students,
that invitations to present their work at scholarly conferences
dried up. The teaching profession received the same message
that had swept across the unions, Hollywood, and the
American publicin general. The number-one enemy of the US
was now socialism, communism, and the Soviet “evil empire.”

Around the world, US foreign policy likewise targeted
socialism. Sometimes the label was applied to persons,
groups, organizations, and movements that were self-defined
as socialist. At other times, political struggles abroad
competed for US government support by branding their
enemies as socialists. Then too, profit-driven struggles among
business groups, or between them and government officials,
led them to seek US support by accusing their adversaries of
being “socialist.” Examples include US policies and actions
especially in Guatemala and Iran (1954), Cuba (1959-1961),
Vietnam (1954-1975), South Africa (1945-1994), Venezuela
(since 1999), among many, many others.

Anti-communism was likewise the central theme and focus of
US military policies in the post-1945 nuclear age. The US
established a ring of thousands of military bases surrounding
the USSR, then Soviet allies in Eastern Europe, then China,
and so on. The US contested political groupings in Asia, Africa,
and Latin American countries seen to be socialist. Inside allied
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characteristics. However, the presence and effectiveness of
the US-led global anti-communism project were always
important contributors of a particular context for each local
struggle.

Nearly everywhere, socialists, communists, and their
organizations were undermined, repressed, or outright
destroyed. The progress of socialism that had so frightened
capitalism’s supporters before, during, and in the aftermath of
fascism was slowed by US-led global anti-communism. The
demise of the USSR and Eastern European socialist
governments especially raised the triumphalist idea that
perhaps anti-communism had succeeded beyond its hopes.
Perhaps the 20th century’s struggle between capitalism and
socialism/communism had been definitively decided in the
former's favor. Amid a surging global neoliberalism — as the
post-1970s successor to the previously (1930s-1970s)
dominant Keynesianism — post-communism seemed
assured.

However, the 2008 global crash reminded many millions that
capitalism was its own worst enemy. As hundreds of millions
lost jobs, incomes, homes, and savings, socialist criticisms of
capitalism resurfaced and captured new generations’ loyalties.
Once again, capitalism’s tendencies toward inequality,
instability, and injustice became common knowledge. The
capitalist triumphalism that had soared since 1989 faded
quickly. For the first time in 70 years, a candidate for the US
presidency could accept the label “socialist” and do far, far
better in getting votes than anyone had foreseen. Thereafter,
hundreds of US socialists are seeking political office, and
increasing numbers are winning.
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and actions were extremely dangerous and costly on a
personal level. Given pro-capitalist ideologies’ influences,
many young people turned away from political engagement.
Individual effort, focus, and achievement took precedence
and absorbed energies. Workers’ response to the exhaustion
and injustices of the workplace focused chiefly on
consumption, as all advertising urged. Buying was the
appropriate and adequate compensation for alienating labor.
In the worker's day, the “happy hours” began immediately
after work in the bar and then later at the mall. Struggling to
improve work conditions (and therefore learning and
mastering the associated socialist theories and practices) fell
out of fashion. They seemed less attractive and less effective.

Socialism was hurt, but also taught, by the two great purges it
suffered. Defeats and sharp criticisms sent many of its best
thinkers to return to fundamentals, to ask hard, critical
questions, and produce new tendencies within socialist
thought. With active socialism dangerously repressed, many
socialists redirected their energies to other social movements
(anti-racism, feminism, ecology, and so on), giving them a
stronger socialist component. Likewise, that served to bring all
sorts of important insights and arguments developed in and
by those social movements into socialist consciousness,
debates, and development. Socialists rediscovered that it is
never repression itself, but rather how a repressed movement
copes with repression, that determines its ultimate effects.
Socialism's history since 1945 has seen ups and downs,
declines and resurgences. Out of its evaluations of the two
great experiments in the USSR and the PRC, its responses to
criticisms and repression, and the endless provocations of
capitalism and its failures, socialism has made major changes
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socialism was taboo in the US for decades. That people are
now mostly unaware of socialism’s evolution in theory,
practice, and self-criticism over the last half century is
therefore no surprise.

The taboo against socialism resulted in a mass retreat from
engaging with developments in socialism and connecting
these developments to the problems of modern capitalism.
Socialism rather became one of two things in the minds of
most.

On the one hand, many politicians, academics, and media
pundits portrayed socialism as coinciding with Soviet efforts
to subvert global capitalism. Socialism for such people meant
moving from private to state-owned and -operated
workplaces and from market to centrally planned distributions
of resources and products. These same people equated
opposing capitalism with opposing democracy and freedom.
This equation was then repeated endlessly in an effort to
make it "common sense."

On the other hand, socialism was the name adopted by
Western European — and especially Scandinavian — “welfare-
state” governments, which aimed to regulate markets
comprised still mostly of private capitalist firms. This led many
people to associate socialism with robust public spending and
government intervention in the marketplace.

Consequently, socialism was viewed as more or less extreme,
depending on whether it involved state-owned and -operated
firms with central planning at one end or merely welfare-state
policies with market regulation on the other. The words
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thought was that the USSR had not broken from class
anywhere near as thoroughly as it had proclaimed. Whatever
the pronouncements of party leaders and apologists, many
socialists after 1945, and even more after 1989, grasped the
unfinished, incomplete, and inadequate state of the socialist
projects of their day.

Such socialist dissenters made various efforts to “open the
windows” of the musty atmosphere within official circles of
socialism after 1945. (These words came from an impassioned
member of the French Communist Party, Etienne Balibar, and
echoed the critical theoretical stance of his teacher, Louis
Althusser.) Young socialists during the globally widespread
protests of 1968 asked new and different questions of an older
generation of socialists. Eurocommunism sought some kind of
compromise between the communist type of socialism in the
Soviet bloc and the social-democratic type in Western
Europe. Strains of anarchist thought and practice returned as
possible ways to advance socialist ideals without the fraught
statism that had been associated with these ideals. Maoist
communes emerged as another possible way to advance
these ideals, as was the case with Yugoslav cooperatives and
Israeli kibbutzim earlier.

Socialists over the last half century were also profoundly
shaken by criticisms from emerging social movements on the
left. Anti-racists, feminists, and environmentalists — many of
whom had started in socialist circles — began to criticize
socialists for disregarding or minimizing the primary foci of
their struggles. Socialist feminism and eco-socialisms, for
example, sought to take these criticisms to heart. Likewise,
socialists everywhere began to rethink what a socialist position
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A larger problem for the project of merging socialism with
democracy concerned the question of where such a merger
was to occur. Was democracy to be located in relations
between the state, individual workplaces, and individual
citizens; between different people inside workplaces; or in
both? Would workplaces be counted like individuals in liberal
democracies: one vote each, regardless of wealth, size, and so
on? Would democracy be institutionalized inside every
workplace so that all employees, with one vote each, could
decide democratically what, how, and where the workplace
produces and what is done with output and revenues? If so,
how would such workplace democracy interact in a
democratic manner with those affected outside a given
workplace — for instance, customers or others in the
surrounding communities? Capitalism never faced, let alone
solved, these problems, so figuring out how socialism might
do so proved difficult for the socialists who undertook the task.

For many socialists, such questions and problems proved too
demanding. Such socialists resorted to abstract invocations of
democracy with little or no attention to the specifics. Anti-
socialists could continue to berate the shrinking number of
communist-party-led societies for their absence of
democratic forms (pretending, as usual, that the forms
equaled the substance of democracy). Meanwhile, avowed
socialists, like Sanders in the US or Corbyn in the UK, pointed
to Western European-type socialisms as proof of the merits of
“democratic socialism.”

Increasingly after the 2008 crash of capitalism, however,
many socialists grasped the deeper issue of inadequate and
incomplete democracy, both in conventional socialisms and
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small minority of individuals engaged at the workplace. This
minority makes all the key workplace decisions, including what
to produce, how, and where, and what should be done with
the output. The majority — employees hired by the employers
— are excluded from making such decisions but are
nonetheless required to accept and live with them. In private
capitalisms, employees can quit an employer, but that
normally requires them to enter another workplace organized
in the same way.

In actually existing socialisms, state-regulated or state-owned
and -operated workplaces display this same dichotomy, or
split. A small minority — in this case, employers who are
private citizens or state officials — hires the majority, namely
the employees who do most of the work. The minority
similarly excludes the majority from key workplace decisions.

In relationships between the state and workplaces, the
employers, whether private owners or state officials, are the
intermediaries that “represent” the workplace. The employees
play a secondary role or no role at all in this relationship.
Outside the workplace, the mass of employees, as citizens,
might periodically elect a candidate to office, but it is these
politicians who subsequently enter state-workplace
relationships with employers, whether the latter be private
proprietors or state officials like themselves. The structure of
this relationship serves to keep most employees removed
from all but occasional, marginal influences on economic
events and curtails any real economic democracy.

Through these lessons, a growing number of socialists have
come to focus on worker cooperatives as a means to achieve
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included demands for workers controlling their own
workplaces as well.

In short, there were many precursors for the idea and
organization of worker cooperatives. For the most part,
however, the dominant theory and practice of 19th-and 20th-
century socialisms downplayed or marginalized democratized
workplaces. Especially following the reverses suffered by late-
20th-century socialisms, though, anew 21st-century socialism
is busily rediscovering, renewing, and reformulating programs
for democratizing workplaces. These programs now give
priority and emphasis to worker cooperatives in achieving a
transition from capitalism to an alternative, democratic
economic order.

In their modern forms, worker co-ops provide all who labor
inside a workplace — whether factory, office, or store — with
an equal voice on the key business decisions. Majorities
determine what, how, and where the workplace produces;
how it uses or distributes its outputs; and how it relates to the
state. The state’s direct partner in its relationship to the
workplace is no longer a minority, the employers, but instead
the entire collective of employee-owners. By democratizing
workplaces, worker co-ops can give shape to a real, daily
democracy on a society-wide basis.

Democratized workplaces provide a foundation — an
institutional structure, habits of thinking and acting, training,
and a model — for a democratic politics in residential
communities. In  the past, the undemocratic
employer/employee relationship of capitalist and socialist
societies undermined workers’ agency in politics. The very idea
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The democratization of workplaces immediately raises the
issue — indeed the necessity — of extending that
democratization to the people affected by workplaces who
are not workers there. The communities in which workplaces
function should have a democratic relationship with these
workplaces which, after all, pay taxes to these communities
and make decisions that can shape local traffic patterns, air
quality, and so on. Such should also be the case with
customers and other stakeholders of worker co-ops.

Decisions reached inside democratized workplaces by their
workers must be shared with, and co-determined by,
democratic decisions of customers and affected localities and
regions. Such co-determination would also need to agree
upon rules for developing, enforcing, and adjudicating
disputes and disagreements. A system of checks and balances
among workplaces, residential communities, and consumers
would need to be constructed.

The key difference between the emerging socialism of the 21st
century and the previous socialist tradition is the former’s
advocacy of the microeconomic transformation of the
internal structure and organization of workplaces. The
transition from hierarchical, dichotomous
employer/employee organizations of workplaces to worker
co-ops grounds a bottom-up economic democracy on a
wider, structural level. The new socialism’s difference from
capitalism becomes less a matter of state versus private
workplaces, and state planning versus private markets, and
more a matter of democratic versus autocratic workplace
organization. A new economy based on worker co-ops will
have to find its own democratic way to structure relationships
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sold to another individual or corporation and convert it into a
worker co-op. This support would also entail lending workers
the initial funds at an affordable rate to buy their enterprises.
Finally, while such laws and funding mechanisms in aid of co-
ops are being developed, government support would include
organizing a massive public discussion and debate over the
issue of a social transition to a democratically organized
economy.

One likely consequence of such transitions would be a
redefinition of politics as we know it now. Parties would likely
reorganize along the lines of which workplace organizations
they favored and which they opposed. Where once socialist
parties represented opposition to capitalism, they have long
since morphed into parties advocating a kinder, gentler private
capitalism with a more or less admixture of state capitalism
(that is, government regulation and state-owned and -
operated enterprises). In the wake of the emergence of the
new 2lst-century socialism, the next phase of socialist
organizing would include advocating for, and helping to build,
an economy based on worker co-ops. Various center-left and
center-right political formations — including some socialist
parties or wings of socialist parties — would become explicitly
what they always were implicitly: supporters of a capitalist
economy. Capitalists would be the base and support for such
parties, while worker co-ops would become the same for
socialist parties. Politics would again engage on a profound,
regular, and hopefully non-violent basis with the question of
whether capitalism or socialism better served the public good.
The meanings of words and labels like “capitalism” and
“socialism” would themselves change as this new political
landscape emerged.
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