








Preface . ..o

A specter is haunting the world—the specter of barbarism. Of
course, that prospect has always been latent in capitalism because
nothing matters for capital but profits; however, the drive for
quantitative expansion that is inherent in capitalism has now gen-
erated an ecological crisis. And, as the limits of Earth become
apparent, there inevitably arises the question of who is entitled to
command increasingly limited resources. To whom will go the
oil, the metals, the food, the water? The currently rich countries
of capitalisin, those that have been able to develop because others
have not? The impoverished prodncers in the world? Following
the capitalist path, we can be certain that force will decide—unpe-
rialism and barbarism. -~ 0 . geta e g e

The purpose of this book is to point to an alternative path. A
path focused not upon quantitative growth but on the full devel-
opment of human potential, not a path of barbarism but one of
socialism. And the premise 1s that we desperately need a vision of
that alternative, Because if we don’t know where we want to go,
no path will take us there.

To clanify and develop that vision, a number of concepts are
explored in The Socialist Alternative: socialism as a process
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I was surprised, though, to recognize how much here is the
product of my personal experiences and activity. Certainly, there
13 the echo of my time in the Students for a Democratic Society
with its slogan that decisions be made by those who are affected
by them. Further, my activity in the New Democratic Party
(NDP) of Canada (an education into the limits of social democ-
racy) is reflected in strategies posed here for struggle within cap-
italism, Greatly influenced by the Institute for Workers Control
in the United Kingdom, I developed policies for the Brtish
Columbia NDP (where 1 served as economic policy chair and
policy chair in the early 1970s) for opening the beoks of corpo-
rations to government and workers and nationalizing firins
unwilling to accept these new ground rules for a “good corporate
citizen”—a defimte precursor of the concept of “socialist condi-
uonality” discussed in this book. Similarly, some themes here
returnt to my work on free buses and neighborhood government
for the 1972 NDP electoral efforts in Vancouver and my involve-
ment in community organizing,

However, as will be seen, my experience in Venezuela has
been most significant in shaping this volume. Not only the privi-
lege of being present to learn from the exciting developments that
have put socialism for the twenty-first century on the world
agenda but also for the opportunity to participate in various ways,
beginning in 2004, when I became advisor to the then-Ministry
for the Social Economy, Some of my talks in Venezuela and reflec-
tions on the process there were included in Build It Now:
Socialism for the 21st Century.

Although Venezuela is unique in many ways because of its
rentist economy and culture, many of the problems that have
emerged in the context of trying to build socialism are not. And
we need to go beyond the particulars of that case to prepare our-
selves for struggle everywhere. Accordingly, The Socialist
Alternative draws upon the Venezuelan expeniment to develop a

general vision of socialism and concrete directions for struggle.






o INTRODUCTION

Reinventing Socialism

What is a good society? What do we want—for ourselves, for our
families, for those we love? What are the characteristics of a good
society, one in which we would like to live, one to which we think
everyone has a nght?

For me, a good society is one that permits the full develop-
ment of human potential. This is really the starting point—as it
was for Marx and other nineteenth-century socialists. Saint-
Simon viewed such a society as one that would provide to its
members “the greatest possible opportunity for the development
of their faculties.” Similarly, for Louis Blanc, the goal was to
ensure that everyone has “the power to develop and exercise his
faculties m order to really be free.” And Friedrich Engels indi-
cated that the aim of the Communists was “to organize society in
such a way that every member of it can develop and use all his
capabilities and powers in complete freedom and without thereby
infringing the basic conditions of this society.”! Certainly, too,
human development was central to Marx’s perspective; he looked
to a society where each individual is able to develop his full
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18 a clear recognition that human development 1s not fixed and
that we do not know its boundaries. This is, of course, a political
statement—because it implies that there is an alternative.

Similarly, with respect to the second theme, the Constitution
embodies a familiar theory in its insistence that participation is
necessary for human development—Marx’s concept of “revolu-
tionary practice.” The “coincidence of the changing of circum-
stances and of human activity or self-change” is the red thread
that runs throughout Marx’s work. Human development, he
understood, does not drop from the sky; it is not the result of gifts
from above. Rather, we change ourselves through our activity. As
we will see, Marx’s understanding of the simultaneous change in
circumstances and self-change means that we are the products of
all our activities—the products of our struggles (and our failure to
struggle), the products of all the relations in which we produce
and interact. . : N o

These two principles—the focus upon human development
and upon practice and protagonism as the “necessary way”—
constitute the key link we need to grasp. Once we do, we recog-
nize that without practice, you cannot have the full development of
human capacities. Without the protagonism that transforms peo-
ple, you cannot produce the people who belong in the good soci-
ety. This key link of human development and practice has pro-
found implications, because it allows us to identify the paths that
lead not to a good society but to a dead end.

A good society, though, is also one where people care about
each other and understand that “the development of the human
capacities on the one side [cannot be] based on the restriction of
development on the other™ It is based upon the concept of a
human family where our relations (in the words of Article 75 of
the Bolivarian Constitution) are based upon “cquahty of rights
and duties, solidarity, common effort, mutual understanding and
reciprocal respect.” Rather than a collection of self-oriented indi-
viduals (and groups), the good society is one where we recognize
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duction, instead of the proportion between production and social
needs, the needs of socially developed human beings.” The
inabtlity of capitalists to make money causes them to bring pro-
duction to a halt, irrespective of human needs.> The result is a
combination of unemployed workers, underutilized capacities
and resources, and people with unmet needs. Production could
occur, but it does not. Why? Simply because it is not prohable
for those who own the means of production. What inore evidence
of the irrationality of capitalism is needed? In fact, the system is
so profoundly perverse that it is necessary to ask, What keeps cap-
italism going?

- CAPITALISM AS AN ORGANIC SYSTEM -

What allows this system to renew itself? What are its structural
requirements, its conditions of existence? To understand the
repreduction of capitalism, we have to think of it as a total, con-
nected process—as a “structure of society, in which all relations
coexist simultaneously and support one another.” In capital-
ism, Marx explained, “every economic relation presupposes
every other in its bourgeois economic form, and everything
posited is thus also a presupposition; this is the case with every
organic system.”0

The starting point for grasping capitalism as an organic sys-
tem is to see it as a relationship between capitalists, who are the
owners of the means of production and driven by the desire for
profits (surplus value), and workers, who are separated from
means of preduction and thus have no alternative to mantain
themselves hut to sell their capacity to perform labor (labor
power). This is the logical premise of capitalism, and this presup-
position (capitalists whe own the means of production and work-
ers who must sell their labor power) also must be demonstrated
to be the result.
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Of course, it’s not quite that automatic. If the reproduction of
capital requires the reproduction of workers as wage laborers {in
other words, that they continue to sell their labor power), what
ensures this? While capital constantly tries to drive wages down,
workers push in the opposite directiou. So what ensures that
workers will not gain sufficieut wages to extract themselves from
the need to sell their ability to work in order to survive?

One way capital keeps wages down is by dividing and separat-
ing workers so they compete agaiust one another rather than
combine against capital. Not only does capital do this by using
workers against one another (as Marx described the manner in
which capital took advantage of the hostility between English and
Irish workers) but it also does this by constantly reproducing a
reserve army of the unemployed through the suhstitution of
machinery for workers. The competition among workers and the
division of the working class into employed and unemployed
both tend to keep wages down. That is, as Marx commented, “the
great beauty of capitalist production”:

It not only constantly reproduces the wage labourer as a wage
labourer, but alse always produces a relative surplus population

of wage labourers in proportion to the accumulation of capital.

The result is that wages are “confined within limits satisfactory
to capitalist exploitation, and lastly, the social dependence of the
worker on the capitalist, which is indispensable, is secured.” Add
to this the fact that workers’ needs to consume grow as the result
of the combination of the alienation (the impoverishment, the
“complete emptying-out”} characteristic of capitalist production
and the constant generation of new needs by capital in its attempt
to sell commeodities, and it is easy to see why workers are com-
pelled to continually present themselves in the labor market.1®

What we can observe clearly here 1s the vicious circle of capi-

talism. Beginning with (a) people who are separated from the
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nature of capital to workers and to help them understand the
necessity to go beyond capitalism. 12

Understanding that capitalism is a perverse society that
deforms people and that capital, itself, is the result of exploitation
is not enough, however. If people think there is no alternative,
then they will struggle to do their best within capitalism but will
not waste their ime and energy trying to achieve the impossibie.
For that very reason, a vision of an alternative is essential.

THE SPECTER OF SOCIALISM
"+ FOR THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

Marx had a vision of an alternative—the society of associated pro-
ducers, “a society of free individuality, based on the universal
development of individuals and on their subordination of their
communal, social productivity as their social wealth.”!% Socialism
for him was a society that removes all obstacles to the full devel-
opment of human beings; it was one in which “the worker’s own
need for development” guides society. The possibility of that
“good society” was indeed the perspective from which he criti-
cized capitalismy; it is the premise of his book, Capital 1>

Rather than this focus upon the full development of human
potential, however, the dominant conception of socialism in the
twentieth century tended to stress the development of productive
forces, a development that someday (and somehow) would pro-
duce a society that negated the unsatisfied needs characteristic of
capitalism—a society characterized by an abundance that would
allow everyone to consume and consume in accordance with their
needs. An important part of the socialist vision was lost—human
beings at the center. L I T

Unfortunately, too, a s1gmﬁcant part of the image conveyed by
“socialism” and “communism™ was that of a state standing over
and above society, one that directs and oppresses working peo-
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talism,” the Third Way which Chdvez at that point desired.’” His
belief in the possibility of a capitalist road, however, essentially
ended with the thwarted coup of 2002 and the capitalist lockout
of il and other sectors in the winter of 2002-3—demonstrations
that Venezuelan capitalists and their imperialist supporters were
not inferested in a “good capitalism.”

In the wake of these developments, the Bolivarian process
shifted significantly to the lefi. There was still no open talk of
socialism. Rather, the “social economy™ was offered as the alter-
native to capitalism. Thus, on his Alo Presidente program of
September 14, 2003, Chdvez announced that “the logic of capital
18 a perverse logic.” Capital, he argued, doesn’t care about putting
children to work, about the hunger of workers, about the malnu-
trition of their children. It is not interested in labor accidents, if
workers eat, if they have housing, where they sleep, if they have
schools, if when they get sick they have doctors, if when they are
old they have a pension. *No. The loglc of capital cares nothing
about that, it 1s diabolical, it is perverse.” ;

In contrast, Chdvez argued that “the social economy bases its
logic on the human being, on work, that is to say, on the worker
and the worker’s family, that 1s to say, in the human being ” This
soctal economy also does not focus on economic gain, on
exchange values; rather “the social economy generates mainly
use-value.” Its purpose is “the construction of the new man, of the
new woman, of the new society.”'® In fact, by 2003, Chavez was
talking about socialism without the use of the term.

Chévez’s announcement in early 2005 of the need to “reinvent
socialism” was just the beginning, and his ideas about socialism
increasingly took shape in 2005 as he immersed himself in
Beyond Capital, “the wonderful book of Istvan Mész4ros.” From
this thousand-page book, Chédvez’s orientation toward use-values
rather than exchange values was reinforced by Mésziros’s reading
of Marx’s Grundrisse critique of commodity exchange in the new
society.!? Excited by Marx’s argument that the cominunal econ-
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effort) in superseding all parts of “the totality of existing repro-
ductive relations” meant the failure to go “beyond capital.”?2

Thus, Mészéros stressed the need to restructure all of the
parts of capitalism’s organic system. The socialist alternative
regnires “the radical reconstitution of the dialectic of production-
distribution-consumption, setting out from the genuine social
control of the means of production.”? Here, then, was the under-
lying concept that led ultimately to “the elementary triangle of
socialism™: social property, social production, social needs.

The promising path that the concept of the socialist triangle
opens up is the theme of this book. The Socialist Alternative: Real
Human Development 1s divided into two sections. The opening
part, “The Socialist Triangle,” contains chapters on “the wealth
of people,” “the production of people,” and “the solidarian soci-
ety.” Part II, “Building the Socialist Triangle,” includes several
chapters on the concept of socialist transition and on concrete
measures for building the good society. There is a reason for this
division and sequence.

While the specter of socialism for the twenty-first century has
appeared (with much more material substance than the specter
Marx and Engels described in the mid-nineteenth century) and
lias grasped the minds of masses in Venezuela and elsewhere, it
has not been realized yet. Socialism for this century needs to be
built--a task of special importance given that other specter that is
Launting us, the specter of harbarism. And, as I argued in
“Socialism Does Not Drop from the Sky,” we need to understand
that the process of building it will differ everywhere:

Every society has its unique characteristics—its unique histo-
ries, traditions (inclnding religious and indigenous ones), its
mythologies, its heroes who have struggled for a better world
and the particular capacities that people have developed in the
process of struggle. Since we are talking about a process of

human development and not abstract recipes, we understand






1. The Wealth of People

R N [ P = TR SORNEEN S A Thwed o

Return to the concept of the good society—one with human
beings at the center. We described the good society as one that
fosters the full development of human potential, ensures the pro-
tagonism that is the necessary condition for complete develop-
ment, and encourages solidanty and caring. The good society isa
wealthy society. But what is the basis of a wealthy society?

According to Adam Smith, the key determinant of wealth,
defined as the use-values that a society produces, is the produc-
tive power of labor; that is, the gher the level of society’s pro-
ductivity, the greater the quantity of use-values produced for a
given population. The starting point, of course, is human beings
and nature—what Marx called “the original sources of wealth.”
Whereas nature provides the original basis for life, human beings
transform the raw materials that come from nature into use-values
that are the suhstance of wealth.

Besides human beings and nature, another factor 1s critical in
determining the quantity of use-values that can be produced in a
given period—the instruments of labor with which human bemgs
transform raw materials. When an individual devotes time to cre-
ate a tool {for example, a Robinson Crusoe making a trap or a net
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labor—precisely because our social productivity is increased by
the combination of labor; that is, because of the benefits available
from “united, combined labour”* Adam Smith certainly under-
stood the importance of the combination of labor—both within
the individual workplace (for example, the pin factory) and within
the society—for the increase in soctal productivity. His emphasis,
however, was upon the division of labor, which was the conse-
quence of a “certain propensity in hurnan nature . . . the propen-
sity to truck, barter, and exchange one thing for another” (which,
of course, had nothing to do with the pin factory). In contrast, we
stress not the division of labor (which is but one form of cooper-
ation and presupposes cooperation) but the combination of
labor—its character as social labor.’

Thus in the “association of the workers—the cooperation and
division of labour as fundamental conditions of the productivity
of labour.,” we see what Marx and Engels called in The German
Ideology “the multiplied productive force, which arises through
the co-operation of different individuals as it 1s caused by the divi-
sion of labour™ This is a central proposition of the political
economy of the working class that I identified in Beyond CAPI-
TAL: “any co-operation and combination of labour in production
generates a combined, social productivity of lahonr that exceeds
the sum of individual, isolated productivities.”? Very simply, as
Marx noted, “the social productive power which arises from co-
operation 18 a free gifi.

When we work with the results of past labor, this too is the

ked]

product of the combination of Iabor. Those tools, machines,
improvements to land, and intellectual and scientific discoveries
that substantially increase social productivity are available for use
by living labor because of the previous allocation of labor to those
activities. Both within specific workplaces and within society as a
whole, some producers create means of prodnction that increase
the productivity of others; total social productivity increases—the
more 50, the more advanced and long-lasting the particular means
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tion which appears as a natural fruit of soctal labour (although it
is a historical product).”10

Wealth as use-values is thus the result of this social combina-
tion-—the result of people working with nature and the products
of past labor, people creating products that maintain and
enhance the original sources of wealth and provide the basis for
increasing the future productive power of labor. We don’t pro-
duce nature, but our social inheritance is our product and the
product of past generations of workers. But to whom does our
social heritage belomg? 7 T oo L s oy

Not to us. “One of the chief factors in historical development
up till now,” Marx and Engels proposed in The German Ideology,
is the “consolidation of what we ourselves produce into a material
power above us.” Here indeed is what they called the muck of
ages: “man’s own deed becomes an alien power opposed to him,
which enslaves him instead of being controlled by him.” All the
wealth produced by workers {“the social power, i.c., the multi-
plied productive force, which arises through the co-operation of
different individuals™) appears as “not their own united power,
but as an alien force existing outside them.™1 - .+ v e

R A N

THE MYSTIFICATION OF CAPITAL

e e R Ly T e s T D e R ey

There is a reason for this. Our power does not appear as our
power because, in reality, it ¢sn’t our power anymore, Rather,
we think of the means of production, of our social heritage, as
capital. And what 1s capital® What is this momney for which we
sell our labor power, these objects of labor upon which we
work, these tools, machines, instruments that we use in pro-
duction? What are these products that sit in stores and that we
work to obtain?

This was the central point Marx attempted to explain—the

essence of that power above us, the essence of capital. His
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amount of her time (a day’s labor) to the capitalist and that she
gets its equivalent in money.

What 15 the significance of the distinction that Marx made
between labor power (the worker’s capacity) and labor (the
worker's activity)? When we focus upon the sale of labor power,
we are thinking about the reproduction of the worker and thus
her ability to work—that 1s, the necessary reproduction of the
worker’s availability to capital. This is the point made in the pre-
ceding chapter: “the absolutely necessary condition for capitalist
production” is “the reproduction of workers as wage laborers” (as
workers who must reappear in the labor market in order to sur-
vive). For Marx, here was one of the great contributions of classi-
cal political economy—the recognition that the wage was related
to the reproduction of the worker. It was a point developed by the
Physiocrats and followed by Adam Swmith, “like all economists
worth speaking of."1

But it we think that what workers sell 15 a particular quantity
of labor, what ensures the reproduction of workers? How does
capitalism continue? This, after all, was a central question for
Marx. But that is not a question that any individual capitalist or
worker 15 thinking ahout. It is the last thing on their minds. What
an individual capitalist wants 1s not the reproduction of capital-
ism but his own reproduction, and for this be needs a particular
quantity of labor. Thus, on the surface, it necessarily seems that
the worker sells a particular quantity of her labor and gets its
value. Indeed, that appearance 1s reinforced by the very form in
which wages are stated (a wage for a given number of hours of
work)}—*“all labour appears as paid labour”16  .fr+ ceniym s

It s impossible to exaggerate the significance that Marx
attached to this wage-form, which “extinguishes every trace of the
division of the working day into necessary and surplus labour,
into paid labour and unpaid labour.” For Marx, the wage-form
(which makes it appear that labor is purchased and fully paid for)
is the basis for the mystification of capital: ... . ... . ..
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The result is that the productivity gains arising from the accumu-
lation of the “general productive forces of the social brain™ neces-
sarily appear to be the result of capitalist investment. Indeed, all
progress seems to depend upon “the accumulation of capital.”
Of course, given capital’s impulse to grow, capitalist progress
is of a particular type. The prerequisite of the growth of capital is
the growth of surplus value. Thus capital searches not for any
development of the productive forces but rather for developments
that will enhance its ability to expand the production and realiza-
tion of surplus value. In short, the progress that capital seeks is a
biased progress; it 18 one which requires that capital (rather than
workers) can capture the fruits of productivity gain.!$ Science and
the technological application of science are there to serve capital:

[t becomes the task of science to be a means for the production of
wealth; a means of enrichment. . . . Exploitation of science, of the
theoretical progress of humamty. Capital does not create science,

but it exploits it, appropriates it to the production process.'”

Precisely because exploitation 1s hidden, all this 1s obscured.
Rather than going behind the “social mask” of capital to under-
stand that it is the combination of living social labor and of past
social labor which is the source of growing productivity, we attrib-
ute all progress to capital. And the more the system develops, the
more that production relies upon fixed capital, the “organs of the
human brain, created by the human hand,” the social heritage that
takes the form of instruments of fabor—the more that capital (and
the capitalist} appear to be necessary to workers. Thus capitalism
tends to produce the workers it needs, workers who treat capital-

1SM 45 COMINON SENSE: 0 -« v =% w2 o pare e wdievie]

The advance of capitalist production develops a working class
which by education, tradition and habit looks upon the require-

nients of this mode of production as self-evident natural laws.
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tionaries determine the goals of production and direct the use of
means of production and discipline workers to achieve those
goals, how could we think of this as social ownership, as owner-
ship by society?

The experience of the twentieth century, accordingly, pro-
duced an alternative conception, one articulated well by Pat
Devine in his classic 1988 book Democracy and Economic
Planning.2? In that conception, social ownership can be said to
exist where all those affected by decisions about the use of means
of production are involved in deciding upon that use. Thus work-
ers 1n those productive units (as well as those who work in sup-
plying units and in the units using that output) in addition to
members of affected communities need to be involved in direct-
ing the use of means of production. In other words, social owner-
shup by this definition necessarily implies a profound democracy
from below rather than decisions by a state that stands over and
above society.

And yet we need to ask whether this definition, though neces-
sary, is sufficient. Even if means of production are socially owned
in this sense, those means of production are discrete and sepa-
rate. Particular means of production are possessed within differ-
ent productive units, and not everyone has equal access to those
means of production owned in common.2? In other words, there
is differential access to the means of production. This can be sig-
nificant. One need only recall the experience of workers in collec-
tive enterprises in China compared to those in state-owned enter-
prises, of workers in the textile industry in Yugoslavia compared
to those in the electric power sector, and of workers in the tourist
sector in Cuba compared to those in sugar refineries to under-
stand—the means of production may belong to evervone but it may
matter where you work!

If some producers are able to secure particular benefits (for
example, higher incomes) as the result of privileged access to par-
ticular means of production, their advantage is the product of
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monopoly—the abtlity to exclude others from particular means of
production.2 How, then, could this qualify as secial ownership of
the means of production? Clearly, a definition of social ownership
of the means of production limited to the form of deciston-mak-
ing over the use of specific means of production may validate cur-
rent and histonc inequalities among people. Is that compatible
with socialism as an organic system? . oo e
Consideration of distribution within socialism as an organic
system and of social ownership of the means of production leads,
therefore, to the question, “ Who t5 enfitled 7 Who 1s entitled to the
fruits of past and present soctal labor? Who is entitled to enjoy our
social hentage? This central question brings us directly to Marx’s
concept of the wealth of people—to Marx’s coucept of real wealth.
R e I PR O R LIRS I

N R RICH HUMAN BEINGS . % ati

In capitalism, as we’ve seen, all is subordinated to capital’s goal—
accumulate, accumulate wealth as capital. But the alternative in a
rational society is not to accumulate, accumulate things. It is per-
fectly understandable why people within a capitalist society
desire and view as necessities the commedities that capital has
been trying to sell them. Capitalistically generated needs con-
stantly grow; indeed, Marx commented that “the contemporary
power of capital” rests upon the creation of new needs for work-
ers.? Nevertheless, things are not real wealth. Having greater
quantities of things—*“Who has the most toys?”—does not make
people really wealthy.

In short, we need to go beyond a conception of wealth that
merely substitutes for a quantity of money a quantity of things—
an example of how capital has deformed our conceptions. Marx
had such an alternative conception. Right from the outset, Marx
rejected the preoccupations of the political economusts of his time
and envisioned a “rich human being”—one who has developed
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his capacities and capabilities to the point where he is able “to
take gratification in a many-sided way”—*the rich man pro-
Joundly endowed with all the senses” “In place of the wealth and
poverty of political economy,” Marx proposed, “come the rich
human being and rich human need. The richk human being is
simultaneously the human being ¢n need of a totality of human
manifestations of life—the man in whom his own realisation exists
as an inner necessity, as need.” 26

It was not only the young Marx, however, who spoke so elo-
quently about rich human beings. In the Grundrisse, Marx con-
tinued to stress the centrality of the concept of rich human beings.
“When the limited bourgeois form is stripped away,” he asked,
“what 13 wealth other than the umiversality of individual needs,
capacities, pleasures, productive forces etc., created through uni-
versal exchange?”?” In continuing to envision a rich human
being—*“as rich as possible in needs, because rich in qualities and
relations . . . as the most total and universal possible social prod-
uct,” Marx revealed his understanding that real wealth 1s the
development of human capacity.?®

Grasping this concept is essential if we are to understand the
perspective from which Marx proceeded: real wealth is the devel-
opment of human capacities, the development of human poten-
tial. Marx’s concept encompassed the capabilities of both pro-
duction and consumption because the development of the ability
to enjoy is “the development of an individual potential”?% In
short, there was no contradiction between saying, on the one
hand, that “real wealth is the developed productive power of all
individuals” and, on the other, that “regarded materially, wealth
consists only in the manifold vanety of needs.”30 Rather than
thinking of a being with simple needs and simple productive
powers, Marx looked to the “development of the rich individual-
ity which is as all-sided in its production as In its consumption.”!

This is what Marx’s conception of socialism was all about—
the creation of a society that removes all obstacles to the full
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truths? Truths accepted by and acceptable to those at the top? Is
it education that supports the maintenance of existing power
structures? Or is it education as a process in which people learn
through their own activity?

These are the very types of questions posed by Paulo Freire,
who was himself profoundly influenced by Marx. Freire distin-
guished very clearly between the delivery of “banked knowledge”
and knowledge that develops from a critical process that examines
the world and our place in the world. “In the banking concept of
knowledge,” Freire pointed out, “knowledge is a gift bestowed by
those who consider themselves knowledgeable upon those whom
they consider to know nothing.”? In other words, 1t 1s a gift from
above. The state provides a gift; the teacher provides a gift.

In contrast, Freire’s own concept of education—what he calls
“problem-posing education”—stressed revolutionary practice:
the relation between our activity and the development of our
capacities. “Problem-posing education.” he noted, “affirms men
and women as being in the process of becoming—as unfinished,
uncompleted beings™; it is a “humanist and liberating praxis.”
one which “posits as fundamental that the people subjected to
domination must fight for their emancipation.””

There is no place in the liberal concept of human develop-
ment for this emphasis upon practice. Whether education comes
as a gift bestowed from above to those who are deprived or
whether it emerges from our critical problem-posing and reflec-
tions appears irrelevant. But the key link of human development
and practice puts at the center of the question “revolutionary
practice”™—that simultaneous changing of circumstances and
human activity or self-change.

In fact, Marx introduced his concept of revolutionary practice
in the very context of criticizing the idea that you can change peo-
ple by giving them gifts. This was the essence of the utopian
socialism of his time—that if we change the circumstances for
people (for example, by creating new structures, new communi-
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some particular aspect”; thus, when “attending lectures, educat-
ing his children, developing his taste, etc.,” the worker expands
his capacities in different dimensions.t In short, the worker
explicitly pursues his “own need for development” when he uses
his time away from the organized workplace “for education, for
intellectual development, for the fulfillment of social functions,
for social intercourse, for the free play of the vital forces of his
body and his mind.””

People engage in a labor process when they have the explicit
goal of their own development and engage in purposeful activity
to that end. Thus “it goes without saying,” Marx commented,
“that direct labour time itself cannot remain in the abstract
antithesis to free time in which it appears from the perspective of
bourgeois economy.” What people do away from the workplace as
such affects their capabilities; it allows them to enter “into the
direct production process as this different subject.” From this
standpoint, free time can be regarded as “the production of fixed
capital, this fixed capital being man himself.8

But people also transform themselves when their own develop-
ment is not their preconceived goal. (In this case, it is an unin-
tended consequence of their activities.) “The coincidence of the
changing of circumstances and of human activity or self-change”
is, after all, the essence of Marx’s view of “the self-creation of man
as a process.”™ Marx was most consistent on this point when talk-
ing about the struggles of workers against capital and how this rev-
olutionary practice transforms “circumstances and men,” expand-
ing their capabilities and making them fit to create a new world.10

Marx, though, did not at all limit his view of this process of
self-change to the sphere of political and economic struggle. In
the very act of producing “the producers change, too, in that they
bring out new qualities in themselves, develop themselves in pro-
duction, transform themselves, develop new powers and new
ideas, new modes of intercourse, new needs and new language.™"!

The worker as outcome of his own labor, indeed, enters into
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Similarly, capital creates “the material elements™ for expanded
human capacity insofar as it transforms the existing mode of pro-
duction. Not only do new combinations of producers introduced
by capital provide conditions in which the worker may go beyond
“the fetters of his individuality,” but the development of large-
scale industry, Marx proposed, creates capital’s need for “the fit-
ness of the worker for the maximum number of different kinds of
labour”!5 Indeed, Marx comimented that the capitalist drive for
surplus value “spurs on the development of society’s productive
forces, and the creation of those matenal conditions of produc-
tion which alone can form the real basis of a higher form of soci-
ety,a society in which the full and free development of every indi-
vidual forms the ruling principle.”16

However, though Marx understood that capital strives in this
way toward universality, producing “this being as the most total
and universal possible social product,” he was very clear that cap-
ital produces its own barriers to the production of rich human
beings.17 Capital, recall, onfy produces for surplus value, and in
crises it periodically demonstrates openly what is always true—
that “instead of the proportion between production and social
needs, the needs of socially developed human beings,” what
determines production is its profitability.!¥ But this display of the
limited nature of production under capital is only one example of
its barrier to the production of rich human beings.

Although capital’s drive for surplus value “creates material
elements for the development of the nich individuality” (and
“material conditions” for a higher form of society}, it produces at
the same time posr human beings. Think about the situation of
workers in capitalism. Within capitalist relations of production,
people are subjected to “the powerful will of a being outside
them, who subjects their activity to his purpose.” Everything
about the capitalist relation mystifies the process of production:
workers naturally don’t think about the means of production as

theirs, as the result of their labor or that of past generations of













THE PRODUCTION OF PEQPLE 8

and characteristic of” production in that “inverse situation,”
socialism. We understand that all means for the development of
production are nel necessarily “means of domination and
explottation of the producers” but that this 1s a “distortion™—that
in socialism, we would be ltberated and not enslaved by our own
products. We begin to understand the necessary conditions for
producing rich human beings by considering Marx’s account of
their negation in capitalism.

SR R
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SUBJECTS OF PRODUCTION

What are the charactenstics, then, of socialist production—the
circurnstances that have as their joint product “the totally devel-
oped individual, for whom the different social functions are dif-
ferent modes of activity he takes up in turn”?3? What kind of
activities are essential to produce this rich human being whose
“own realisation exists as an inner necessity, as need” ?

Given the *dialectical inversion™ peculiar to capitalist produc-
tion that cripples the body and mind of the worker and alienates
her from “the intellectual potentialities of the labour process,” it
is clear that to develop the capacities of people the producers
must put an end to what Marx called in his Critique of the Gotha
Programme “the enslaving subordination of the individual to the
division of labour, and therewith also the antithesis between men-
tal and physical labour.? It is no accident that Marx indicated in
Capital that the “revolutionary ferments whose goal 1s the aboli-
tion of the old division of lahour stand in diametrical contradic-
tion with the capitalist form of production.”34

Head and hand must be reunited. For the development of rich
human beings, the worker must be able to call “his own muscles
into play under the control of his own brain.’35 Expanding the
capabilities of people requires both mental and manual activity.
Not only does the combination of education with productive
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social enslavement, [that] engine of class despotism,” the inverted
character of capitalist production cannot be used by workers for
their own goals. The “systematic and hierarchic division of
labour™ characteristic of capitalist production, with its own
“trained caste™ above workers—“absorbing the mntelligence of the
masses and turning them against themselves in the lower places of
the hierarchy”—must be replaced with a new social form appro-
priate to the “all-around development of the individual 4!

To repeat, the working class can no more use the ready-
made despotic capitalist workplace—with its “barrack-like dis-
cipline” for its own purposes than it can use the “ready-made”
capitalist sfafe machinery for its own purposes. The socialist
combination of workers that increases social productivity must
be a combination that flows from the relations of the associated
producers rather than from the plan and authority of a being
outside them. As with the concept of the self-government of the
producers “at last discovered” during the Paris Commune, self-
management within production, a labor process characterized
as “the people—acting for itself by itself,” is the process by
which the preducers act as collective subjects who transform
themselves as they transform circumstances and make them-
selves fit to create a new society.42

The link posited here between the self-government and self-
management of the producers is not trivial. It is essential not to be
limited by capital’s definition of production—one that tends to
think of production as the creation of use-values that can be a
source of surplus value. Production should not be confused with
production of specific use-values: all specific products and activ-
ities are mere moments in a process of productng human beings,
the real result of social production.®? Thus not only production of
specific material commodities {in the so-called “productive sec-
tor”) but also educational and health services, household activity
(which directly nurtures the development of human beings) and
activities within the community— all these must be recognized as
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That is why Marx looked at the cooperative factories of the
mid-nineteenth century as great victories. Despite the “dwarfish
forms™ inherent in the private efforts of individual workers that
would “never transform capitalistic society” (and despite the
defects we discuss in the next chapter), Marx saw the cooperative
factories as an even “greater victory” for the political economy of
the working class over the political economy of capital than the
Ten Hours Bill.#7 Those cooperatives demonstrated in practice
that combined labor on a large scale could lose its “antithetical
character” and could “be carried on without the existence of a
class of masters employing a class of hands.” Workers, it was now
revealed, do not need capitalists: “To bear fruit, the means of
labour need not be monopolized as a means of domimon over,
and of extortion against, the labouring man himself.”#

Further, the cooperatives pointed to the emergence of a new
relationship among the producers. Rather than embodying the
goals and power of capital, the products of their activity reflected
a conscious bond among the particular cooperators—one that fol-
lowed [rom the free decision of the producers to associate. “The
cooperative factories run by workers themselves” were in this
respect “the first exarples of the emergence of a new form.”##

In the cooperative society based on common ownership of the
means of production, the associated producers expend “their
many different forms of labour-power in full self-awareness as one
single social labour force™" And the result i1s the “all-around
development of the individual, and [that] ail the springs of co-
operative wealth flow more abundantly” In short, worker manage-
ment makes possible the development of the capacities of workers:
the worker “strips off the fetters of his individuality, and develops
the capabilities of his species.” But if workers don’t manage?

When workers don’t manage, someone else does. The implica-
tion 1s clear when we recall the key link of human development
and practice. If workers don’t develop their capabilities through
their practice, someone else does. This was the experience of
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SELF-INTEREST AND YUGOSLAV
SELF-MANAGEMENT

The experience of Yugoslavia is interesting because this case of
state-owned industry and legally mandated worker management
demonstrates the effects of reproducing “all the defects of the
existing system.” Having rejected the Soviet model, Yugoslavia
began in 1950 to introduce worker management in state indus-
try.20 It was a real experiment. Would worker management of
state-owned industries succeed?

In introducing the Law on Workers’ Self-Management,
Marshal Tito pointed out that many people worried that “the
workers will not be able to master the complicated techniques of
management of factories and other enterprises.” His answer,
though, was that “in the very process of management, in the con-
tinuous process of work and management, all the workers will
gain the necessary experience. They will get acquainted not only
with the work process, but also with all the problems of their
enterprises. Only through practice will workers be able to
learn.*21 e

Certainly, the extreme alienation characteristic of the Soviet
workplace was not to be found. Yugoslav workers did identify
with their enterprises, and Yugoslavia was viewed as a great suc-
cess story as it industrialized and introduced modern technology.
Further, large numbers did learn much about the problems of
their enterprises—especially because there was a principle of
rotation on the workers’ councils both at the enterprise and shop
levels. But they learned much less than Tito and other leaders
had anticipated at the beginning,

What had happened? One major problem is that there was
not a sustained effort to educate workers in the workplace as to
how to run thetr enterprises. So the result was that the distinction
between thinking and doing remained. Although they had the

power to decide upon entical questions like investments, market-
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the development of socialism as an organic system. When maxi-
mizing income is the goal, the Yugoslav experience shows that 1t
may be logical to rely upon experts who promise to take workers
to that goal; the result will be to undermme worker management
and to ensure that workers do not develop their potential.
Further, when one’s labor power 1s viewed as property that
requires an equivalent, the resulting inequality (and related jeal-
ousy and antagonisins) work against the development and deep-
emng of solidarity in society and against a focus upon the needs
of people within society. Finally, when differential possession or
differential development of capacities (neither of which imply
antagonism in themselves) are combined with self-interest and
self-orientation to produce the belief in and the desire for privi-
leged entitlement, the tendency 1s toward the disintegration of the
common ownership of the means of production. Self-orientation
infects all sides of the socialist triangle.

Should we be surprised at this? Individual and antagonistic
interests, competition, profit seeking, maximizing material self-
interest—how can this be part of a new socialist society? It is pre-
cisely the point made by Che in his Man and Socialism in Cuba:

The pipe dream that socialism can be achieved with the help of
the dull instruments left to us by capitalism (the commedity as
the economic cell, individual material interest as the lever, etc.)
can lead into a blind alley. And you wind up there after having
travelled a long distance with many crossroads, and it is hard to

figure out just where you took the wrong turn.2s

It is a dead end; it is a “blind alley” precisely because this
reproduces “all the defects of the existing system.” To build the
new society, as Che knew, it is necessary, simultaneous with new
material foundations, to build new socialist human beings. But
what kind of people are built when self-interest is the dominant
principle? What are the jomnt products of that process?
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working for himself”; in the colonies, there is “a constant trans-
formation of wage-labourers into independent producers.” The
result? “Not only does the degree of exploitation of the wage-
labourer remain indecently low . . . [but] the wage labourer also
loses, along with the relation of dependence, the feeling of
dependence on the abstemious capitalist.™2!

In short, in the colonies the relative supply and demand for
workers meant that the relationship of wage labor was not being
reproduced: where “the worker receives more than is required for
the reproduction of his labour capacity and very soon becomes a
peasant farming independently, etc., the original relation is not
constantly reproduced.”?? And that meant that the reproduction
of capital was threatened because the reproduction of the worker
as wage laborer “is the absolutely necessary condition for capital-
ist production.”?® In the absence of the specifically capitalist
mode of production, rising wages tended both to slow down the
expanded reproduction of capital and to encourage the non-
reproduction of wage labor.24

“Two diametrically opposed economic systems” were in
struggle i the colonies—one based upon capitalist relations and
the other where the producer “as owner of his own conditions of
labour, employs that labour to enrich himself instead of the capi-
talist.”25 That struggle, however, was not limited to the New
World. Indeed, the development of capitalism in the Old World
was a process in which “the free proprietor of the conditions of
his labour” was “supplanted by capitalist private property, which
rests on the exploitation of alien, but formally free labour.”26

“Becoming™ has two sides—an “arising” and also a “pass-
ing-away.” In primitive capitalist accumulation, the means of
production and labor power, the essential elements of the capi-
talist labor process, are extracted from somewhere else. The other
side of the subsuming of producers, means of production, and
the labor process itself under capitalist relations, accordingly,
was their detachment from preexisting relations, In short, the
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process of becoming of capitalist relations involved the con-
tracted reproduction of those existing relations within which
production hitherto had taken place. Thus there is a contested
reproduction, a process in which differing relations exist simul-
taneously and there is a struggle over the subordination of the
elements of production.

Contested reproduction, though, did not end with the origj-
nal (or primitive) development of capitalist relations of produc-
tion. Expanded reproduction of those new relations was not
secure until the development of a specific mode of production
that ensures reproduction of the premises of the system: “As soon
as capitalist production stands on its own feet, it not only main-
tains this separation [between workers and the means of produc-
tion] but reproduces it on a constantly extending scale.”?” Until
capital has developed upon its foundations, those “two diametri-
cally opposed economic systems™ coexist.

This point is essential to recognize because, as the Soviet
economist Evgeny Preobrazhensky pointed out in the 1920s, two
systems and two logics do not simply exist side by side. They
interact. They interpenetrate. They deform each other. Precisely
because there is contested reproduction between differing sets of
productive relations, the interaction of the systems can generate
crises, inefficiencies, and irrationality that wouldn’t be found in
either system in its purity.28 And this was exactly what was occur-
ring when the accumulation of capital produced the tendency
described above for the non-reproduction of wage labor as the
result of rising wages.

How, then, were capitalist relations of production reproduced
under these conditions? Marx was quite clear on what occurred.
He detailed the measures undertaken with the emergence of cap-
italism in the Old World—*“the bloody discipline,” the “police
methods.” “the state compulsion to confine the struggle between
capital and labour within limits convenient for capital.” In direct
contrast to the conditions for the reproduction of capitalist rela-
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and shipping that were subsequently sold to the emerging capital-
1st class. The state-directed abolition of serfdom in Prussia and
Russia, as well as the creation by the state in Germany and France
of major financial vehicles whereby the substantial wealth of large
landowners could be directed to the creation of new capitalist
enterprises, were all variations on the classic account that Marx
provided in Capetal. All were part of the process of the emergence
of capitalism, and the specific characteristics of those national
capitalisms would reflect the way in which capitalist relations of
production emerged and were sustained by the state “in antithe-
sis to the existing development of production and the inherited,
traditional relations of production.”

But what if capital had rot been able to use the state to ensure
the conditions of its expanded reproduction? In fact, every step
of the process before the development of the new mode of pro-
duction is one which, to a greater or lesser degree, contains
within it the opposite possibility—that is, the reversal of that
process. And the crises and irrationalities that are the product of
contested reproduction bring the barriers facing the emerging
system to the surface. If there is neither the specifically capitalist
mode of production ror a mode of regulation that ensures the
reproduction of wage laborers who are dependent upon capital,
then, as Marx revealed in his discussion of the colonies, capital-
ism 1s not irreversible. The path, in fact, can lead backward.

This point is precisely what we need to keep in mind when
considering the becoming of socialism—the necessity for a social-
ist mode of regulation that can ensure the reproduction of social-
ist relations until such time that socialism has succeeded in devel-
oping all the organs it requires as an organic system.

s
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The growing recognition that “in its merely economic action
capital is the stronger side” accordingly propels workers into
political action. They come to recognize the necessity to struggle
as a class politically—through a “political movement, that is to
say, a movement of the class, with the object of enforcing its inter-
ests in a general form, in a form possessing general, soctally coer-
cive force.” This was, Marx stressed, the message of the
International Working Men’s Association: “To conquer political
power has therefore become the great duty of the working
classes.” 1! And it was the message that Marx and Engels contin-
ued to stress in the Communist Manifesto: “The first step in the
revolution by the working class is to raise the proletaniat to the
position of ruling class, to win the battle of democracy.”

In that scenario, workers struggle to win that “battle of
democracy” and to use their control of the state to remove the
economic basis for capitalism and a class society. With its suc-
cessful conquest of political power, Marx and Engels predicted,
“the proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by
degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralise all instru-
ments of production in the hands of the State, i.e., of the prole-
tariat organized as the ruling class; and to increase the total of
productive forces as rapidly as possible.”'5 “By degrees”: the
Communist Manifesto envisioned a process of “despotic inroads™
upon capital—a process in which the reproduction of capital is
constrained, and the proletariat finds itself always compelled to
move forward. In place of the monopolization of the means of
production by the capitalist class, there increasingly emerges
common ownership of the means of production.

Thus the rupture of property rights. But another rupture, too.
Because the scenario essentially breaks off here, and aside from
scattered observations and insights (such as those produced by
the Paris Commune), what remains are those bare outlines of the
process of becoming that Marx introduced in his Critique of the
Gotha Programme. To say anything more requires a rational
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production” for the emergence of this new relation of produc-
tion. Thaose relations of production in turn remain unstable until
the development of a specific mode of production that supports
their reproduction—that, iu short, produces as its result the
premises of the system. s this a useful template for exploring the
becoming of socialism?

Come back to the point of that critical rupture in property
rights. Is the change in ownership that makes the means of pro-
duction state property sufficient to create relations of production
organized by the associated producers? No more than the earlier
rupture of propertly rights was sufficient tu itself for the emergence
of capitalist relations of production. In order to establish the
“gystem of the association of free and equal producers,” the pro-
ducers themselves must “seize possession of production” and
introduce cooperative production based upon common owner-
ship of the means of production. What, though, is the probabil-
ity of this occurring unless the associated producers seize pos-
session of the stafe?16

The capitalist state, as Marx understood, was infected—its very
institutions involve a “systematic and hierarchic division of
labour,” and it assumes the character of a public force orgamzed
for social enslavement, of an engine of class despotism.'” That is
why Marx and Engels concluded that the working class “cannot
simply lay hold of the ready-made state machinery, and use it for
its own purpose.”’'8 How can the means of production be pos-
sessed by the associated producers when they are owned by a state
whose very nature is hierarchy and power over all from above?

The recognition that workers could not use the existing capi-
talist state for their own purposes, though, was not Marx’s discov-
ery. Rather, it was the spontaneous discovery of workers in the
Paris Commune. There was the demonstration that a workers’
state is one in which public functions become the functions of
workers “instead of the hidden attributes of a trained caste™; it
was the discovery in practice that workers need a new state, one
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that what matters are particular productive forces. Capital intro-
duced specific alterations in the mode of production in order to
achieve its class goals. In the same way, socialism, that society of
associated producers, can only develop as the associated pro-
ducers alter the mode of production in such a way as to realize
their goals.

Of course, the new socialist mode of production developed
within socialist relations of production would not be put into
place overnight. As in the case of the development of the specif-
ically capitalist mode of production, the process of becoming of
the new mode of production 1s likely to occur as the associated
producers come up against barriers to the realization of their
goals and therefore proceed to transcend the existing structures.
As the ways in which we produce become processes of con-
scious cooperation oriented toward satisfying the needs of all
within the community, monopolization of our social heritage,
domination from above within our productive activity and lives,
and producing for our self-interest increasingly would be under-
stood to be irrational and atavistic. In this way, the productive
forces generated under socialist relations would develop a body
of associated producers that “by education, tradition and habit
looks upon the requirements of that mode of production as self-
evident natural laws,”26

This socialist mode of production, in short, would tend to
spontaneously produce a new common sense, one that looks upon
social ownership, social preduction orgamzed by workers and
production for social needs as self-evidently rational. Just as the
development of the specifically capitalist mode of production is an
essential part of the reproduction of the worker as wage laborer
within capitalism, so too would the socialist mode of production
create the producers the new society needs. But what happens in

the absence of the specifically soctalist mode of production?
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THE SOCIALIST MODE OF REGULATION

How does the new socialist system become an organic system by
subordinating the defects it has inherited? How does it ensure the
reproduction of socialist relations of production? In the same way
capitalism did. Until such time that a new socialist mode of pro-
duction has been constructed, a secialist mode of regulation is
required. As in the case of the becoming of capitalism, “the power
of the state” 1s needed. But not the power of a hierarchical state
organized as an “engine of class despotism.” That cannot be the
political form for the social emancipation of workers.

On the contrary, “whereas capitalism, which needs for its
reproduction the acquiescence of workers, can draw upon the
coercive power of the state for this purpose, such a resort is
entirely alien to the co-operative society based on common own-
ership of the means of production.”?” Indeed, “how could such a
self-mauaging and self-governing society emerge on the basis of a
mode of regulation in which producers are coerced into sup-
pressing behaviour which to them appears as natural aud self-evi-
dently rational” Rather than producing people fit to fouud soci-
ety anew, coercion from above merely produces “private, atom-
ized individuals who endure until what is unuatural is removed.”

Here is the critical question—“what mode of regulation is
appropriate for socialism insofar as its requirements do not
appear as self-evident natural laws?”2® As Marx grasped, an
essential part of the socialist mode of regulation is the power of
decentralized, democratic, “self-working and self-governing com-
munes”—a state of the Panis Commune type. Just as capitalism
required force—*“the midwife of every old society which 1s preg-
nant with a new one”—so too does the emerging socialist society
require force appropriate to the new society.

Through its own specific “artificial meaus,” the socialist mode
of regulation atternpts to foster the new relatious that are develop-
ing among the associated producers. Inherited elements such as
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the emphasis upon individual self-interest are subordinated by
developing a new social rationality—one that focuses upon the
community and its needs and encourages the development of new
social norms based upon cooperation and solidarity among mem-
bers of society. The combination of that focus and the creation of
communal institutions that democratically identify communal
needs and coordinate productive activity to satisfy those needs is
at the center of the new socialist common sense.
As I stressed in “The Socialist Fetter: A Cautionary Tale”;

More than simply focus on the centrality of human needs, how-
ever, what is critical is that the necessity to engage in collective
solutions to their satisfaction becomes recognised as a responsi-
bility of all individnals. Where a sense of community and a con-
fidence in the benefits of acting “in full self-awareness as a single
social labour force” are called for, a state over and above civil
society cannot produce the people who have these characteris-
tics. Rather, only through their own activities through
autonomous organisations—at the neighbourhood, community
and national levels—can people transform both circumstances
and themselves. What is called for, in short, is the conscious

development of a socialist civil society. 29

This concept of the socialist mode of regulation rests upon the
principle that Che understood—that to build socialism, “it is nec-
essary, simultaneous with the new matenal foundations, to build
the new man™® Until such time as the associated producers
develop new productive forces that are appropnate to and sponta-
neously support the relations of production of associated produc-
ers, consciously fostering this set of institutional arrangements and
ideological campaigns is essential to support the reproduction of
the new productive relations. For how long? Clearly, the necessity
for such a mode of regulation would differ in different societies; as

in the case of capitalism, we can anticipate that there would be
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chapter 4) that when you have two different systems side by side,
you can get the worst of both worlds. Precisely because there are
two coexisting and interpenetrating systems, that combination
can produce system irrationality.

For example, when producers function as private owners of
labor power and attempt to maximize what they obtain for
every expenditure of their labor, then the development of pro-
duction for communal needs will clearly affect their incentive
to provide labor in their exchange with society. (Why should
they work if they can get what they need without this
exchange?) Looked at from the other angle, the continuation of
alienated production (because of the character of the work-
place and the focus upon self-interest} will ensure that workers
do not develop their capacities but that their need to consume
alien products continues to grow. From both perspectives, this
combination 1s incoherent.

The logic of the old system weighs like a nightmare on the
brains of the living. At every moment of cnisis or the momentary
failure of goals, there will be some who will declare that “the
people are not ready” and that, accordingly, it 1s necessary to
rely upon what they are ready for (“one-man management,”
material incentives, private ownership and entrepreneurship
and the like). Citing Marx’s Gotha Critique statement that
“right can never be higher than the economic structure of soci-
ety and its cultural development conditioned thereby,” they
argue that only after the sufficient development of the produc-
tive forces “can the narrow horizon of bourgeois right be fully
left behind.” The old story—everything depends upon the
development of the productive forces.

Any productive forces? And created and nurtured within any
relations of production? How that horizon of bourgeois right wall
ever be surpassed with productive forces developed outside
socialist relations and with the constant generation of new; alien-
ated needs is never explained.?! Genuflection to the abstract con-
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that account be taken of the specific features distinguishing that
country from others in the same historical epoch.”!

Isn’t there, then, a significant danger of positing a universal
“transitional program” independent of particular concrete cir-
cumstances? We may agree that there are necessary presupposi-
tions of socialism—social ownership of the means of production,
worker management of production, and a solidarian society in
which we produce for the purpose of communal needs; however,
the way in which these are to be achieved is not dictated. We have
to remember Marx’s own understanding of the importance of
contingency. If we 1nsist upon a single program, we lapse into “a
historico-philosophical theory of the general course fatally
imposed on all peoples, whatever the histonical circumstances in
which they find themselves placed.” In short, it 1s essential to rec-
ognize that every country must invent its own path,

Is there, for example, a necessary order to the steps along the
path to socialism? Must the historical order follow the logical
order traced in preceding chapters—(1) social ownership of the
means of production, (2) worker management and, finally, (3) a
solidanan society? If we insist upon this historical sequence, we
are forgetting an essential point—the inferdependence of the three
sides of the socialist triangle. “How; indeed, could the single log-
ical formula of movement, of sequence, of time, explain the struc-
ture of soctety in which all relations coexist simultaneously and
support one another?”?2 -

After all, capitalism is clearly a structure in which all relations
support one another. That old society cannot disappear
overnight. For example, every moment that people act within old
relations is a process of reproducing old ideas and attitudes.
Working within a hierarchy, functioning without the ability to
make decisions in the workplace and society, focusing upon self-
interest rather than upon solidarity—these activities produce peo-
ple on a daily basis; it 1s the reproduction of the conservatism of
everyday life. So we can’t ignore the interdependence of socialism
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There is also the other aspect of the “key link™: achieving “our
complete development, both individual and collective™ is insepa-
rable from practice. Regardless of any differences in paths, all
paths to socialism necessarily must create the conditions by

which people transform themselves through their activity.

3 : EEREEERSAE

A PARTIAL CHARTER
FOR HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

How, then, to begin to talk about making a path to socialism
when the paths cannot be identical> We begin by recalling from
chapter 2 “the inverse situation” that Marx introduced—the
specter of a human society no longer subordinated to capital. In
short, let us take as our starting point the inversion of capitalism,
the negation of this negation, the inversion of “this inversion,
indeed this distortion, which is peculiar to and characteristic of
capitalist production.”

Capitalism, we know, has its own triangle:

1. Capital owns the means of production, our social heritage,
and benefits from this ownership;

2. Under the direction and control of capital, that is, the des- L'
potism of the capitalist workplace, workers are exploited,
crippled as human beings and alienated from the products §
of their activity; and \

3. Given that the goal that drives production is surplus value,
to this end capital destroys human beings and nature, puts
workers into competition with each other, and disinte-

Truly a perverse society. Yet, as we have seen, the development ¢

grates families and communities.

of capitalism creates a working class that “by education, tradition
and habit” looks upon the requirements of capital as “self-evident
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bourgeoisie, to centralise all instruments of production in the
hands of the State.”” But where does the element of practice
enter into this process? The despotic inroads described above all
seem to be initiated and executed by the state. True, the establish-
ment of worker and community assemblies and councils is
noted—as 1s the importance of introducing worker and commu-
nity decision making, Is this sufficient, thongh, to produce the
new revolutionary subjects, the new socialist human beings capa-
ble of going beyond the muck of ages?

If the state and its functionaries are in motion but the people
are not, then the effect will be to reproduce the passivity and cyn-
icism characteristic of capitalist society. Rather than the simulta-
neous changing of circumstances and self-change, what will
occur here is similar to that pattern (noted in chapter 2) where
“knowledge 1s a gift bestowed by those who consider themselves
knowledgeable upon those whom they consider to know noth-
ing” (Freire). This is the perspective that thinks that it is suffi-
cient to change circumstances i order to change people—which
in fact divides society into two parts, one part of which is supe-
rior to society (Marx).

A revolutionary state must encourage revolutionary practice.
The process outlined above definitely creates the conditions for
the mobilization of people against capital. It establishes the basis
for national campaigns against capital. However, because the
development of self-acting and self-governing movements is an
organic process with its own rhythm, the state cannot dictate
from above the nature and the pace of the changing of circum-
stances. Rather, the state must create the enabling framework in
which people can transform circumstances and themselves.
Decisions on the steps to be taken must therefore flow from meet-
ings and discussions of workers and their communities based
upon what they see as their needs. And, since unevenness is
inevitable because of differing circumstances and differing histo-
ries, uniformity cannot be imposed from above.
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cheese, plastic production for packaging, and a distribution
process—with delivery to final consumers in schools and hospi-
tals. As a vertically integrated process, there would be no place for
prices in the relationship between steps in this production
chain—any more than there is a place for prices for each step of
the process of production on a factory production line. Further,
individual units within the complex would not have the option of
producing and selling to whomever they want. Rather, it is essen-
tial that the producers recognize their interdependence and their
responsibility to the final consumers.

But how to develop that conscious association of producers?
One way would be by recognizing distribution as an essential part
of this complex rather than as a specific subdivision of labor.
Insofar as distribution of the mterim products would be seen as
part of the process of production, those engaged in production in
any particular stage also would be responsible for bringing their
products to subsequent stages—thereby familiarizing themselves
with the requirements—quality and the like—and with any waste
at these stages.20 Thus a process of rotation among the producers
(so that all are both producers and distributors) would serve to
break down the separateness of the various stages in the produc-
tion chain. Accordingly, a very important part of what 1s pro-
duced in this way is development of knowledge about and a sense
of responsibility for the whole. The process, in short, would be
one in which every sub-unit is simultaneously a sphere for pro-
ducing things and also a sphere for developing a sense of unity
among the producers.

Yet the real glue that binds this complex together would be
responsibility to the final consumer. This 1s why 1t 1s important
that the producers have direct contact with those whose needs
they are satisfying (in the example above, those in schools and hos-
pitals). Information about the needs of those who depend upon
the products is essential in ensuring that adequate production is
planned and that the producers understand their responsibility for
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the needs of their members and develop means for their satisfac-
tion, they produce as a joint product people with altered person-
alhities, people with the capacity to act differently. Combined with
a conscious campaign to recognize the right of everyone to the full
development of their potential, these new people enter into all
their relations as transformed producers.

Thus, Like workers councils, neighborhood councils are
organs of democracy, participation, and protagonism that trans-
form the actors. Like workers councils, too, their starting potnt is
to organize and work for collective solutions in the interests of
their participants. And this 1s also true when they combine with
larger communities to identify and solve problems that go beyond
their immed:ate communities—they are collective efforts dealing
with their collective needs.

Certanly these activities build solidarity and community iden-
tity while developing our capacities. However, collective self-inter-
est rernains at the core. And, to the extent that self-interest prevails,
the problem of inequality remains. For example, some communi-
ties may have benefited particularly from the location of produc-
tive, educational, and health facilities dating back to previous peri-
ods. How can that inequality be ended so long as particular com-
munities look upon everything they happen to have inherited as
their own property? How 1s such a situation consistent with the
above Charter for Human Development, which recognizes the
right of everyone to share equally in the use and benefits of our
social heritage “in order to be able to develop their full potential™?

Building a solidarian society means going beyond our own
particular interests—or, more accurately, understanding that our
particular interest is that we live in a society in which everyone has
the right to full human development. It means that our premise is
the concept of a human community. As in the example of the ver-
tically integrated production chain, only when our activity is con-
scious activity for others can we go beyond the infection of self-
interest, exchange relations, and inequality.
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in their capacities as members of society, everything for them as the
owners of money. In contrast, the socialist alternative is to de-

commodify. Everything.

EXPANDING THE COMMONS

As long as we have to pay for what we need as individuals, we
need money. The question then becomes, how will we obtain that
money? If we are not entitled as members of society to obtain
what is necessary for the satisfaction of our needs, what gives us
entitlement to the money we need? And, if we want more, how do
we get more money? It Is not a great leap to propose that we
should get money in accordance with our efforts, our contribu-
tion, the contribution of our present and past labor—all concepts
based upon labor power, the personal condition of production, as
cur property. This is how the old society 1s reproduced.
Obviously, as Marx understood, we enter the new society
“economically, morally and intellectually, still stamped with the
birthmarks of the old society” Those institutions and concep-
tions cannot be banished overnight. Thus the question is how to
make “despotic inroads” on these rights of property. Is there any
way other than by separating use-values from exchange values,

that is, by expanding the commons? Any way other than by
expanding systematically that which we are entitled to as human
beings, in our capacity as members of society?

Besides adequate schools and health services, there are many
other premises for the development of people that can be made
available to them as members of communities. Transit, food, shel-
ter—all are requirements of people that could be the common
property of the community. These can be introduced on a step-
by-step basis in communities, and each step can strengthen both

the communal institutions and the sense of solidarity within those

communities. All this is part of a process of creating a new com-
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part, they will come from local workplaces as contributions to the
community and from the collective work within the community
itself. And, depending upon the particular communities, they
may be made available from elsewhere {other communities) and
from the existing state. The solidarian society develops organi-
cally by beginning at the neighborhood and community level, but
it continues only by building solidarity directly between rich and
poor communities—both within and between individual nations.
And that, too, is an 1mportant part of the process of building rich
human beings.

The process of building a path to socialism involves the devel-
opment and deepening of a new social relation--that of associ-
ated producers who relate to each other on the basis of commu-
nality. In this process, the producers (a) rupture capitalist prop-
erty rights and establish social ownership of the means of produc-
tion, (b) “seize possession” of production and transform it into a
protagonistic process in which their capacities expand, and (c)
produce use-values in accordance with the need of everyone for
the opportunity to develop her full potential. Every step of this
process is a process of struggle.
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communities can police waste, sabotage, and other attempts to
reverse the process. However, the initial focus of these cells
inevitably will be one of localism. And, since the links to other ]
communities and workplaces only develop through practice, 1t
takes time before the concept of the whole develops organically in
these units. In short, although the course of development of
socialism as an organic system requires the creation of those links
between cells, that process cannot be instantaneous; accordingly,
the new state is not capable at the outset of making essential dect-
sions that require concentration and coordination of forces.

Thus, though the process of development s one in which the
old state yields to the new, the two contradictory states (by origin
and orientation) complement each other in building socialism.
Isolated, these two states mherently lead to deformations, but the
process advances through the combination of the revolutionary
elements within each—in short, by walking on two legs.

But how can the old state foster the development of the new—
rather than cause it to be stillborn?

THE IMPORTANCE OF =t
“SOCIALIST ACCOUNTANCY?™

To build the new socialist society, it is necessary to develop new,
socialist concepts. We cannot proceed as if the categories and
concepts of capitalism are applicable to the relations of assoctated
producers {any more than the specifically capitalist mode of pro-
duction or the capitalist state). Indeed, the Battle of Ideas
requires the development of concepts that support social ration-
ality over the rationality of the logic of capital. . s

As an alternative to the particular rationality embodied in the
accounting and administration characteristic of the logic of capi-
tal, Istvan Mésziros introduced the term “socialist accountancy™
in his Beyond Capital.? Socialist accountancy, he proposed, has as
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else but by struggling to make the right of everyone to develop
their full potential common sense? But can this be done without
the worker management and community decision making that
end the alienating and emptying process of production character-
istic of capitalism, thereby undermining the material basis of con-
sumerism? Also, can this pattern be challenged without the
emerging institutions of the new state that can foster and monitor
the alternative basis of distribution, the expansion of the com-
mons? And can those new relations of distribution be preserved
without the protection and support of the old state?

This 1s a struggle of contested reproduction. In this period
before socialism has developed upon its own foundations, a
socialist mode of regulation is essential to prevent the restoration
of capitalism {or the emergence of productive relations where the
associated producers do not possess production themselves).
Precisely because elements of differing organic systems coexist
and interact, systemic incoherence will generate problem after
problem—crises but also opportunities. The central point is not
that the problems are present but rather how much depends
upon the nature of the response to them.

How, for example, can a society attempting to build socialism
deal with the problem of shortages (the result of either rising
demand or lagging supply)? There is a critical difference between
the social rationality of socialism and the atomistic individual
rationality of capitalism (one that reflects the gap between social-
ist accountancy and capitalist accountancy).!0 Social rationality
calls for discussions within communities and workplaces in order
to explore how to economize on the use of the product in short
supply and also how to expand its output and availability. Social
rationality thus makes the collective worker a subject in the pro-
cess of thinking and doing in the search for solutions.

In contrast, focus upon individual rationality resolves the pro-
blemn of shortage in two ways. On the one hand, by increasing the
price of the product in question and forcing every person to make
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Further, understanding the way m which hierarchical struc-
tures can sap the creative energy and enthusiasm of those commit-
ted to the struggle to put an end to capital points to the need to
make the base of any party structure the space for initiatives.
Rather than the insistence upon uniform forms of participation {in
the workplace or community), the possibility of autonomous col-
lectives and affinity groups organized according to their interests.
Rather than information and instructions passing vertically, the
sharing and emulation of ideas and experiences honzontally.
Rather than a single line of march in this asymmetrical warfare
against capital, guerrilla units functioning under a general line and
understanding, the need for unity in struggle for major battles—
how else to unleash creative energy and foster the revolutionary
practice that can produce the people who can defeat capital?

But think about this relationship between a political instrument
and the movements from below. It is clearly not a hierarchical, ver-
ticalist relationship. The leadership that a political instrument can
provide fosters revolutionary practice only by continuously leam-
ing from below. There is, in short, a process of interaction, a dialec-
tic between the political instrument and popular movements. By
itself, the former becomes a process of command from ahove; by
itself, the latter cannot develop a concept of the whole—that is, it
cannot transcend localism, In short, articulation of the two is essen-
tial—another case of the necessity to walk on two legs.

We need to learn from experience. The effect of hierarchy and
transmission belts in deforming the socialist experiments of the
twentieth century should be clear to all. That is not an experience
to repeat in the twenty-first century. As I argued in Build It Now,
in the same way that Marx was prepared to change his own views
in the light of the Paris Commune, we have to think about social-
ism now in the light of the experiences of the twentieth century:

 We need to understand that socialism of the twentieth century

cannot be a statist society where decisions are top-down and

e
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human development and practice and on the struggle for a
specifically socialist mode of regulation is essential in this case
as well.

What about the second case, the “situation where the battle of
democracy has hardly been fought and capital rules the existing
government”? Obviously, the struggle for human development
cannot wait until an election has been won. On the contrary, that
struggle is essential for changing the balance of forces. As Marx
stressed, it is only through their struggles that workers produce
themselves as other than “apathetic, thoughtless, more or less
well-fed instruments of production” Workers who renounce
wage struggles, for example, “disqualify themselves for the imtiat-
ing of any larger movement.”18

Once again, we can return to the elements of the invading
socialist society discussed earlier. Demands around which to
organize for human development while capital controls the exist-
ing government may include (in no special order):

1. Increasing taxes upon capital for the purpose of expand-
ing production of the goods and services essential for
human development;

2. Increasing minimum wages to ensure that evervone can
meet minimum conditions for sharing in civilization;

3. Opening the books of corporations to government and
workers;

4. Introducing health and safety regulations that ensure that
workers can veto any practices harmful to health;

5. Shortening the workday to provide workers with the time
to develop their potential through educatton and to partic-
1pate in local commnnity work;

6. Ensunng community control over productive practices of
workplaces in their localities in order to prevent environ-
mental destruction and conditions harmnful to health;

7. Creation of democratic, participatory, and protagonistic
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