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  Who now can use the words of socialism with a straight face? As a member of the baby boomer generation, I can remember when the idea of revolution, of brave men pushing history forward, had a certain glamour. Now it is a sick joke. . . . The truth is that the heart has gone out of the opposition to capitalism.1


  That’s Paul Krugman, Nobel laureate in economics, writing in 2009. But in truth, it’s capitalism that is “a sick joke,” isn’t it? Our version of capitalism, at any rate. Two years earlier, the Great Recession had begun. The staggering excesses of the financial elite had finally brought the system to the verge of collapse. Suddenly those elites, who had been agitating for decades, with great success, to “get government off our backs,” were clamoring for assistance. And of course they got it. Suddenly all concern about fiscal responsibility, deficits, etc., were set aside and hundreds of billions of taxpayer dollars were funneled to the banks. As Joseph Stiglitz, another Nobel laureate, remarked at the time:



  Some have called this new economic regime “socialism with American characteristics.” But socialism is concerned with ordinary individuals. By contrast, the United States has provided little help for the millions of Americans who are losing their homes [or] workers who lose their jobs. . . . America has expanded the corporate safety net in unprecedented ways, from commercial banks to investment banks, then to insurance and now to automobiles, with no end in sight.2


  “But,” he says, “this new form of ersatz capitalism, in which losses are subsidized and profits privatized, is doomed to failure.”


  Is it? As I write this, the recession has long been declared over; the stock market has rebounded, the Dow Jones Industrial Average from its 6710 low in 2008 not quite to its 14,093 peak in bubble 2007, but not too far below it. Productivity is way up. Corporations are wracking up record profits, and sitting on mountains of cash. The Wall Street banks and hedge funds are back, with the multimillion-dollar bonuses flowing again. (In 2009 the average income of the top twenty-five hedge fund operators was $1 billion—that’s 2,500 times the salary of the president of the United States.)


  The recession is certainly over for the rich, who have just received yet another reward: an extension on the income tax bonanza President Bush had given them. However: The millions who have lost their homes haven’t gotten them back; indeed foreclosures continue to mount. Official unemployment is still close to 10 percent, real unemployment much higher. Job prospects for graduating college students remain bleak. But we can’t do anything about these things, we are told. We don’t have the money. Look at the federal deficit! Look at our national debt! We have to cut back our social programs, not expand them or create new ones.


  This is a joke, right? A sick joke.


  In fairness to Krugman—whose excellent work will be cited often in this book—it must be noted that he follows his “sick joke” remark with this:



  Capitalism is secure, not only because of its successes—which have been very real—but because no one has a plausible alternative. This situation will not last forever. Surely there will be other ideologies, other dreams, and they will emerge sooner rather than later if the current economic crisis persists and deepens.3



  After Capitalism is an exercise in “other ideologies, other dreams”—other than capitalism, that is. (It is unabashedly socialist.) The first edition of After Capitalism , as I explain in the preface to that edition, was the fourth incarnation of a set of ideas I had begun to develop as a graduate student in philosophy in the early 1970s. This edition is the fifth.


  Some background: I had returned to graduate school, having had a crisis of conscience of sorts that prompted me to resign my position as an assistant professor of mathematics at the University of Kentucky. Although I had completed my PhD in mathematics, I had come to realize that I was not as passionate about that subject as were some of my colleagues. “Moreover,” so I thought to myself, “I’m spending a lot of time teaching differential equations to engineering students, many whom will head off to defense industries and use the skills I’m helping them develop to build better bombs.”


  I didn’t want to do that. I had become politicized, involved first in the civil rights movement, then in the antiwar movement. I loved teaching, but I wanted to teach something more meaningful (in my eyes) than mathematics. “You get only one turn on this earth,” I said to myself. “Don’t waste it.”


  In fact, my training in mathematics turned out to be exceedingly useful to me in pursuing the topic that became the subject of my dissertation. For shortly after deciding to leave mathematics, I encountered Marx. I thought I knew what Marxism was all about—some kind of atheistic, totalitarian utopianism that didn’t take into account human nature—but I had never read any of Marx’s actual writings. The summer between my leaving mathematics and my beginning again as a graduate student, this time in philosophy, I read Marx’s Capital (vol. 1). I read it very carefully—as a mathematician—reading all the footnotes, working through all the equations.


  I’ve not yet recovered from the experience. I had been involved in antiracist and antiwar activities, but it had never occurred to me until that time that there might be something fundamentally wrong with our economic system, something really wrong, not amenable to this or that liberal reform. Marx persuaded me that capitalism is irredeemably exploitative and ultimately irrational—and I remain persuaded still.


  But there was a problem. Marx’s critique of capitalism, which acknowledges its accomplishments while laying bare its exploitative underpinnings and irrational dynamic, remains just that: critique. Marx offers no model for an alternative economic order, no “recipes for cookshops of the future,” in his disdainful phrase.4 I don’t fault Marx for this omission. He was trying to be a scientific socialist. Although there were sufficient data available to him to ground his critique of capitalism, there was little upon which to draw regarding alternative economic institutions. No “experiments” had been performed. But this omission, when coupled with the failure of the Soviet model, left later socialists vulnerable to Krugman’s implied critique: “capitalism is secure . . . because no one has a plausible alternative.”


  “We no longer have Marx’s excuse,” I thought to myself. “The twentieth century has been thick with economic experimentation at both the macro and micro levels. We know far more now about what works and what doesn’t than Marx could possibly have known.” Hence my dissertation project, which involved reading widely in economics (thus the utility of my mathematics background—those curves and equations didn’t intimidate): to specify and defend “a plausible alternative” to the prevailing economic order.


  The present edition is a rewrite of the 2002 incarnation of this project with the data updated and new material added. The most significant additions are new sections on the economic instability of capitalism, the current crisis, and China, and more material on the ever-vexing transition question: how to get from here to there. I’ve also restructured the presentation somewhat. In the original version, chapter 4 was my multicount indictment of capitalism, and chapter 5 my demonstration that Economic Democracy (the proposed alternative) will not suffer these defects, at least not to the degree that they are present under capitalism. In the revised edition, we now consider, for each of the seven specific topics taken up—inequality, unemployment, overwork, poverty, economic instability, ecological degradation, and lack of democracy—why it is endemic to capitalism, and then, right away, how it would be different under Economic Democracy. Chapter 4 treats the first four topics; chapter 5 the latter three. (It is an easier read, I think, if you get point-counterpoint in succession, rather than the whole critique of capitalism followed by a lengthy analysis of Economic Democracy.)


  This version, like the original, was written for the general reader but it is more heavily endnoted than the first. Unlike the first version, the endnotes sometimes take up issues relevant, although not central, to the main text. They are not, as they are in the original, merely documentations of facts or quotes, or suggestions for further reading. Still, you can read through without looking at the endnotes, and you won’t miss much.


  Why a new edition? Above all, because debate about the desirability of capitalism is more widespread now than it has been in decades, and I want my contribution to that debate to be as current as possible. Also—because the world has changed significantly since 2002, and I want my analysis to reflect those changes. In 2002 pundits, politicos, and a coterie of “neoconservative” intellectuals were speaking of a “New American Century.” Influential economists were telling us that economic crises, at least here in the United States, were a thing of the past. The United States looks very different today.


  Another big change: the word “socialism” is being used again—in the United States most often to scare people (those for whom “socialism” remains a scary word), but more importantly, in Latin America, where governments calling for “a socialism for the twenty-first century” have come to power, and have done so not via guerilla insurrection but via free and fair democratic elections.


  Mainstream economists remain loath to use the s -word (Joseph Stiglitz, as quoted above, an exception), but more and more are expressing deep reservations about the current economic order. One very prominent one, another Nobel laureate, had already expressed these reservations in a book published more than a decade ago, going so far as to raise doubts about capitalism itself:



  The big challenges that capitalism now faces in the contemporary world include issues of inequality (especially that of grinding poverty in a world of unprecedented prosperity) and of “public goods” (that is, goods people share together, like the environment). The solution to these problems will almost certainly call for institutions that take us beyond the capitalist market economy .5



  Amartya Sen hinted at that earlier remark of his more recently, while commenting on the European conference on “A New Capitalism,” hosted by Nicolas Sarkozy and Tony Blair. “Should we search for a new capitalism,” he asks, “or for a ‘new world’ . . . that would take a different form?”6 This book will argue: a new world!


  Special thanks to two persons who were immensely helpful with this revision. Some months ago, Todd Wilson, chair of the computer science department at California State University, Fresno, a person I’ve never met in person, e-mailed me about my work. When I told him that I was working on a revised edition of After Capitalism , he immediately volunteered his services. He subsequently read every chapter, corrected numerous typos, and made invaluable suggestions as to form and content. I am deeply grateful. The other person is Patsy Schweickart, who also did some major editing—and so many other things that have made my spirit soar. I should also thank Loyola University Chicago for granting me a semester’s research leave to bring this project to fruition and Eric Graff for compiling the index.


  Chicago, January, 2011


  Preface to the First Edition
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  This book is the fourth incarnation of a set of ideas I began to develop nearly thirty years ago, as a graduate student, during those heady days in the early 1970s when anything seemed possible. I was less sanguine than many of my peers about the imminent collapse of capitalism or a revolutionary upsurge here at home—“in the belly of the beast,” as we called it then. Moreover, it was pretty clear to me that even if capitalism should collapse and a revolutionary government come to power, that government would not have the slightest idea as to how to restructure the economy. “Power to the people,” sure, but how is economic power to devolve to them? What institutions would replace those of capitalism? The Soviet system had long ceased to inspire, and although great things seemed to be happening in Mao’s China (not so great, we later learned), the Chinese economic model had little relevance to an advanced industrial society such as our own.



  So my project became to determine how an advanced industrial economy might be structured to be economically viable, while, at the same time, embody the great ethical ideals of the democratic socialist tradition. My dissertation, “Capitalism: A Utilitarian Analysis,” was its first incarnation. Although there is no mention of an economic alternative in the title, such an alternative had to be presented in the text, since “utilitarianism” requires that comparisons be made. If you are going to critique capitalism from a utilitarian perspective, you have to show that some other economic system would provide a greater amount of happiness for more people.


  That dissertation was later revised and published (in 1980) as Capitalism or Worker Control? An Ethical and Economic Appraisal. Here the alternative is named: “worker-control socialism.” (In the next book and in this one, I call it “Economic Democracy.”) A model is presented that features worker self-managed enterprises competing with one another in a market environment, but with new investment “socially controlled.” Although I’ve refined and adjusted the model over the years, you will see it has retained the same basic features. (Political philosopher Isaiah Berlin famously characterized thinkers as foxes or hedgehogs. “A fox,” he says, “knows many things. A hedgehog knows one big thing.”1 I probably belong among the hedgehogs, for I do know one big thing: what a viable, desirable alternative to the present, pernicious economic order would look like.)



  In 1993 I published Against Capitalism . The world had changed enormously since 1980. Most significantly, the Soviet empire had collapsed. First, its satellite states in Eastern Europe broke free of Soviet domination and repudiated their socialist heritage; then the Soviet Union itself disintegrated. These were gloomy days for those of us on the Left. Not that we were admirers of the Soviet Union; few of us were. But most of us felt, consciously or unconsciously, that the persistence of communism (indeed its steady expansion) in the face of violent hostility on the part of the vastly richer and more powerful capitalist states, led by the United States, indicated that history was on our side. In due course the Soviet Union and other socialist states would democratize, figure out how to run their economies efficiently, and, in the meantime, capitalism would enter into terminal crisis. So we thought.


  History had other ideas. And yet I couldn’t help thinking we were right. Morally we were right—whatever history’s verdict. Capitalism is a ruthless, predatory system, and there is a better way. It made me almost crazy to hear otherwise smart and decent thinkers (the philosopher Richard Rorty, for example) proclaim that we are “going to have to stop using the term ‘capitalist economy’ as if we knew what a functioning non-capitalist economy looked like.”2 We do know what a functioning, noncapitalist economy would look like. I wrote Against Capitalism to show once again—with suitable revisions to the model and additional material added—that the problem is not that we don’t know what a humane economy would look like, but that forces of immense power are blocking its emergence. If intellectuals are supposed to “speak truth to power,” as it was fashionable to say in those days, we ought to at least say that .


  Here I am again, writing another book on the same theme. It’s at once the same book that I’ve written before—data updated, of course—and a rather different book. Let me highlight some of the differences. When I began writing this book, nearly four years ago, I had in mind a simple plan. I would rewrite Against Capitalism in a more popular key. Against Capitalism and its predecessors had been written for professional philosophers and economists. There were numerous footnotes and fairly esoteric discussions of technical matters, sometimes within those footnotes, sometimes in the text itself. This book was to be more “user friendly”—and I believe that it is. The footnotes remain—notes at the end of chapters, actually—but they simply source my quotes and data and occasionally suggest further reading. You can skip over them and miss nothing of substance. I’ve included in the text (as parenthetical remarks) side comments that I would have put in footnotes had I been writing for an academic audience. I’ve omitted all references to the technical debates.


  I don’t mean to suggest that I’ve “dumbed down” my presentation. Not at all. What I’m offering here is as intellectually rigorous as anything I’ve written. It won’t be a quick and easy read. It’s just that the person I have in mind as I write, with whom I am conversing, is an intelligent and concerned ordinary reader, not a scholar with philosophical or economic expertise. I want to be comprehensible to the nonexpert reader.


  The original plan was simply to produce a more popular version of Against Capitalism , but as the writing progressed, two things changed. My earlier works focused on capitalism as a way of organizing a national economy and on providing an alternative national model. But, as everyone knows, “globalization” has become the name of the capitalist game. Therefore, this book more carefully treats capitalism as an international phenomenon (which, of course, it always has been), and more carefully specifies how a nation whose economy was structured as an Economic Democracy would interact with other nations.


  A second, even more important, change occurred without my being aware of it at first. Looking back, I see that Against Capitalism and its predecessors were theoretical works aimed at establishing a theoretical point: those who have argued (and there are many) that a viable democratic socialist economy is impossible, given the kinds of creatures we are, are wrong. Democratic socialism, properly structured, is not contrary to human nature. It does not require extraordinary altruism on the part of its citizenry. It does not run counter to deep-seated human impulses. While the present work remains theoretical, it has become theory with a more practical intent. The point here is not simply to undercut arguments advanced by various philosophers and economists against the possibility of a viable socialism, but to help ordinary people—those who will form the basis of the next great challenge to capitalism—to understand how the world works, and what can be done to make it work better.


  The shift from theory with theoretical intent to theory with practical intent marked a subtle change in my thinking. I have become convinced—as I was not in 1993—that there will indeed be another sustained challenge to the capitalist world order, and that that challenge needs a clearer vision as to what is possible.


  Why this shift in my thinking? Two sorts of factors were responsible. The first was of a personal nature, having to do with the reception of my work. In 1997 a Spanish translation of Against Capitalism appeared, published by the Jesuit-affiliated publishing house Sal Terrae of Santander, Spain, in conjunction with the social action network Cristianisme i Justícia . The latter arranged a book tour for me in early 1998, which took me to Barcelona, Bilbao, Tarragona, and Zaragoza. Suddenly I found myself speaking not to exclusively academic audiences but to ordinary people committed to social change. I also gave numerous interviews to local newspapers. Later that year, while in the Philippines, I was asked to speak to the Cooperative Foundation of the Philippines, Inc. Back home I was approached by the Eighth Day Center for Justice, a Chicago-based Catholic social action group, and asked to make a presentation. I was also invited to speak to the Midwest Center for Labor Research (now the Center for Labor and Community Research). During this same period, I began trying out chapter drafts of my new book on students, both undergraduate and graduate. As a result of these interactions, it became clear to me that there is a hunger on the part of a great many people of good will, particularly those with an activist bent, for a more concrete and comprehensive vision of present historical possibilities than is currently available. Many people are aware of injustice and want to change things, but, although sensitive to many instances of social evil and working to alleviate them, they are unclear as to long-term, permanent solutions. They want to believe such solutions exist, but most have doubts. This book is intended to remove (or at least reduce) those doubts.


  The other factors influencing the shift in my project toward the practical have been the changes in the world itself since 1993. A number of things have happened (or not happened) that have dampened the giddy triumphalism of capitalism’s op-ed apologists so evident back then.


  First, communist governments did not collapse everywhere—as was almost universally expected. All non-European communist states have remained intact. All are experimenting with market reforms—some with considerable success—but none has broken officially with its socialist past. Of course most commentators see market reforms as leading inevitably to capitalism, but, as we shall see, that view is mistaken. There is nothing inevitable about such a transition. Markets (I argue) do not imply capitalism. Indeed, they are essential to a healthy socialism .


  Second, what have collapsed since 1993 are not the economies claiming to be socialist, but the economies of many of the ex-socialist societies that have tried consciously to restore capitalism. Here’s a recent evaluation of the Russian experience:



  The result has been an unmitigated disaster. In the first year of reform, industrial output collapsed by 26 percent. Between 1992 and 1995, Russian GDP fell 42 percent and industrial production fell 46 percent—far worse than the contraction of the U.S. economy during the Great Depression. . . . Real incomes have plummeted 40 percent since 1991. By the mid to late nineties, more than forty-four million of Russia’s 148 million people were living in poverty (defined as living on less than thirty-two dollars a month); three quarters of the population live on less than one hundred dollars a month. Suicides doubled and deaths from alcohol abuse tripled in the mid-nineties. Infant mortality reached third world levels, while the birthrate plummeted. After five years of reform, life expectancy fell by two years (to seventy-two) for women and by four years (to fifty-eight) for men—lower than a century ago for the latter.3



  Or consider this cri de coeur circulated via e-mail by a Bulgarian woman in the aftermath of NATO’s war against Yugoslavia. It warns the Serbian “Democratic Opposition” about what will be in store for them. Here’s an excerpt:



  We, here in Bulgaria, have had US-style democracy since 1989. For ten years already.


  My Ten Most Awful Years


  What happened during that most awful period of my life on Earth?


  Through the ardent UDF leaders in power, the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank are successfully devouring Bulgarian industry, destroying the social fabric, and opening national boundaries. (Our national boundaries, mind you, never those of the U.S. or Germany.)


  Three ways they devour Bulgarian industry:

  



  —privatizing the Bulgarian plants and factories and liquidating them afterwards;


  —directly liquidating them;


  —selling them for twopenny-halfpence to powerful foreign corporations. For instance, the Copper Metallurgical plant near the town of Pirdop, producing gold and platinum as well as electrolytic copper, was sold in 1997 to Union Miniere, Belgium, for next to nothing.

  



  Conclusion: Bulgarian industry and infrastructure (the roads for instance) have been most successfully demolished—and this WITHOUT bombing—in less than ten years. All this, just from doing what the Serbian opposition is saying the Serbs should do.


  A popular joke here during the U.S. war on Yugoslavia: two Turkish pilots, flying over Bulgaria, are looking down at the Bulgarian landscape. One of them says, “I wonder? Have we dropped bombs here?” “Don’t be silly,” answers the other. “It is Bulgaria! It looks like that without bombing.”


  Side results: hordes of unemployed, as you can well imagine.


  Beggars in the streets.


  Children dying in the street from drugs and malnutrition.


  Old people digging in the rubbish containers for some rags or moldy pieces of bread.


  Yesterday my brother-in-law told me he had seen the former headmistress of his son’s school digging in a rubbish container.4




  The third change that affected my thinking has been the sharp increase in global instability in recent years. In 1995 the Mexican “tequila crisis” came close to bringing down the entire global financial superstructure. According to Michel Camdessus, then head of the International Monetary Fund, who, with U.S. treasury secretary Robert Rubin and a handful of other powerful insiders, launched an unprecedentedly large rescue plan, they had to act, whatever the cost, or else “there would have been a real-world catastrophe.”5 Two years later financial panic gripped Southeast Asia, bringing to its knees even the vaunted South Korean economy; the panic spread to Russia, which had to default on its internal debt, then to Brazil. Since then crises of varying magnitudes have broken out throughout Latin America, while Africa continues its downward spiral. Capitalism, freed from constraints, seems to have run amok, littering the globe with wreckage.


  Fourth, and above all, there has been resistance . On January 1, 1994, the day that the famed North American Free Trade Agreement went into effect, armed revolt broke out in the poor Mexican state of Chiapas, led by a movement taking its name from the legendary Mexican revolutionary of nearly a century ago, Em iliano Zapata. This unorthodox, imaginative movement, although itself renouncing violence while being subjected to harsh governmental oppression, refuses to go away. (In March 2001, members undertook a well-publicized “caravan of peace and dignity” from Chiapas to Mexico City, drawing support along the way, then staged a huge rally in Mexico City and entered the National Congress to speak to the politicians present.)


  In the spring of 1995 the trade union federations of Italy called a general strike to oppose the right-wing Berlusconi government’s plan to roll back pension gains. This strike shut down the country for several days, and brought 1.5 million workers, by the trainloads and busloads, to Rome. (I happened to be living in Rome at the time, teaching at Loyola University’s Rome Center. Never in my life had I witnessed anything like this. My wife and I walked out of our apartment in Monte Mario, an upper-middle-class section of Rome, to find everything closed: grocery stores, fruit stands, wine shops, barber shops, newsstands, restaurants, even the gas stations. We stared in disbelief, trying to imagine something like this happening at home: the unions put out a call, and every business, everywhere—in every city, town and neighborhood—shuts down.) In the fall of that year French students and workers, 5 million plus, also took to the streets, in a similar, even larger action.


  Protests and demonstrations began to pop up everywhere, although almost always focusing on specific issues of local or national concern. Then came Seattle, November 1999—“Five Days that Shook the World,” as writers Alexander Cockburn and Jeffrey St. Clair termed them6—thousands of protesters, young and old, First World and Third World, labor unions, environmental-ists, anti-sweatshop activists and many more, converged on the city to disrupt the high-profile meeting of the World Trade Organization.


  Even closer to home—here in Chicago, seven Loyola students were arrested for unfurling an anti-sweatshop banner at Niketown, a downtown store selling Swoosh products, and are scheduled to go on trial at the end of this month (August 2001).


  Everywhere you look these days, people are resisting the ravages of our “new world order.” It is impossible to predict how strong this resistance will become, or how serious the economic crises that doubtless will continue to break out (perhaps in unexpected places) will be, but it seems to me that whatever I write at this point in time should contribute in some small way to that resistance. That’s what this book hopes to do.


  I owe thanks to many people for assisting me in refining the ideas in this book. Two of my graduate assistants, Kory Schaff and Jason Barrett, helped a lot in tracking down data. I’ve profited from student reactions—graduate and undergraduate—to earlier drafts of this material. Particularly memorable were discussions with three honors students—Dan Hoyne, Kate Henderson, and Peter Gianopulos—at the Rome Center (one of whom refused to be convinced). Appreciation should be extended to Juan Manuel Sinde, of the Caja Laboral in Mondragon for a useful meeting, and to Dan Swinney of the Center for Labor and Community Research for extended conversations as to the applicability of the model of Economic Democracy to concrete reform efforts now. I’ve been stimulated by ongoing debates with Al Campbell and Bertell Ollman. Although we disagree strongly on a central issue—the necessity of markets in a viable socialism—our discussions have been non-rancorous and productive. I’ve benefitted from the commentaries on an earlier version of this book by Patricia Mann, Frank Thompson, and Justin Schwartz, given at the Radical Philosophy Association Conference in the fall of 2000. I owe a lot to discussions with Michael Howard, with whom I agree on (almost) everything. I’ve also benefitted from the written comments of Allen Hunter, Robert Heilbroner, Bruno Jossa, David Chandler, and an anonymous referee. (If the referee is who I think it is, he has been thanked by name in this paragraph.)


  There are many more I should also thank. I’ve had the good fortune to be able to present papers based on this book to various conferences and meetings: in Havana, Holguin, and Camaguey, Cuba; at the Universidad de Centroamerica in El Salvador; at the University of the Philippines; at El Escorial and Gandia, Spain; at the Universitá di Bergamo in Italy; at the Université de Paris, Nanterre; and at numerous campuses in the United States. My thanks to all the organizers and inviters.


  Special thanks also to my Cuban friends, Humberto Miranda, Raul Rodriguez, and Gilberto Valdez, whose courage and commitment to a humane socialism never faltered, even during the darkest days of the “Special Period,” when Cuba’s principal trading partner collapsed and the U.S. tightened its ruthless embargo. They—and so many other Cubans I’ve had the good fortune to meet—have been inspiring. (I’ve had occasion to visit Cuba six times during the past decade, almost always in conjunction with the annual Conference of North American and Cuban Philosophers and Social Scientists. I owe a debt of gratitude to Cliff DuRand, of the Radical Philosophy Association, the indefatigable organizer of the North American delegation, for facilitating these visits.)


  Special thanks to two other people. More than anyone else’s, it was the work of Jaroslav Vanek, which I encountered while working on my dissertation, that put me on the intellectual trajectory I’ve since followed. I was privileged to make a presentation at a conference in his honor at Columbia University in 1999, which allowed me to express my gratitude. Let me express it again.


  Finally, special thanks to Patsy— sine qua non .


  Chicago, August 2001



  

  Postscript




  This manuscript was submitted to the publisher in August 2001, so obviously no mention was made of the September 11 terrorist attacks. However, given the significance of these events, the production schedule has been modified so as to allow for a short postscript:


  “Everything has changed.” This refrain was repeated constantly in the aftermath of the attacks. Is it true?


  From the perspective set out in this book, the answer is “No.” Not everything has changed. (As I write, widespread rioting in Argentina has brought down a neoliberal government trying to impose yet another International Monetary Fund austerity package.) The big things have not changed—although the attacks of September 11 do highlight a factor to which I paid little attention as I wrote this book.


  After Capitalism documents and analyzes the destructive tendencies of capitalism, and it predicts a renewed challenge to this system. Among other things, it argues that the unrestrained capitalism that is now dominant will further widen the gap between the global haves and the global have-nots, while making life increasingly precarious for ordinary people, even in rich countries. What the book does not do—apart from an occasional aside—is consider nonprogressive reactions to economic stress and dislocation.


  Yet, as the history of European fascism makes clear, modern mass movements based on ruthless, atavistic ideologies thrive under such conditions. Indeed, they are often cultivated by wealthy interests to deflect discontent and to destroy challenges from the Left. In recent times, with the socialist project in disarray, such movements have proliferated: neo-Nazi revivals in the West, the ethnic nationalisms that tore Yugoslavia to shreds and have wreaked havoc in many other poor countries, and, perhaps most significant of all, the various flavors of what I’m inclined to call “theocratic fascism”—faith-based fundamentalist movements that seek political power and do not shy away from terror.7 Christian fundamentalists blow up abortion clinics. Jewish fundamentalists dream of a “final solution”—the ethnic cleansing in Greater Israel of “Palestinian lice” (as they were called by the recently assassinated leader of Israel’s ultra-right National Union Party).8 Islamic fundamentalists set off bombs in shopping malls, and commandeer aircraft full of people, which they fly into buildings full of people.


  We need to be clear about several matters.


  
    	The cause of extremist activities is not religion, per se. The vast majority of Christians, Jews, and Muslims of the world are anything but fundamentalists and are sickened by the slaughter of innocents. It is not even fair to brand all fundamentalists as theocratic fascists, although the intense ressentiment characteristic of most contemporary forms of religious fundamentalism point them in that direction.



    	Nor is the cause poverty, per se. Poverty inevitably breeds resistance, but that resistance can take various forms. Recall that not once during the Cold War era did indigenous Marxist forces fighting directly against the United States (as in Korea and Vietnam) or against U.S.-backed dictatorial regimes ever engage in terror against U.S. civilians. These forces were overwhelmingly poor workers and peasants struggling for a better life, who could see clearly that the United States opposed their efforts. But Marxism as an ideology has always distinguished between the government of a country, seen to be acting on behalf of that country’s ruling class, and the ordinary citizens of the country. Fascist ideologies make no such distinction.



    	We should also be clear that terror is not confined to fascist movements. By any objective measure the nation now leading the charge in the “war against terror” has committed more acts of violence against innocent people—either directly or via its support for murderous client regimes—than has any other nation of the post–World War II era. As I argue in chapter 5, had the United States been concerned to promote democracy in the world rather than capitalism, the body-count of the postwar period would be many millions lower. (As I also argue, there has been very little public support for the policies that have had such horrendous consequences. Successive administrations have had to expend considerable effort to keeping the American people in the dark as to the exact nature of their endeavors.)



    	
      
        Finally, we should remember that although wealthy interests often bankroll fascist movements, using them for their own ends, these efforts often have disastrous consequences. Wealthy landowners and industrialists backed Mussolini and Hitler to counter the Left. Saudi Arabia has funded fundamentalist movements throughout the Islamic world so as to legitimize its own corrupt regime. The United States gave enthusiastic (if covert) support to mujahideen fighters eager to overthrow the secular Marxist government of Afghanistan—and to drive out the Russians when they later invaded. That fascist movements often bite the hands that have fed them should come as no surprise. These movements are as cynical about their financial backers as the backers are about them. (Consider the recently published comments of President Carter’s national security advisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski, interviewed before September 11, about the United States having given arms and advice to future terrorists: “What is more important to the history of the world? The Taliban or the collapse of the Soviet empire? Some stirred up Moslems or the liberation of Central Europe and the end of the Cold War?”9)

      


      
        

      

    

  


  What follows? The brutal events of September 11 call sharp attention to the virulence of movements that embrace terror as a “weapon of the weak” and to the threat they pose not only to innocent civilians everywhere but to domestic civil rights and liberties. Conservative forces can be counted on to exploit these events to further their own agenda. Indeed, they already have.


  At a deeper level the events of September 11 demonstrate how desperately the world needs a progressive alternative to the ideology of global capitalism. Capitalist globalization breeds resistance, which, when progressive responses are cut off, turns murderously ugly. Without a progressive vision—and a global movement animated by that vision—we are left with only capitalism and terror—McWorld versus Jihad.10 This book hopes to demonstrate that these alternatives, which are in fact two faces of the same coin, do not constitute our only possible future.


  Chicago, January 2002


    The form of association, however, which, if mankind continues to improve, must be expected in the end to predominate, is not that which can exist between a capitalist as chief, and work-people without a voice in the management, but the association of the labourers themselves on terms of equality, collectively owning the capital with which they carry on their operations, and working under managers elected and removable by themselves.

    
    —John Stuart Mill, Principles of Political Economy (1848)


    
    But there was in store a still greater victory of the political economy of labor over the political economy of property. We speak of the co-operative movement, especially the co-operative factories raised by the unassisted efforts of a few bold hands. The value of these great social experiments cannot be over-rated. They have shown that production on a large scale, in accord with the behests of modern science, may be carried on without the existence of a class of masters employing a class of hands.

    
    —Karl Marx, “Inaugural Address of

      the Working Men’s International Association” (1864)


    
    Our ideal as cooperativists must be the achievement of authentic human solidarity, as wanted by God, and through which people progress in every aspect. . . . Our cooperatives must primarily serve those who see them as bastions of social justice and not those who see cooperatives as refuges or safe places for their conservative spirit.

    
    —Don José María Arizmendiarrieta, Pensamientos (1978)


    
    The General Assembly, recognizing that cooperatives, in their various forms, promote the fullest possible participation in the economic and social development of all people, including women, youth, older persons, persons with disabilities and indigenous peoples, are becoming a major factor of economic and social development and contribute to the elimination of poverty, . . . proclaims the year 2012 the International Year of Cooperatives.

    
    —United Nations General Assembly, December 18, 2009
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  Aspecter is haunting Europe—the specter of Communism.


  So wrote Marx and Engels in 1848. They were right. Over the course of the next century and a half, this specter would indeed haunt Europe. Not only Europe. It would stalk the entire planet. Millions of people—workers, peasants, intellectuals, and assorted “class traitors”—began to dream of a new economic order and commit themselves to action. The world polarized into two great camps. Atrocities mounted on both sides. Vast quantities of nuclear weapons were readied for use. Humanity found itself staring into the abyss of MADness—“mutually assured destruction.”


  Now, at least for the time being, the ghost of communism has been exorcised. Capitalism has emerged victorious. It is this spirit, arrogant and triumphant, that now stalks the earth. It appears to us in various forms.


  It appears as “consumer society”—vaguely disquieting but infinitely alluring. More astonishing than grace, invisible waves project the sounds and images of commodity happiness to all but the remotest regions of the globe. Great temples to this spirit—shopping malls that dwarf in size (and attendance) the cathedrals and mosques of earlier epochs—have spread from capitalism’s heartland to almost every country of the world. Smaller shrines—from fast-food franchises to dot.com websites—have sprung up everywhere. Not everyone has access to these holy places, but few remain who have not felt the power of their attraction. In poor countries, armed guards screen those pushing to enter the local McDonalds and Pizza Huts.


  The specter of capitalism appears to us in another form, this one more distant, more shrouded in mystery, less benevolent, but even more powerful. Global financial markets pass judgments, create and destroy fortunes, make or break countries. A hierarchy of priests—financial advisors, brokers, bankers, traders, journalists, and economists—serves the subdeities of currencies, commodities, stocks, and bonds. These clergy grasp the mysteries of finance better than the laity, but they remain servants of the specter. The markets themselves decide who will succeed, who will fail—and when. One day all is well. The next day the markets plunge. Shortly thereafter, more mysterious still, people start losing their jobs, their homes, their self-respect. What happened? There was no war, no pandemic, no climate change—and yet catastrophe. (The most exalted of priests are sometimes humbled. Readers may recall the saga of Myron Scholes and Robert Merton, Nobel laureates in economics, who teamed up with some other financial wizards to form the hedge fund Long-Term Capital Management—which was saved from complete collapse in 1998 only because the Federal Reserve decided it was too important to go under.1)


  Capitalism appears to us not only as an alluring consumer society and as mysterious financial markets. Its cruelest manifestation is its savage inequality. We have all heard the statistics, although they are too numbing to remember for long. In 2007, for example, the combined wealth of the richest 500 people equaled the combined income of the bottom 60 percent of the world’s population.2 (Roughly, the average wealth of each one of these individuals is equal to the combined incomes of 8 million people earning the average income of the bottom 60 percent of humanity.) Nations are also divided as to rich and poor, those at the bottom having per capita incomes one-twentieth or even one-fiftieth of those at the top. Life expectancy in rich countries now exceeds eighty; in poor countries, it is often under fifty-five. Infant mortality, malnutrition, and literacy rates are comparably disparate.


  Even within rich countries, the inequalities are staggering. In the United States, the upper 1 percent of the population owns more wealth than the bottom 90 percent. More than 43 million families live below the poverty line (the largest number since the census bureau began collecting such data fifty years ago), including some 20 percent of our children, whereas corporate CEOs often make $30 million or more per year, and successful hedge fund managers make thirty times that much. (Top dog David Tepper, managing the Appaloosa Fund, took home $4 billion in 2009, about 200,000 times as much as a family of four living at the poverty line.3)


  It was once believed by most respectable academics and policy makers that capitalism would even out these inequalities over time, bring up the bottom faster than the top, reduce the income disparities among nations, until, sooner or later, everyone consumed like a middle-class American. Nobody believes that anymore. Now we simply build more prisons and more gated communities. If we happen to be in the upper-middle ranks of a rich country, we give thanks for our good fortune, and maybe buy a newspaper from a homeless person or write a small check to a favorite charity. If we are rich in a poor country, we might have to write a larger check to a death squad should the peasants or workers get unruly.


  The fourth manifestation of our specter is less often noted, but no less evident: the deep irrationality of its overall functioning. How can it be that the amazing technologies we keep developing tend to intensify, not lessen, the pace of work, and make our jobs and lives less, not more, secure? How can it be that in a world of material deprivation, we must worry about industrial overcapacity and crises of overproduction? (How can there be too much stuff, when so many have so little?) Conversely, how can it be that the health of the global economy requires what ecological common sense knows is impossible—ever increasing consumption? (Economist Kenneth Boulding has remarked, “Only a madman or an economist could believe that exponential growth can go on forever in a finite world.”4) To invoke Marx’s term, how can we be so “alienated” from our products? How can it be that our own creations turn against us?


  The specter of globalized capitalism: infinitely alluring, mysteriously powerful, savagely unequal, and profoundly irrational—has this spirit triumphed definitively? Have we indeed reached “the end of history,” as Francis Fukuyama has proclaimed? Even on the Left, many seem to think so. Jeffrey Isaac, writing in The New Left Review , endorses Anthony Giddens’s claim that “no one has any alternatives to capitalism:”



  Now we might not like this, but Giddens is alas correct. To say this is not to regard contemporary capitalism as a “trans-historical feature of human existence” or “second nature.” It is simply to remark that given the history we have inherited and the world that human beings have created, there exists no credible wholesale alternative to capitalism. The same could be said of water purification, modern medicine, electronic communication, industrial technology with all its wastes and hazards, and also civil liberties and representative government of some sort. These are all historical achievements we cannot imagine transcending.5

  



  1.1 The Counterproject



  These are strong claims: Capitalism as the end of history; capitalism as a historical achievement we cannot imagine transcending. Are they true?


  This book will demonstrate that the latter claim is false. We can well imagine transcending capitalism. As to the former—let me suggest something different: humanity’s project for the twenty-first century will be to exorcise the ghost that now haunts us. If the contradictions of capitalism are as serious as I argue they are, and if they become more, not less, acute, as almost surely they will, then we will witness another sustained challenge to this most peculiar economic order. The challenge may not succeed. The forces arrayed against it are immense. (Not in numbers, but in wealth and power.) But since it is becoming ever clearer that getting beyond capitalism is the best hope for our species, the attempt will be made.


  In fact, a new challenge to global capitalism has already begun. On the morning of July 21, 2001, as I was making final revisions to the manuscript that became the first edition of this book I glanced at the newspaper. The headline of the Chicago Tribune blared: “Riots turn Genoa into a war zone.” The subhead added, “One killed, hundreds injured.” While George W. Bush and other leaders of the G-8 (the seven leading industrial nations plus Russia— the latter added, presumably, out of respect for its nuclear missiles, not for its wrecked economy) met behind huge barricades and mouthed platitudes, at least 100,000 demonstrators, invited mainly via the Internet by an Italian network, the Genoa Social Forum, converged on the city. I checked my e-mail. Waiting for me was a first-person account, part of which reads as follows:



  I think I am calm, that I am not in shock, but my fingers are trembling as I write this. We were just up at the school that serves as a center for media, medical and trainings. We had just finished our meeting and we were talking, making phone calls, when we heard shouts and sirens and the roar of people yelling, objects breaking. The cops had come, and they were raiding the center. . . . We watched for a long time out the windows. They began carrying people out on stretchers. One, two, a dozen or more. A crowd was gathering and were shouting, “Assassini! Assassini!” They brought out the walking wounded, arrested them and took them away. We believe they brought someone out in a body bag. . . . Finally the cops went away. We went down to the first floor, outside, heard the story. They had come into the room where everybody was sleeping. Everyone had raised up their hands, calling out, “ Pacifisti! Pacifisti! ” And they beat the shit out of every person there. There’s no pretty way to say it. We went into the other building. There was blood at every sleeping spot, pools of it in some places, stuff thrown around, computers and equipment trashed. We all wandered around in shock, not wanting to think about what is happening to those arrested, to those they took to the hospital. We know that they’ve taken people to jail and tortured them. One young Frenchman from our training, Vincent, had his head badly beaten on Friday in the street. In jail they took him into a room, twisted his arms behind his back and banged his head on the table. Another man was taken into a room covered with pictures of Mussolini and pornography, and was alternately slapped around and stroked with affection in a weird psychological torture. Others were forced to shout, “Viva Il Duce!”


  Just in case it isn’t clear, this is fascism, Italian variety, but it is coming your way. It is the lengths they will go to defend their power. It is a lie that globalization means democracy. I can tell you, right now, tonight, this is not what democracy looks like. . . .


  Please, do something!6

  



  Welcome to the counterproject!


  This renewed challenge to capitalism—let us call it the counterproject , since it opposes the project of globalizing capital—had already been brewing for some years. It burst into full public view in November 1999, where, in Seattle, union members, environmentalists, Third World activists, students, and thousands of other people fed up with watching the globalization juggernaut rampage unimpeded, decided to protest. They did so with considerable effect. In the face of massive and violent police retaliation, they shut down the World Trade Organization’s opening ceremony, prevented President Clinton from addressing the WTO delegates, and compelled the WTO to cancel its closing ceremonies and adjourn in disorder and confusion.7


  Suddenly, protests, self-consciously linked to the Seattle upheaval and to each other, began to erupt all over the world: in Quito, Ecuador (January 2000), Washington, D.C. (April 2000), Bangkok (May 2000), South Africa (May 2000), Buenos Aires (May 2000), Windsor/Detroit and Calgary (June 2000), Millau, France (June 2000), Okinawa (July 2000), Colombia (August 2000), Melbourne (September 2000), Prague (September 2000), Seoul (October 2000), Davos, Switzerland (January 2001), Quebec City (April 2001), then Genoa (July 2001).


  In November 2001 (post 9/11) a sizable contingent of protestors trekked to far-off Qatar, where nervous WTO ministers decided to hold their post-Seattle meeting, while tens of thousands more rallied in their own countries— some thirty countries in all—to analyze and criticize the WTO agenda. In New York City in February 2002 some 15,000 rallied against the World Economic Forum being held there. Thousands more went to Porto Alegre, Brazil, for a “World Social Forum,” billed as a counter-WEF—signaling something new.


  Protests have continued—Florence (2002), Miami and Cancun (2003), Monterrey (Mexico) and Dublin (2004), Melbourne (2006), Rostock (Germany), and Montebello (Quebec) (2007)—but increasingly the point has become, not simply to protest, but to develop positive solutions to the global problems that global elites are either unwilling or unable to solve.


  The World Social Forum has continued to meet, the venue shifting around the world—Mumbai, Caracas, Nairobi, Belem, Porto Alegre. (Some 150,000 people attended the 2005 Porto Alegre forum). National “Social Forums” have also sprung up. Ten thousand activists and academics met in Atlanta in June 2007 for the first U.S. Social Forum; fifteen thousand met in Detroit in July 2010.


  The counterproject, this broad-based movement for social justice, is still quite young, although its roots extend deep into the past. Its growth has been remarkable—and largely under the mainstream radar. The subtitle of environmentalist Paul Hawken’s Blessed Unrest points to a startling thesis: How the Largest Movement in the World Came into Being and Why No One Saw It Coming .8 Having given nearly a thousand talks during the previous fifteen years to a wide range of environmental and social justice groups, Hawken began to wonder about the size of the movement he was addressing.



  So, curious, I began to count. . . . I initially estimated a total of 30,000 environmental organizations around the globe; when I added social justice and indigenous peoples’ rights organizations, the number exceeded 100,000. I then researched to see if there had ever been any equals to this movement in scale or scope, but I couldn’t find anything, past or present. The more I probed, the more I unearthed, and the numbers continued to climb, as I discovered lists, indexes, and small databases specific to certain sectors or geographical areas. . . . I soon realized that my initial estimate of 100,000 organizations was off by at least a factor of ten, and I now believe there are over one—and maybe even two—million organizations working toward ecological sustainability and social justice.9



  That is to say, a movement has come into being that dwarfs even the far more visible antiwar movement of the 1960s to 1970s. This is as it should be, for that earlier movement was focused on ending just one war. The current movement is trying to change the world and save the planet.


  Let us consider the general contours of this new movement. This counter-project is a dialectical synthesis of the great anticapitalist movements of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries and the other emancipatory movements of these centuries, especially the ongoing gender revolution, the struggle for racial equality, the fight against homophobia, the mobilizations against nuclear madness, and the efforts to halt ecological devastation and to preserve indigenous cultures. Participants in all these struggles are beginning to see themselves as part of a larger project, the huge, global effort to put an end to structural oppression everywhere and to ensure each and every human being a fair chance at self-realization and happiness.


  In many (perhaps most) quarters, this counterproject, as it develops, will be called “socialist” or “communist.” If it is anticapitalist—which it must be if it is to address the deep structures of economic injustice that pervade the world—it will certainly be so labeled by powerful entrenched interests.


  It is pointless to contest these labels, which can in fact be worn with dignity. The counterproject should draw on the rich theoretical legacy of the socialist-communist tradition, and take sustenance from the many heroic struggles waged by committed individuals identifying themselves with this tradition.


  There is a tendency on the part of many on the left today to distance themselves from this tradition, which has been thoroughly demonized and pretty much effaced from current memory. This is a mistake. The counter-project needs to recover this part of its past. We cannot afford to forget Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, Rosa Luxemburg, Antonio Gramci, Bertolt Brecht, the Frankfurt School, C. L. R. James, Raya Dunayevskaya, Paul Sweezy, and many, many more. We owe it to ourselves—and to them—to keep this tradition alive. For as Walter Benjamin has noted (another person who should not be forgotten), “Even the dead will not be safe from the enemy if he wins.”10


  The counterproject must keep the tradition alive without denying the shortcomings and failures—sometimes horrific—of individuals, parties, and governments that have called themselves socialist or communist. This is not so strange. Consider the parallel with Christianity. Progressive Christians draw strength and inspiration from the Christian tradition without denying the inquisitions, religious wars, corruption, and abuse that are also a part of Christianity’s history. There are values, and lives committed to those values, in both traditions (essentially the same values—as liberation theologians have demonstrated) that continue to inspire.11


  The counterproject, as it develops, will have to be a dialectical socialism, not a nihilistic socialism.12 Its aim is not to negate the existing order, wipe everything out and start over, but to create a new order that preserves what is good in the present while mitigating its irrationality and evil. The counter-project will not be what Marx decried as “crude communism,” a communism animated by envy, which wants to level down and destroy whatever cannot be enjoyed by all.13 It will be a project that builds on the material and cultural accomplishments of past centuries. It will embrace the political ideals of liberty, democracy, and the rule of law. It will endorse and promote such values as generosity, solidarity, and human creativity, and also self-discipline, personal responsibility, and hard work. It will not sneer at any of these ideals or values as “bourgeois.” They will be regarded as indispensable to the construction of a new and better world.


  Although it may eventually call itself socialist or communist, the counter-project will extend well beyond the confines of that tradition. It will not make the mistake made by earlier anticapitalist movements of assuming that the struggle against capitalism is more urgent than other emancipatory movements, or that these other struggles are somehow reducible to the struggle against capital. Theoreticians of the counterproject will be clear on this point. It will not be claimed (because it is not true) that the struggle against the power of capital is more fundamental than, for example, the struggle against patriarchy or against the deep and bloody oppressions sanctioned by racism. It will not be claimed (because it is not true) that the dispositions and structures that sustain sexism, racism, militarism, and homophobia are less deeply rooted than those that sustain capitalism or less in need of being rooted out.


  Counterproject theory will make it clear that all people everywhere who are working to overcome structural oppression are participating in a common project. Counterproject theory will allow individuals who have committed themselves to contesting some specific evil to identify with the hopes and fears, accomplishments and failures of other individuals struggling against other evils. To invoke another Marxian term, it will allow us a sense of our species-being : the connection each of us has to all others.

  



  1.2 Successor-System Theory



  In addition to illuminating the relationships among past and present emancipatory movements and among individuals committed to different aspects of what can be considered a common project, counterproject theory must also enable us to envisage, with some degree of precision, an economic order beyond capitalism. It must theorize a successor system to capitalism.


  The concept of a successor system is conspicuously missing among the “practical Left” today—people engaged in concrete struggles against specific forms of structural oppression. Almost all the progressive struggles being waged at present are taking place within the imaginative and conceptual horizon of capital. There is much discussion of reforming this or that aspect of capitalism or even capitalism itself, but there is little talk of transcending capitalism—at least not in the rich countries of the world.


  In the global North progressive struggles are mostly aimed at preserving and extending earlier gains; for example, strengthening antidiscrimination and environmental legislation, increasing the minimum wage, shortening hours of work. On economic issues, the struggles are largely defensive. Reactionary forces cite “global competition” or, more recently, the need to “live within our means” as the rationale for dismantling the welfare provisions of social democracy. Workers go on strike and, sometimes with students, take to the streets to block government rollbacks of hard-won gains. We call for more regulation of those private financial institutions that have wreaked such havoc recently—but not their abolition .


  The importance of these struggles should not be minimized, but it is hard not to notice that in none of these cases do we find articulated a specific conception of a qualitatively new way of organizing an economy—a new “mode of production.” Even when activists converge to protest the policies of the WTO, International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank, or G-8, their concrete demands are for debt relief, tougher environmental laws, an end to “structural adjustment policies” that bleed poor countries, stricter labor laws to block the race to the bottom, and so forth—worthy demands, to be sure, and well worth pressing, but demands that don’t contest capitalism at its root. Even among those protestors who denounce capitalism by name—still a distinct minority, although a rapidly growing one—the lack of a concrete economic alternative is palpable.


  The situation is more complicated in the global South. The most dynamic economy in the world today, namely that of the People’s Republic of China, claims to be socialist. But is it? Mainstream Western opinion, and even most theorists and activists on the Left, consider “a socialist market economy with Chinese characteristics” to be just another name for authoritarian capitalism. Is this true? Maybe not. (The case of China will be discussed more fully in chapter 6.)


  And what is going on in Venezuela? Hugo Chavez came to power in a landslide election in 1998, was reelected under a new constitution in 2000, then survived a U.S.-backed coup attempt in 2002. On January 30, 2005, while addressing the Fifth World Social Forum at Porto Alegre, Chavez, to the apparent surprise of almost everyone, announced his support for a “new socialism for the twenty-first century,” and began forming alliances with other Left governments in the region (Cuba, Brazil, Argentina, Bolivia, Chile, Ecuador, Nicaragua).14


  Without successor-system theory it is difficult to make sense of these developments. Without successor-system theory, we see the world through the lens of the dominant ideology, which tells us that capitalism is the only game in town. We are blind to the significance of new institutional experiments that may well be pointing to a world beyond capitalism.


  The counterproject needs successor-system theory. To change the world, we need to act concretely, but we also need, both as a guide and inspiration to action, theoretical illumination as to what is possible. So long as capitalism remains the horizon, all emancipatory efforts remain unduly circumscribed.


  The fact of the matter is we now have sufficient theoretical and empirical resources to construct such a theory. We are vastly better situated than was Marx or even Lenin in this respect, for we have accessible to us not only a century of unprecedented socioeconomic experimentation but also data and conceptual tools that were unavailable to the founding theoreticians of socialism. We can now say with far more warranted confidence than they ever could what will work and what will not. There is a certain irony here. At precisely the moment when capitalism appears to have triumphed most completely, we can assert with more evidence-backed conviction than ever before that an efficient, dynamic, democratic alternative to capitalism is possible.


  This book will offer a nontechnical sketch of such an alternative. As such, it is a contribution to successor-system theory, and hence a contribution to the counterproject. The model should not be thought of as a rigid blueprint, but as a rough guide to thinking about the future. It is meant to be an antidote of sorts to the paralyzing “bankers’ fatalism” (French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu’s apt term) that has such a hold on the contemporary imagination.15 The fashionable mantra, TINA, TINA, TINA (There Is No Alternative) is not a reasoned statement. It is a poison designed to kill off a certain kind of hope. This book is an attempt at poison control.

  



  1.3 Historical Materialism



  Successor-system theory may be viewed as a supplement to Marx’s famous historical materialism. Historical materialism asserts that the human species is a pragmatic, creative species that refuses to submit passively to the perceived difficulties of material and social life. Through a process of technological and social innovation, often proceeding by means of trial and error, we reshape the world over time to make it more rational, more productive, and more congenial to our capacity for species solidarity. The process is not smooth. Change involves losers as well as winners, so there is often bitter struggle. There are setbacks as well as advances, but, the theory asserts, human history exhibits a directional intelligibility that may be reasonably called “progress.” We, as a species, are gaining ever more conscious control over our world and over ourselves.


  It should be noted that, anticommunist rhetoric notwithstanding, historical materialism implies nothing whatsoever about the existence of God. Marx, it is true, was an atheist, influenced by Feuerbach and other militantly atheistic young Hegelians, but the “materialism” of historical materialism refers to social and economic structures, not to a denial of divinity. Historical materialism is not metaphysical materialism. Historical materialism does imply that the particular form a religion takes at a particular time is shaped by the economic structure and class configuration of the period, but as to whether the socioeconomic progress historical materialism posits is part of God’s plan or simply the result of unaided human effort, it has nothing to say. (Anticommunist ideology has always stressed the atheism of “godless Communism,” since the abolition of religion is far more threatening to most people’s sense of self than is the abolition of private ownership of the means of production. The dominant economic class has always feared—as well it should—that the latter proposal, to most people, who in fact own no means of production, might seem worth a try.)


  Historical materialism is a philosophy of hope. When applied to the modern world, historical materialism claims that capitalism, the dominant economic system of Marx’s day and our own, will be superseded by a more rational order. This successor system has been traditionally called “socialism,” and has been viewed as itself a stage on the way to a higher “communism.”16


  But as anyone who has studied Marx knows, there is a blank page at precisely this point in his theory. Marx says almost nothing as to what this “socialism” would look like. Virtually no attention is given to the institutional structures that are to replace those of capitalism and thus define an economic order genuinely superior to capitalism.


  When socialism descended from theory to practice, it had to write something on this blank page. Lenin, on the eve of the Russian Revolution, thought it would be a simple matter to replace capitalism with something better:



  It is perfectly possible, immediately, within twenty-four hours of the overthrow of the capitalists and bureaucrats, to replace them in the control of production and distribution . . . by the armed workers. . . . All citizens are here transformed into hired employees of the state. . . . All that is required is that they should work equally, should regularly do their share of the work, and should receive equal pay. The accounting and control necessary for this have been simplified by capitalism to the utmost, till they have become the extraordinarily simple operations of watching, recording and issuing receipts, within reach of anyone who can read and write and knows the first four rules of arithmetic.17



  He soon learned otherwise. Since there was nothing in the Marxian corpus to provide guidance, the Bolsheviks had to improvise. They tried a very radical War Communism, abolishing private property, wage labor, even money— which got them through the Civil War but then broke down. They backtracked to Lenin’s New Economic Policy (NEP), which reinstituted money, reintroduced the market, and allowed for some private ownership of means of production. Russia even sought (unsuccessfully) foreign investment.


  The NEP was successful but not wildly so. Following Lenin’s death, Stalin opted for something more drastic. Agriculture was collectivized (at terrible human cost), all enterprises were nationalized, market relations were abolished, and an immense central planning apparatus was put in place to coordinate the economy. What is now known as “the Soviet economic model” came into being.


  For a rather long while, well over half a century, it looked as if this radically new way of organizing an economy was the wave of the future. The Soviet Union industrialized while the West collapsed into the Depression—as Marx had predicted it would. The Soviet Union survived a German invasion, broke the back of the Nazi military machine, and then, without any Western help, rebuilt its war-ravaged economy. Next came Sputnik, and a deep concern in Western circles that this new economic order might indeed “bury us” (economically) as Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev proclaimed it would. Numerous Western economists looked at relative growth rates and nervously plotted the point at which the Soviet economy would surpass that of the United States. (My 1973 edition of Paul Samuelson’s Economics— by far the most widely used undergraduate economics textbook of the time—includes a graph, based on “plausible assumptions,” showing the Soviet economy overtaking our own by 1990.18)


  Leaders of the capitalist West scrambled to contain this dynamic giant, whose example was proving contagious. In 1949, the world’s most populous nation declared itself a “People’s Republic.” A few years later the communist forces of Vietnam drove out their French colonial masters. In 1959, Fidel Castro, at the head of a guerilla army, forced the Batista dictatorship from power, and shortly thereafter proclaimed “Socialismo o Muerte.” By 1975, the Vietnamese had defeated the vastly more powerful Americans (who had replaced the French), and began reconstructing their economy along noncapitalist lines. In 1979, a guerilla movement toppled the U.S.-backed Somoza dictatorship in Nicaragua, and, although declining to call themselves communists, looked to Cuba and the Soviet Union for aid and inspiration. The course of history seemed clearly marked.


  But, as we all know, a funny thing happened on the way to the future. In the 1980s, Soviet economic growth ground to a halt. The economy didn’t collapse—that would come only with the attempted capitalist restoration—but the Soviet model hit its limits. It proved unable to generate new technologies or even exploit effectively those developed in capitalist countries. People became increasingly discontented. Thus, as historical materialism would predict, with existing “relations of production” inadequate to new “forces of production,” (that is to say, when existing economic structures cannot take advantage of new technologies) there occurred a decisive shift in class power, which led to, to use Marx’s words, “the transformation of the whole, immense superstructure.”19 (The West did not sit by idly during this historical upheaval, but intervened with considerable success to ensure that the class it favored—the one committed to restoring capitalism—came out on top.20)


  Does the collapse of the Soviet model, not only in Russia but also throughout Eastern Europe, mean that Marx has been proven wrong? Elementary logic says no, unless it is assumed that every attempt at constructing a successor system must necessarily succeed. Such an assumption doesn’t fit with historical materialism’s basic premises. Historical materialism regards the human species as a practical species, groping to solve the problems that confront it. There is no reason to expect success right away. It is more probable to see only partial successes at first, or outright failures, with subsequent attempts learning from these experiences—until finally a transformation takes hold that is superior enough to the old order to be irreversible.


  Neither I nor anyone else can prove that historical materialism is the correct theory of history. It is a hopeful, optimistic theory. It aims to be “scientific,” but it clearly embodies elements that do not lend themselves to scientific validation. Still, it is a plausible theory, made even more plausible when supplemented by an adequate successor-system theory. That, at any rate, is what I hope to show.

  



  1.4 Criteria



  Let me specify more precisely what I take to be the essential criteria for an adequate successor-system theory.


  
    	The theory should specify an economic model that can be cogently defended to professional economists and ordinary citizens alike as being both economically viable and ethically superior to capitalism. Although necessarily abstract, the model should be concrete enough for us to foresee how it would likely function in practice when animated by the finite, imperfect human beings that we are.



    	This model should enable us to make sense of the major economic experiments of the past century, which have been numerous and diverse. If the human species is indeed groping toward a postcapitalist economic order, successor-system theory should illuminate that process.



    	The model should clarify our understanding of the various economic reforms for which progressive parties and movements are currently struggling, and it should be suggestive of additional reform possibilities. It is a tenet of historical materialism that the institutions of new societies often develop within the interstices of the old. Successor-system theory should help us locate the seeds and sprouts of what could become a new economic order, so that they might be protected and nourished.



    	Successor-system theory should enable us to envisage a transition from capitalism to the successor system. It should specify a set of structural modifications that might become feasible under certain plausible historical conditions that would transform a capitalist economy into an economy qualitatively different and unequivocally better.


  


  Having said what an adequate successor-system theory should be, let me underscore what it is not . Successor-system theory is not the whole of counterproject theory. It is not even the whole of the economic component of this theory. Successor-system theory is centered on a rather abstract economic model. It does not concern itself with the actual history of capitalism and its development from feudalism, its relationship to slavery and colonialism, its curious mix of progressive ideals and brutal practices. It does not address, except indirectly, such Marxian concepts as alienated labor, fetishism of commodities, the labor theory of value, or the falling rate of profit. It does not concern itself with the ways in which the economic “base” of society manifests itself in other areas of society.


  Nor does successor-system theory address in a sustained or systematic fashion the issues of racism, sexism, homophobia, and other forms of structural oppression. These issues are quite important to the counterproject, but they lie outside the purview of successor-system theory, at least as it will be sketched in these pages.


  Successor-system theory is further restricted in that it is not a theory about Marx’s “higher stage of communism,” that moneyless, stateless form of society governed by the principle, “from each according to ability, to each according to need.” It is concerned with what is both possible and necessary now—the immediate next stage beyond capitalism, a stage that will be marked by its origins within capitalism. One can speculate as to the evolution of a postcapitalist society such as the one I will describe, but such speculations extend beyond the range of the theory itself.21

  



  1.5 Revolution



  Successor-system theory must address the transition question. Successor-system theory is meant to be theory with practical intent. If it cannot offer a plausible projection as to how we might get from here to there, successor-system theory remains an intellectual exercise in model building, interesting in its own right perhaps, and capable of providing a theoretical rejoinder to the smug apologists for capitalism, but useless to people trying to change the world.


  The successor-system theory marked out in these pages will not offer a full-blown “theory of revolution,” where, by “revolution” I mean a process by which the power of a dominant economic class is broken and new socioeconomic institutions put in place that significantly enhance the prospects and power of the subordinated classes at the expense of the dominant class. I am not sure that the time is ripe for such a theory. At any rate, I don’t have one. Nonetheless, I do think it is possible to sketch some plausible transition scenarios. This will be done in chapter 6. I also think it possible to discern the general direction a new theory of revolution should take.




  
    	A new theory of revolution will recognize that the old models of social revolution, drawing their inspiration from the French, Russian, Chinese, and Cuban revolutions, are largely inappropriate to the world today, certainly to advanced capitalist societies, perhaps even to poor countries. The question of armed insurrection will have to be reexamined. The masses are never going to storm the White House, nor is a people’s army ever going to swoop down from the Appalachian Mountains and march up Pennsylvania Avenue. A revolutionary transition to socialism will almost certainly be a democratic transition.



    	The new theory will recognize the need for a more concrete vision of structural alternatives than has been customary in the past. It is not enough to say, “Seize state power and establish socialism.” Blind faith in the laws of history or in an omniscient party has been justly discredited. The intelligence of ordinary people must be acknowledged and respected. Most workers, certainly those in rich countries, have far more to lose now than just their chains.



    	The theory will emphasize the need for reform struggles now, before the conditions are right for a truly fundamental socioeconomic transformation. What we get, if and when space opens up for revolutionary structural change, will depend crucially on what we have already gotten—and on who, during the course of many struggles, we have become. (In struggling to change the world, we change ourselves as well.) As we shall see, radical structural transformation will involve a substantial deepening of democracy. But democracy, while a necessary ingredient of the kind of world we want, is not sufficient in and of itself. The output of a democratic procedure depends on the quality of the input. Hence the importance now of struggles against racism, sexism, and homophobia, against senseless violence, rampant consumerism, and environmental destruction. Hence the importance now of trying to figure out better ways of living with one another and with nature and changing our lives accordingly.



    	The new theory will also emphasize the need for diverse strategies and diverse aims. The transition to a genuinely democratic socialism will likely vary, depending on whether the country is rich or poor, on whether or not the country has undergone a socialist revolution in the past, and on various other historical and cultural contingencies. Although there will be commonalities of vision, there will be differences as well—of tactics, transitional strategies, and ultimate goals. Unlike the program of neo-liberal capitalism, one size does not fit all. The counterproject does not envisage all nations aiming for the same patterns of development, or adopting the same technologies, values, and consumption habits. The counterproject calls for a halt to the McDonaldization of the world.



    	Finally, an adequate theory of the transition from global capitalism to democratic, sustainable socialism will stress the need for an international social movement, not in the sense of a unified, centrally directed party, but in the sense of a common consciousness that recognizes a kind of unity in diversity and allows for cross-national cooperation and inspiration. The counterproject is nothing less than the project of our species.


  


  1.6 A Note on Gender



  The most significant revolution of the twentieth century was not the Russian Revolution or the Chinese Revolution (although the impact of each has been immense) but the irreversible transformations, still underway, in the ways men and women live with one another. We are currently living through one of the most significant moments in the history of Homo sapiens . We are in the midst of a revolution that should be called by its proper name, the feminist revolution .


  The feminist revolution, where it is most advanced, has touched virtually every facet of human life—family structure, child rearing, sexuality, work, play, love, war, our grand ambitions, and our innermost identities. It is, moreover, a worldwide revolution, far from finished but hardly confined to the relatively affluent portions of the globe. It is more advanced in some places than others, but there is no country on earth where women have not come together to think collectively about their common problems and about strategies for emancipation. In some countries, such strategizing is extremely dangerous, but in every such place, there are women braving the danger. In most countries, thinking is accompanied by action—from the microlevel of individual relationships to the macrolevel of national policy.


  Despite the importance and pervasiveness of the as yet unfinished feminist revolution, the successor-system theory offered here does not address the issue of gender explicitly and systematically. Certainly, gender concerns and feminist theorizing are germane to many of the issues to be discussed here, but in a short book such as this, these cannot be treated adequately. Still, it is worth pointing out a number of areas where gender concerns and feminist theorizing raise questions that need to be addressed to do full justice to the concerns of successor-system theory.


  
    	Ethics . The question “Capitalism or socialism?” is widely held to be a dispute about values, but this view is mistaken, at least with respect to the version of socialism we will be discussing here. Any sensible ethical theory, when the facts are properly presented, will find in favor of Economic Democracy, the successor-system I propose. (In my earlier writings I have demonstrated this with respect to utilitarianism, Rawlsian “justice as fairness” and a social ethic based on the value of “participatory autonomy.”22)

    But ethics is about more than principles and values, as various philosophers, particularly feminist philosophers, have pointed out. Ethics is also about cultivated moral capacities, styles of moral reasoning, and concepts of self-identity. Building on the pioneering work of Carol Gilligan, various feminist philosophers have articulated a sophisticated “ethic of care” (contrasted with an “ethic of rights), centered less on principles and abstract values, more on cultivating empathy and attentiveness to the concrete, to difference, to interconnectedness. This ethic may be particularly appropriate to the counterproject. It is not so much needed to ground the argument for Economic Democracy, although it can serve that purpose—as can most other contemporary ethical theories. But successor-system theory is also about transition, about actually getting beyond capitalism to a better world. An ethic of care, with its emphasis on our responsibilities to others and on our deep interconnectedness, not only to those closest to us, but to that ever-enlarging circle of human beings with whom our fate is ever more concretely tied and to nature itself, has a motivational appeal that more abstract theories often lack.23



    	Poverty . I will consider the question of poverty, both in affluent societies and poor countries. I will propose a full-employment policy as the basic solution to poverty in both rich and poor countries—a policy (as we shall see) that cannot be enacted under capitalism. I couple this with “fair trade,” so that poor countries do not have to devote a disproportionate amount of their resources to catering to rich-country consumers. I recommend that poor countries engage in broad-based, labor-intensive public programs of health and education.

    Well and good—but clearly, any realistic attempt to eradicate poverty must take into account the gender dimension of the problem. How do we ensure that women as well as men have the requisite opportunities and skills for meaningful work? Should all women be encouraged to seek paid employment? What about those with young children? What about those caring for aging parents? These latter questions lead to deeper questions: Should women continue to do most of the care work in society? How should we, collectively, care for our children, for those among us with disabilities, and for our elderly? These questions, at some point, will have to be addressed.


    	Leisure . I argue that under capitalism, there is a structural tendency toward overwork. But as everyone knows (or should know), women in paid employment tend to be more overworked than are men, since in most cases women must bear the brunt of “the second shift”—the unpaid labor of daily domestic life. In the successor-system we will have far more choices concerning consumption-leisure tradeoffs at work. What sorts of changes in domestic relationships are in order to insure that this leisure is fairly apportioned? I argue that ecological sustainability requires we opt increasingly for leisure over consumption. What sort of family restructuring will be needed for people to view leisure as unambiguously attractive? (As Berkeley sociologist Arlie Hochschild has documented, many men prefer the structure and clear lines of responsibility they experience at work to the chaos and unpleasantness they claim to encounter at home.24) There is a large gender dimension to this issue that should be explored.


    	Community . It is possible under Economic Democracy to redesign local communities to make them more “user-friendly.” Each year funds will be available for public capital expenditures so that new public amenities may be instituted. Would the priorities advanced by women be the same as those advanced by men? Who would likely be most active in deciding these priorities? (A striking feature of the “Bolivarian circles” and various neighborhood councils promoted in Venezuela, which focus on community issues, is the overwhelming preponderance of women in these organizations.25)


    	Democracy . The successor system to be proposed entails a large advance in democracy. Citizens will have far more opportunity than they do now to discuss, debate, and decide issues of common concern. Feminist theory has been much involved with the question of preconditions for real democratic dialogue. What is the role of argument in democratic decision-making? How do we do justice to the “difference” of those with whom we engage when we talk across the borders of race, gender, class, and sexual orientation? How do we develop the ability to listen to the other? These and related questions are of profound importance to a movement that raises high the banner of democracy.26


    	
      Revolution . The relationship between feminism and anticapitalist revolution is complex and offers much ground for further research. Several issues stand out.

      o The feminist revolution does not fit the model of revolution that usually comes to mind when we think of moving beyond capitalism. The feminist revolution has been, above all, a nonviolent revolution. Moreover, it has not been marked by decisive, watershed events that clearly mark a “before” and “after” the revolution. A new theory of revolution must pay careful attention to what has been learned from the millions (quite literally) of small and large battles fought, lost, and won as women have moved to redefine the world and their place in it.


      o The worst excesses of political revolutions have often been marked by masculinity. Angry young men have contributed courageously to revolutionary struggle, but they have also been involved in nonproductive and sometimes gratuitous violence. (Those of us who were active in the 1960s can recall the macho posturing that sometimes pushed us in directions we shouldn’t have gone.) Masculine excess has not been confined to Western societies. The Chinese Great Leap Forward and Cultural Revolution were marked by similar excesses, as were many other radical upheavals and movements. There is a gender component to revolutionary struggle that bears analysis.


      o Women have played a huge role in virtually all the progressive struggles of the past several decades. Women have often constituted the majority of the participants, not only in struggles related to gender but those concerning human rights, nuclear disarmament, ecology, solidarity with the people of El Salvador or Nicaragua, sweatshops, and so forth. If the counterproject comes to have revolutionary potential, it will almost certainly count as many women as men among its activists, quite likely more, and thus will have a different character and ethos from classical revolutionary movements. How different? What are the implications for organizational theory and practice?

    

  


    The above listing is not exhaustive. As with race, which I address briefly in chapter 4, theoretical and practical issues regarding gender inevitably impinge on theoretical and practical issues regarding economic structures. I regret not being able to do justice to these various intersections in this work.


  


  1.7 An Outline of the Argument



  Successor-system theory claims that capitalism is no longer justifiable as an economic order because there now exists a better alternative. Since this claim is comparative, the argument for it must spell out this “better alternative” in some detail so that the two systems can be evaluated side by side. However, before considering this alternative, which we will call “Economic Democracy,” we must be clear about the nature of capitalism itself. A serious critique of capitalism cannot be content with merely noting the negative features of the contemporary world. It must show a causal connection between these features and the structures that characterize capitalism.


  Chapter 2 specifies precisely the defining characteristics of capitalism and clarifies such key concepts as capital, capitalist, entrepreneur, savings, and investment. As it turns out, these terms are closely connected to certain “noncomparative” justifications for capitalism, that is, arguments that make no reference to alternatives. These are worth considering carefully, to see how they hold up, and for the light they shed on the inner workings of the system. Chapter 2 proceeds to deconstruct these justifications.


  It doesn’t follow that capitalism as such cannot be justified. It may be that capitalism, however unfair, is the best that we poor, finite human beings can do. To refute this claim, an alternative must be specified. Chapter 3 does this. First, the institutions of the “basic model” of Economic Democracy are set out; then evidence is marshaled in support of the claim that Economic Democracy is an economically viable system. Among the important pieces of evidence is the remarkable success of a most unusual economic experiment occurring in the Basque region of Spain.


  Chapter 3 then offers an “expanded model” of Economic Democracy, one less pure than the basic model, but consistent with its spirit. The expanded model adds a mechanism that will insure full employment and institutions that allow savers to earn interest on their savings. It also opens up the possibility for entrepreneurial individuals to become true capitalists. These allowances can be made, as we shall see, without jeopardizing the radically different principles according to which the economy as a whole functions.


  The institutions of both the basic and expanded models of Economic Democracy are defined within the context of a nation-state. However, given the economic interdependency of nations in an ever more globalized economy, principles of interaction must be specified. Chapter 3 does this also. Economic Democracy will insist that “fair trade,” not “free trade,” should be the governing principle, and hence will adopt a policy of “socialist protectionism.”


  Chapters 4 and 5 constitute the heart of the argument—the head-to-head confrontation of capitalism and Economic Democracy. Chapter 4 analyzes four fundamental defects of capitalism (massive inequality, unemployment, overwork, and poverty in the midst of plenty) and examines the degree to which these problems would be less severe in a democratic economy. Chapter 5 analyzes three more: economic instability, environmental degradation, and lack of real democracy.


  Chapters 3 through 5 are concerned with satisfying the first criterion of an adequate successor-system theory, namely the presentation and defense of an alternative model. Chapter 6 addresses the remaining three criteria. We see that Economic Democracy as a model allows us to form a coherent account of the major economic experiments of the twentieth century. We see that the model is suggestive of a reform agenda that can and should be worked for now. Several scenarios are then offered for a final transition out of capitalism and into a full Economic Democracy. By way of conclusion, we return to the Communist Manifesto (a quote from which opened this chapter). It is proposed that something like a “New Communism,” taking its cue at least in part from the original manifesto, would be highly desirable. We then consider, briefly, several “visions of a new world” and the question, “What should I do?”
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