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Tn my !.i::,i,:;t ;:-,_1,--ticl e ( 11 C::c1pitali,:;m Tr··iumph ,:;c1nt'":)' 1 P1 pr-il JC?F!9) I 
a rgueci that soci~lism ha d to be rl emocr ➔tic or it wasn't 
s ocialism. Capit al i ~ t ideologues 1 however, have long claimed 
~h a t socialism and 1 de m □cracy a re incompatible. A democratic 
s ocialism, asserted Yale Law School dean Eugene V. Rostow forty 
y l:0 "' I' .. c:i <';i. CJ o 

I 
w o u 1 c1 b e 11 -°"- cont.,,. ,0. cJ i c: t i on i n t €:i ,, .. m !;; • 11 

j i::: ,,. om Har· r y 
Truman to George Gush, U.S. propagandists have linked free 
enterprise and free markets with free speech and free 
elections. 2 This linkage is taken by many as an article of 
f aith, and those who bother to provide an argument frequently 
contend that although capitalist states are n ot always 
democratic, every democracy has been capitalist. Does this 
constitute a decisive argument on behalf of capitalism~ 

Many s ociali s t sta tes i r1 sist they actually have a higher 
d egree of democracy th~ n do the Western industrialized nations 
----·- r-,ot 11 hour· q c=.,o i. "' ci erno c r· 3<::: y 11 but q f:'llU i. r, E': c1 i,?moc ,,.. ac y" '.:i oc i. i::\ l i ~-;ts 
a re q uite right t o note the profound li mitations of capitalist 
d emocracy: even aside f rom the frequent violations of capitalist 
democracy ' s own norms ( for example, the FBI's secret operations 
,·\ q a i ,-, ~::; t t h E.' l 0:? -f t i n I:. hi':! Un i t (2 d '.3 t at E? 0i • '' ) ,, pol i t i c ,"::l 1 i. n f 1 u E~ n c r:1 i. s; 
a f u nc:ti.ein of ,•Jei.=ll.th, m311y kc:>y deci~::;ion !,; a.rr,:, 1•-f.0rnov(-':d i:1,--om 
d emu c: r· ,:,\ t i r.: c on t ,,. o 1 ( f or· c >( .:~mp l e ? i n v F· st men t cl e c i c.:; i. c, n <.:.; ) ? "'' n c1 m c'l n y 
ke y institutions (lik e the workplace) are run dictatorially. 
Nevertheless, s oci a lis t democracy should not be seen as 
n t:2c.J ,::1. t. i. n q 1 b l..tt ,- ,:1th c.::.1•· 3 s q o i r, q b ,:?yon ci '' bour· g 1:'"o i. '.,:; d t;?m □ c I'" a.c y. 11 

Free speech and free e lections should be part of any notion of 
s oci a list democrac y, an d the f3ct that they have been lacking in 
t h F) E:>: i ':,ti. r·,q 11 r,:;oc i. i:,l l i :::, t 11 

· ; t ,:\ t c,•<.:.:; mraa1n ~s t t-, c:"1 t th E·!,,e c~1,· e not 
socialist s ocieties. There are all sorts of historical reasons 
wh y these have been l acking, but their ab sence is undeniable. 

r ree s peech 3 nd fr ee elections are necessary conditions for 
s ociali s t democracy, but they are not sufficient. Being able to 
choose one's master every four years is better than having a 
master imposed, but it is no substitute for day-to-day 
s elf-management in the workplace and community, or for 
participation that enhances everyone's confidence, competence, 
dllci creati v ity. These are the requirements of real sociali st 
democracy? somethi n g ne ither Leninists nor social clemocrats 
c")ll d or- '3 f3!. 

f=-or l...0.•nin? thFc)r·E, 1•~c,s 11 i:,\ b";;olutE:::'ly r,•o c:ontr·;;,1diction in 
principle between Soviet (that is, socialist) democracy and the 
l::'!;<Pr·ci i,,(?. of c!i. c:t.c:ltDr~i. c,,J. powE~i'""'::, by i. ndi vi du,~\l !::;. 11 11 

unquestioning su bor di nation to a single will is absolutely 
necessary for the success of processes o rganized on the pattern 
u f 1 d 1,- (J '-" ···- ~;; c "'' 1 f::, .i. n c.1 u s t. r· y " 11 

'
1 F:: cl u a I'" cl Der· n !3 t c i r 1 ,, t h E' J. E·,' c:l d :i n c_:_i 

socia l democratic theoretician, declared that he no longer 
believed in the final a im of socialism but only the forward 
march of democracy? but his vision of democracy was a limited 
onE·': ''for· thE-:• t,,,sk,s which the rnan;,.::,,qeimE':"!nt o+ £~ qr·e~t. -fi:"'\ Ct Dr-y 
brings with it ... it is simply i mpossible that the manager should 



be the employee of those he manages, that he should be dependent 
for· his position on the:•ir- f,='vor- ,rnc:I their· bad tempE'~r-."~,•; Beinq 
r-uled by a self-anointed vanguar-d party is not true democracy, 
but neither is quadrennial voting and constant subordination to 
managers and experts. 

Real democracy of the sort I have described above exists 
nowhere: not in the United States certainly 9 but nor in Sweden 
where managers, bureaucrats, and capitalists still reign, nor in 
any of the so-called socialist countries where the party rules. 
Bourgeois democracy, un the other hand -- legal guarantees of 
free speech and free elections -- does exist and has existed in 
mc:1ny ,.;,oci. eti ris. Dut why is it? thE:> d!:2f<,:mdf:)r!:, of C::,'.,pi ti:.,1 ism c:\Sk ., 

that there have been no societies that have been socialist and 
democratic~ The capitalist answer to this question, as noted 
earlier, is quite simple: the two concepts -- socialism and 
democracy -- are contradictory. History? according to this 
c laim, is like a giant scientific laboratory and the evidence 
a ll s hows that y ou cannot have socialism and democracy at the 
same time. This is a convenient point of view for capitalist 
apologists, because if people could attain socialism only by 
giving up democracy, socialism would have very little appeal in 
countries where bourgeois democracy has already been implanted. 
(And this point of view is convenient for defenders of the 
status quo in the communist world as well, for if democracy 
requires bringing back capitalists then democracy will have few 
cc\dhe1rents.) In -fc·~ct, howE•VPr, the r·eal r<=:2,sons why s;ociali~~t. 
democracies don't exist are very different. 

External Factors 

First, we should note that the few times societies started to 
develop along lines that were both socialist and democratic, 
they were overthrown from the outside. The socialist-leaning 
government of Allende in Chile had been democratically elected, 
had maintained civil liberties, and was then ousted in a 
CI A--b E~c k E:•d c:: oup. '' I c:I on • t. ~.:;ec1 why v-Jl'!! n ,.:,€':!cl t D t:,t 2,n d by ;,:ncl wa t. ch 
a country go Communist due to the irresponsibility of its own 
peopl::.:o,'' f<i~.;sin~Jr,ir- told 2, top ~,,€:,c:r·,.-?t rneetinq u+ L.J .. f3. 
officials. ~ In Czechoslovakia in 1968 a powerful movement 
emerged on behalf of a democratic socialism ~nd Moscow -- no 
more supportive of real socialism than Washington -- sent in its 
armed forces. Dangerous elements, asserted Pravda, were trying 
to ''dull thf!,) mi.ncjs o·f the mc:\~::",!:,E•ir;.;'' t1nc:I Wf!.·)rE2 ''not br-2in,;.1 pr·DpF.~r·ly 
n,?buff1?.d in~si.de the country," thw,; justi.-fyinq the (3ovi.et 
intervention. 7 A threat to socialism, Brezhnev declared, was 
"no longer only Et pi·-oblem of thf.? p0?ople o+ the1t countr·y but ,:>.l.i,:;o 
t ,1 common pr·ciblE·m," d "c:onc:,,~r·n +or· c:\ll ~0.;ocialist ~;t2{tes." 0 

Foreign violence was decisive in subduing a potentially 
democratic socialism in other instances as well. During the 
Spanish Civil War, the Soviet Union smashed an anarchist-led 
social revoluticn. 9 In the Hungarian revolution of 1956, 
workers' councils sprang up, demanding socialism and democracy, 
only to be crushed by Soviet tanks. 10 



Other times the foreign repression has been less dramatic, 
but just as effective. For example, in 1946 the state of Hesse, 
in LJ.S.-occupied Germany, i ncluded a provision in its 
constitution, Article 41, calling for the socialization of 
industry, a limited but significant measure. The U.S. Military 
authorities ordered that even though the constitution as a whole 
was to be submitted to the population for ratification, Article 
41 would be included only if it were successfully passed in a 
separate referendum. Over 70 percent of Hessian voters approved 
the specific socialization provision, but the U.S. authorities 
ruled that while it would remain in the constitution, its 
operation would be suspended. All Hessian attempts to implement 
the article were overruled. 11 

How any of these situations would have developed in the 
absence of foreign intervention one cannot tell. But to claim 
that history proves you can't have a socialist democracy is 
wholly unwarranted. If the world is a giant social laboratory, 
it is one in which s ome of the rats are running around smashing 
the test tubes containing results they don't like. 

Some □n the left have a rgued t hat Chile shows the 
i mp o ~.:; <:.:; i b i 1 i. t y of t . h E! p 19 ,::1 c ~= + u l , ,;;: l e c: tor- <'.:1 l 1·· out e to r,; o c i. ,J. l i. r..:; m . 
Perhaps this is correct, particularly for small countries. 
(Indeed, any path to socialism for small countries susceptible 
to outside i ntervention is unlikely in the absence of socialism 
in the advanced economies, a view taken for granted on the left 
until 13talin'<::, "Soc:ic:dis;m in Clne Country" r.Joc:trine.) 1:"3o 
capitalist ideologues may be correct for most countries when 
they say that socialist democracy is impossible; but the 
impossibility is not because of a ny inherent incompatibility 
between socialism and democracy, but because those who try to 
achieve such a society will be smashed from the outside. 

Voting In Socialism 

In an important book a few years back, political scientist 
Charles Lindblom posed the question of why no democracy has ever 
voted in socialism. After all, if in every case where people 
can choose their own form of government they reject socialism, 
it does suggest that socialism and democracy are basically 
incompatible. 

Now the premise of Lindblom's question was debatable -­
Chile seems like a counter-example -- but he went on to advance 
an important argument. It is possible, he argued and presented 
much evidence to demonstrate, that Western democracies have been 
tied to capitalism not because they are democratic: but because 
they are not. 1 ~ That is, it. is business domination of the 
capitalist political order that thwarts socialism. 

Defenders of capitalism claim to be perplexed by this 
charge. The political system in capitalist democracies, they 
assert, is neutral i and the poor showing of socialism in these 



systems is a result of socialism's inherent lack of appeal; as 
long as there are formal free speech and free elections, voters 
can make a free choice and they have chosen to reject socialism. 
But this view ignores the powerful limits that capitalist 
c:lemc.1er-acy places on the "·fn:,,e will" of the peoplt~. These limits 
are fairly obvious in many cases, particular-ly in Latin American 
c:ountr·ies where "frE~e elections " h,,,ve been no impedimemt. at i:\ll 
to militar-y domination. But consider the case of the 
Philippines befor-e Mar-cos and mar-tial law. That country had all 
the formal trappings of free elections and civil liberties, but 
never-theless, as the CIA noted in a now declassified report, 
"the machinf?r-y of c;:iovernment. t.encJf.:, to bf: contr-olled by a 
political elite which is roughly identical with the economic 
elite. The average man ... still has few channels of influence, 
since the groups that represent him are generally weak in 
organization, finances, and influence. The major political 
pcfftir::is ... , ideolo~:Ji.c.:dly :iciE:,,ntic:1::ll i::,nd lE'd by th€0 €'.,•lite, i:,lre 
loose coalitions of politicians allied for the moment in pursuit 
of power and do not present the voters with a clear choice in 
al t.E.0 1rrv::,.tf2 p1roqr-ams. 11 

t 3 

Now obviously there are differences between the United 
States and the Philippines: most important, the U.S. is a rich 
country with a substantial middle class. But though the 
Philippines r-epresents a mor-e extreme case of the general 
problem of capitalist democracy, the CIA description of the 
Philippine political system applies to a considerable extent to 
the U.S. as well. Readers of studies by G. William Domhoff and 
others know how substantial the overlap is between the political 
and economic elites in the U.S., and how weak the interest 
gr-oups are that r-epr-esent the majority of the population. U.S. 
politicr.ll p2,r·ties cffE• not icle1ntical. --·- .,:lft:er- ,"lll, ttiE' 
Republicans gave us the head of Gener-al Motors as Secr-etary of 
Defense, while the Democrats appointed the head of Ford -- but 
thrc>ir di·fferr:?ncf:>s cin the mar-gin~.; h,;:~rdly o·f-fi?r vo-1:.r,.;rt:; ;;;, "clr~.;;tr 
c:hoi.cr.➔ i.n i:dter-nat.<=) progr-ams-,." ~1ur-e, c:mc:e i.n ,,i\ whi.lE' votpr·s c:\r·e 
pr<c?<_:;ent£:,d wi t:h a choi. c: c-2, .-:1s wt1r:n L.y11dc:in ~"Johnson pr·orni. s,?d "Nc.1 
Wi. clE:~r W,:\r- 11 i. n Vi et.nc\m or- Ronald Reagcrn pl f.:'!cjged to cut thr➔ 

federal deficit. But obviously these choices don't mean very 
muc:h. 

Citizens in a genuine democracy -- where their preferences 
were not over-ruled by those with more money, lar-ger campaign 
contributions 1 or greater- access to the media; where their 
pr-eferences were not formed in an atmosphere of capitalist 
cultur-al hegemony -- such citizens might very well opt for 
socialism. One cannot conclude that socialism has no popular­
potential by its current poor showing among voters. 

The Popularity of Capitalism 

To be ,.::,;ur£~, hypothetical "if cmly'!-;;" c:annot r·e:~acjiJ.y be proven. 
There is, however, much suggestive evidence that public 
enthusiasm for- capitalism has not been as overwhelming as 
sometimes suggested. 
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The extreme case in this ~egard is the United States, where 
,ct s 1\102\m Ch om~,, k y ,~n cl ot h E)f" ~, ha Vf::) !::;h own ---- cap it i:,\l. i st. 

brainwashing goes most unchallenged. (Recall that the U.S., 
among the industrialized countries, is the only one in the world 
with no effective socialist, communist, or labor party, and has 
unE~ of the ~~E~akest union movements; f.::>VEm the "L" v~ord now is 
suspect.) Yet even here, over ten percent of those with an 
opinion responded in a public opinion poll that they w□ulcl favor 
"i.nt.1r•oc.iucing ~c:;oci.ali.sm in thl~ U.S." Unstu-pris:;i.ngly, in'" 
country where people are bombarded daily with surveys inquiring 
as to their views on everything from deodorants to Democrats 
(admittedly not a very wide range), explicit questions on 
socialism have been rare. But the question has been asked 
occ::0sicm,~dly: in 19'.':'j8, 11 pEirc:E•?nt of (.;mer·ic:0ns ~.:;c".d.c:I "some for·m 
uf '.,,C)(::i.;.~li.~;m would bE~ b(:?.tt.er" (89 pfa1r·cer1t. disatJl~(:?.ed); in 1976, 
10 percent indicated that they would favor introducing socialism 
(62 percent opposed and the rest didn't know); and in 1981 -­
during t he presidency of Ronald Reagan -- 12 percent favored 
soci.alism and 76 percent opposed. 14 

Interpreting these results is problematic, of course, in 
that mo~.;t Americans have no idr"?a what. the t.l:?rm ",::;ociali~,:;m" might 
mean 1 and many probably took the question as equivalent to 
"Wo u ld you r·atl·1€.-'?I'" livi::c i.r, the USSR".' " or "!t4cl\Jld you f,3.vor ,::1 ~::hmer 
Rouge takeover of your town?'' Some surveys have tried to avoid 
this difficulty by inquiring specifically about nationalization. 
Asked in the mid-seventies whether public ownership of large 
industry would be a good or bad idea, 22 percent replied good 
<rncl 4~:i per-c:ent Ll2\d < wi. th ·tt-1e n;-?~:;t t.md~•ic:. i d(~d)" j ~•,; 1'..:tnnther 
wording of the question showed about 10 percent in favor 1 and 
questions about the nationalization of s pecific industries (like 
oil) had as many as 35 percent in favor (and under 50 percent 
opposing). 16 Even these questions, however, are no substitute 
for a5king pecplm what they would think of a truly self-managed 
society (after all, would it make a great difference if George 
Bush were to take over Exxon?), but then one cannot expect 
Gallup and Harris to be doing socialists' job for them. 

In any event, when one turns from the United States to the 
rest of the industrialized capitalist world, the public support 
for some version of socialism gets much stronger, despite the 
fact that wealth buys political power and media control in all 
these societies. Britain has been ruled by conservative 
Margaret Thatcher for a decade now as she has attempted to 
dismantle as much of the country's welfare state as possible. 
But as a poll for the pro-Thatcher Daily Telegraph reported, the 
return to private hands of many state-owned enterprises is 
disapproved by the majority of the population. 17 

In Chile, U.S. economic warfare and sabotage exacerbated 
shortages and helped mobilize public opinion against the 
socialist policies of Allende. Nevertheless, in 1976 the 
president of the Chilean Central Bank estimated that 90 percent 
of the population opposed the Pinochet regime's free market 
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pol i. c i es ("proof t.h~J.t the model i. s war k i rig," he assertf:,d) . 1. El 

A public opinion poll in Czechoslovakia in 1968 asked 
"wDul d you pl'"ef el'" Cz ect1osl ovak i. a to c:i.bandon f 1..wt.hf,~r development 
of <"::;ocialism and entE•r tt1e: l'"·oad of capit.c.~li~st develc:lpment"?" ---· 
89 percent chose further socialist development and only 5 
percent chose capitalism. (And it should be made clear that 
respondents did not confuse Soviet tanks with socialism: the 
polls showed the Czech people strongly opposed to foreign 
intervention. Nor did they simply say what they thought those 
in power wanted to hear: they readily criticized the Communist 
party.) '· 9 

But perhaps the most telling statistic comes fl'"om a survey 
of Soviet emigrants to the U.S. -- people likely to be the most 
unfavorably disposed toward the Soviet Union. In the most 
thorough and careful s urvey of this kind, respondents were read 
thi.•s •:;;tat,2m,,:,nt: "Somf..:' pt?ople:• in the f;ovir:~t Union ~,ay thi.':l.t thE: 
state should own all heavy industry. Others say that all heavy 
i nc:1ur;tt"·y ,..,;houl d be pt"· i v.:"tel y owned." They were then Dsked to 
i.ndi.cate their own v iews on cJ. seven-poi.nt. scale, "l" 
l'"'E.'pl'"· f?sent i ng pt"· i vat E" owrH,?r ship ,,Hid "7" ~;;;tate owner· f:5h i p. Ful l y 
;:;7. 9 percent. responded wi. th i:., "7", compan='!d to 20 p(?.rcr,mt sayi nq 
"l"; the me,,m ~:,cor-e was 4 " 5, half a point higher than the middlf2 
position. (Support for government ownership was higher for 
medical care and lower for agriculture.) Respondents were also 
,J.sked: "what would you change in the USSR":'" Eight p<::~rcent. 
l'"·epli€.~d "ever·ything." Of these most .::-u,ti-SoviE~t 8 perc~:nt of an 
already anti-Soviet population, an astonishing 32.7 percent 
chose "7" on the state ownE:.'rsh i p o+ heavy industry qLiest i cm 
cc:imp;::1red to :30. 9 perc0?nt ~.:;el ec:t i ng "l". 20 

Another l'"eason why the citizens of bourgeois democracies 
have so rarely voted in socialism is that capitalism is a 
difficult thing to defeat incrementally. As R. H. Tawney put it 
back in 1934, "you Cc:1n f.Jf.=f.=l a n onion 1 eaf by 1 eaf but you Ci::m ' t 
c~ki.n a tiger clii.,W by claw." Government policies thc:,t inter+ere 
with the rights of capitalists elicit a powerful response~ most 
t.E:dl.ingly in the fol'"·m o+ a "capital" r::;tri.ke. By withholdini;:J 
private investment. -- by definition, the main form of investment 
in a capitalist economy -- the rich are able to cripple the 
economy of a state that offends them. The government then has 
the choice of restricting business activity even more -­
difficult to accomplish without a highly radicalized population 
-- or, more typically, l'"'etreating. To take an almost banal 
example fl'" □ m the United States , +uel economy standards for light 
trucks and vans were sharply curtailed a+ter Chrysler threatened 
to shut down a Detroit plant employing two thousand workers. 2 1 

Con-fusion on the Left 

The notion that capitalism and democracy are firmly linked has 
un+or-tunately also been encouraged by some on the left. They 
have done this by arguing that increased democratization in 
communist states i!:, part o+ .~ pr·oc:ess of 11 1"·est.oring" capitalis-,m 
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domestically and caving in to imperialism abroad. This was most 
strongly claimed in the case of the Soviet Union after Stalin's 
death, where there was decreased repression, but a lso -­
ac cording to Mao and his man y leftist followers around the world 
-- the re-introduction of capitalism and a foreign policy of 
11 1,;ocic~l impe?r"i.1-:.i.li.r:.:;m." 

Now it is not that democracy, economic policy, and foreign 
policy are all totally independent of one another. Presumably, 
when the relations of a communist state are most antagonistic to 
the West, foreign threats -- both real and imagined -- will be 
greatest and the internal repression the highest. Economic 
policies designed to attract foreign capital will generate 
·fcir·pign policies E?mphasizing "peaceful c::oe>:istence" c,1nd thE;'J 
ic\l'Tei:.=;t of fewer foreign "c:;pies." Nl~vertheless, thenc? i.s no 
one-to-one correspondence in communist states between the 
purported degree of capitalism or socialism in the economic 
s ystem, t he level of internal democrec:y, and the level of 
anti-imperialism in foreign policy -- and c ertainly not a 
one-to-one corrPspondence in the predicted direction. 

In the Soviet Union, it is true that the fanaticism of 
forced collectiviz a tion coincided with the militant ''Third 
PE~r· i. rn:j " in forei. gn pol i c:y ') but a.nothf.?r· phase of internal terror· 
-- the purges of 1936-38 - - coincided with the period of the 
"F'opular Front" in fc:ir-eirJn policy? t,JherE? Communist partir2s 
worldwide were ordered to cooperate with bourgeois parti e s. The 
Chinese (and their apostles) criticized Khrushchev and his 
,,.;ucc:E'~.,;sor-s for their· "ic;ocial imperiali~;rn" towar·d Easter·n E:'.ur .. ope, 
but this relationship began -- and the relationship was much 
more exploitati v e -- under Stalin. During the period □f 

Stalin's rule? the East Europeans were required to purchase 
Soviet products at high prices and accept low prices for their 
f:?;-q:ior·ts; aftr.,r Stcd:i. n ' ,.; dc:~ath Moscow qav~'" up its unfaix p1··icinq 
po lic y a nd, ~ cccrding to most ex pert s, t herP has si nce been the 
equivalent of an economic subsidy from the USSR to Eastern 
Eur ope, in return for political s ubordination. 2 2 As for the 
doctrine of "pe.:..:,,cE,f ul c:oc:=>: i. c_;tc?.ncf.:?," this w,::1s not i. nvented by 
Khrushch ev; i t had been raised many times by Stalin, no t l east 
in the years 1949-1952, when internal repression was inten s e. 23 

MoreovPr , it should be noted that in the opinion o f U.S. 
q Dvc=1n1 men t an ~:i. l y 1:;t c.3 , l<J,r u ~:;h ch ~~v "tr an sf 01·· mer.1 Sov i E"t po 1 i. c: y fr om 

a n isolationist continental mode to an expansionist global 
mode, 11

•
24 

As fo r the " r·estoratirJn o f c:a.pitali~-:;m~" there i :s f:irs.;t thr.-::> 
question of which departs fur ther from the socialist ideal: 
private plots and markets in agriculture □r seizing peasant 
grain at gunpoint. But consider two measures of the degree of 
~:;□ cic:di sm or c:c·,\piti,,di~,, m: the prevc::dt=.·nc::r:.> of "piec:e·-wor·k" 21.nd 

piece rates, a nd the extent of economic inequality. In 1965 
almost 60 percent of Soviet workers performed piece work, but 
under Stalin the figure had been over 75 percent . 25 And under 
Stalin wage inequality increased, and indeed those who favored 
E::quality werE'.' d f: noL.mc:ed d,:5 "ac:complices of the clElSS E'Jnemy. "::;,: 6 
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It was under Stalin's successors -- those who allegedly 
abandoned socialism -- that Soviet wages grew more 
,.:?gal. i t.i,\r i .:i.n. 27 

In China as well we can see the lack of a one-to-one 
correspondence between internal democracy, economic policy, and 
foreign policy. Probably more people were killed in China in 
the years 1966-1976 than at any point since the first few years 
of the communist state. This was the period when the "left" -­
the Gang of Four, with and without Mao -- were in control. But 
this was also the period when China supported Pakistan's 
butchery in Bangladesh, mourned the death of Franco, 20 and 
welcomed Nixon to Beijing. China was never consistent in its 
support for international revolution, 2 9 but it was probably 
more supportive during the years 1962-66, when the so-called 
"capital. i r:;;t r-oaders" wer·e in char-gf2, tt;an under thfJ C1ang of 
FoL1r· .. 

As for the economy, t here is no doubt that Mao ' s successors 
have assigned a greater role to the market and to the private 
agricultur a l plot. But again the socialism/capitalism dichotomy 
is not so clear cut. Socialism, we have been told, aims to 
eliminate the disparity between the city and the countryside. 
But, in fact, after 1956 no dent was made in the urban-rural gap 
until the post-Mao years 1979-80. The percentage of investment 
that went into heavy industry under Mao increased and the rural 
sector was slighted 1 receiving only 11.5 percent of the state's 
budget, a figure that increased under Deng. The rural tax 
system under Mao was regressive and, despite claims that 
inequality in the countryside was on the order of 5:1, the 
actual figure may well have been 100:1.~ 0 And even though 
China ' s national income grew by 6.2 percent a year from 
1952-1977, per capita consumption of foodstuffs did not 
increase; the grain ration at the end of the Mao era was lower 
than 20 years earlier. 3 1 Now perhaps a casm c~n be mada for 
deferring consumption in order to benefit the next generation, 
but when that decision is made by the party leadership rather 
than by those being asked to make the sacrifice, socialist 
principles seem remote. 

Why was this the case? Weren't Mao and his comrades 
committed to the peasantry and to equality? Maybe so, but they 
were committed to their own power even more. Already in the 
early 1950s, for example, Mao retreated on limited measures for 
equality for rural women in order to hold the loyalty of male 
rural party leaders. 3

~ When actual. starvation broke out in 
parts of China during the disastrous Great Leap Forward in 
1959-61, Chinese leaders decided that the solution was to 
strengthen the party. 3 3 Mao didn't like this, but that was 
because he wanted to obtain more power for himself, as 
illustrated by hie;;; views on the "cLtlt o·f pt•.ffsonodity": "The 
question at issue is not whether or not there should be a cult 
of the indiv i dual, but rather whether or not the individual 
concerned represents the truth. If he does, then he should be 
r·evf.:-,red. 11 

:·:;: 4 



Mao c 1 aimed, o+ cour· se, to pl. aC(:'! 11 the masses II above all 
else 1 and this was repeated ad infinitum during the Cultural 
Revolution. But the masses were always to be subordinate to the 
leaders. For example, Chiang Ch'ing, Mao's wife and one of the 
" C3anq o·f Four," e>:pl.ained thr.:, people'is rolf.:'? in the c:ul.t.Ltr,al 
fie ld : "All theatricc?d wor·\,:~,; muf,;t br.:, s;ubmitt.ed to thei mf..{sses 
for their· opini.ons.," she told i,.u1 interviewer in 1972. "Their 
good opinions are acted upon, their erroneous ones rejected, and 
those which cannot be put into effect immediately are set aside 
temporarily. We call that democratic centralism on a broad 
s1ci..~l<::.~" ,i ::.'!:~~.'i Yes, Mac) c)nc:e !saic:I 11 to r-E~~bel i~; ..iLtst.i-fi<:::.1d, 11 bLtt hf.:."? 
offered this principle as part of Stalin ' s great contribution? 
and in the very same speech Mao declared ''If we did not have a 
~3talin, 1-Jha would gi.vf:' the order-s'?"''; 6 

How can the Chinese government get the peasants to produce 
more? It can appeal to their cooperative spirit, their concern 
fo r their fellow citizens. But this is not likely to be very 
convincing when the peasants see no increase in their own 
standard of living commensurate with the growth in national 
income. It is hard to feel kinship with one's urban brothers 
and sisters when the i ncome gap between city and countryside is 
wide and undiminishing . And it is difficult to get peasants to 
exert themselves for the good of the party, when the party 
maintains its dictatorship over the peasantry. The government 
could try to whip the populace into a blind frenzy, waving red 
books while harvesting their crops, but the economic losses from 
the disruptions of the Cultural Revolution outweighed any gains 
from peasant motivation. Thus, it is not surprising that the 
government has introduced material incentives and markets in the 
countryside without reducing the party ' s mo n opoly of power. 
This strategy too will fail -- market generated inequalities are 
growing rapidly. But though this isn't socialism, neither was 
what preceded it_ 

Gorb2\chev 

The Gorbachev phenomenon raises further questions about the 
relation between socialism and democracy. Democratization is 
certainly taking place in the Soviet Union today. But along 
with the democratization, we h e ar Soviet officials telling us 
that i.n C:kir·bachev's; economic rest1ructuri.r1q "there .i.s a littlf? 
bit of Thatc:hf2rism," "'' 7 \<JhilE• others declare :it c'I myth that "the 
class interests of socialist and developing countries coincide 
:ln r·esi.stinq imper·i.c:dism. '"-~:E] Does thi~, just CJO to provE,• that 
democracy is inherentl y associated with capitalism and 
imperialism? To answer t his question requires a rather extended 
analysis of the Soviet Union: its economic and its foreign 
po licies;. 

The democratization occurring in the Soviet Union is real, 
though it has not yet ~eached the level of bourgeois democracy 
in the West. (Though bourgeois ideologues would do well to keep 
in mind -- as the editors of the Nation recently pointed out --
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that in the U.S. last year 20 percent of the races for seats in 
the House of Representatives went uncontested and 98 percent of 
incumbents won re-election. 39

) Gorbachev has permitted 
democratization not because he is committed to socialist 
democracy; he's not, any more than the Lyndon Johnson who 
declared "We Shall Overcame" was committed to an end to r-acism. 
But Communist party rule has been in crisis -- there has been 
growing popular cynicism and disaffection and escalating 
pressures for change -- and some concessions must be made if the 
state is to retain public loyalty. This doesn't mean we should 
oppose these steps toward greater openness, any more than we 
oppose civil rights bills in the U.S. We endorse civil r-ights 
legislation but at the same time as socialists we point out 
their limits. Democratization under- the guidance of a ruling 
party is far from real democracy, just as the repeal of legal 
segregation is far from genuine racial equality. We don't 
applaud Lyndon Johnson, but we applaud the fact that popular 
pressures forced him to back reforms. And our attitude to 
glasnost in the Soviet Union should be the same. 

Gorbachev·s economic policies, it seems to me, cannot be 
simply characterized as uniformly progressive or regressive. 
Gorbachev is attempting to deal with the economic crisis 
confronting the Soviet Union, which is to say 1 confronting the 
elite because if the system cannot improve its economic 
performance elite rule itself will be in danger. On the one 
hand, the Soviet population is increasingly less willing ta 
accept the excuse of external enemies as the reason they must 
continue to do without consumer goods. And, on the other hand, 
the performance of the Soviet economy in the eighties has been 
extremely disappointing, both in terms of GNP growth and gr-owth 
in per capita consumption. 4

~ Worse yet was the picture in 
terms of social provision. According to Soviet economist Abel 
{.\q.~nbE•gyan, "the pr·opo1~t.icm of c:c:1pit.c.d investment in thF.~ eccmomy 
allocatGci to housing construction was rmciucod from 23 percent in 
1960 to 14-15% in the last five-year period' ' -- and not because 
0?veryDne was i."<dequatel y hDused. "The eN pend i tun? r.m <~ducat i or1 
as a share of the national income reached 10% in 1950 (the 
highest rate then in the world) but this has fallen in recent 
years to 7%. The health system has also been neglected, with 
less than 4% of the national income allocated to its development 
whE•n other c:Duntrif2::.; 2dlocate 81/.-121/.." And this is not just a 
matter· of ~;pendinq: "life e:-:pE.~ctancy i.n the USSR has fai.lf2cj to 
1'·is,E',' in the L::"1st :20 year-s" and "the deatt-1 r21te +or· males of 
;:~ctive age h,:i.s <-'lctually worsened." 4

1. f.~ven pc.1verty -- whose 
existence could not formerly be mentioned in the Soviet pr-ess 
has now been acknowledged. 42 

In response to this crisis, Gorbachev is trying to save the 
system. <Recall Joseph P. Kennedy's explanation for why he 
:;;;upported the New DE.,al: "I woul cl be wi 11 i ng to part with half of 
what I had if I could be sure of keeping, under law and order, 
the othe-~r r1alf," 4

'") Pinc! like F'DR, C3orbachev ii::-; eclGKt:ic in how 
he intends to save the system. FDR legalized unions, 
established a minimum wage and so on, but he also introduced 



t'~ccmomi c policies that l\lr.1n110:u1 Thomas noted i-JE•r·e "more near· l. y the 

t':Jc:m,omics of f,:\sc:ism than of isoci.c.,li.sm. " 44 Gor·bac:hev's 
policies, likewise, are a combination of those we should support 
and those we should oppose. 

Gorbachev seems committed to substantially cutting Soviet 
military spending and shifting these funds to the consumer 
sector. This has not yet oc:curred, 45 but all indications are 
that he is serious about doing so. Second, as a means of 
improving worker mcirale (needed to raise low labor 
productivity), Gorbachev has claimed he wants to democratize the 
workplace, with elected managers and workers' councils. This 
too has not yet occurred, 46 and it may well be that he has no 
intentions of implementing it. Both of these reforms would be 
far short of socialism, but ought to be favored by socialists. 

Another reform being much discussed in the Soviet Union is 
greater reliance on markets. To evaluate this development, 
consider how the Soviet economy might determine what to produce. 
One method, the method used since the 1920s, is to have a team 
of central planners decide. A second method would be to have 
the same team of central planners, but have them be responsible 
to some sort of elected authority. A third method would be to 
have the market decide. And the fourth method -- socialism 
would be to have the people democratically decide through 
producers' and consumers' councils. 

The central planning method requires the planners to be 
omniscient, a requirement which cannot even be approximated 
except in very simple economies where there are very few goods 
or decisions involved. This is why the Soviet economy could be 
"c.:;uccessful" in terms of <.]i~owth cit.wing thf2 thi.rties -·-- it wa~; 
relatively easy then to be a planner; just demand more steel 
production -- and unsuccessful now, when people are demanding 
consumer goods. Planning with 8lecti □n£ would b~ a great 
improvement over the current planning because the population 
would have some broad control over economic decisions, but not 
much more control than, say, U.S. citizens have over the 
procurement decisions of the Pentagon. Markets provide a lot of 
information to guide production, but the information excludes 
all sorts of social costs and benefits and its mechanism 
generates inequality. 

It is understandable why some Soviet leaders want to move 
from planning to the market, for how else can they placate 
consumer demands? But the result will be an exacerbation of 
inequality. There is only one way to both produce what needs to 
he produced and enhance equality, and that is the fourth method, 
socialism. This the Soviet elite, of course, will not consider. 
We can thus expect to see a debate within the elite, with some 
urging markets and some wanting to maintain central planning. 
We should criticize the call for markets, pointing out all their 
flaws, but we should do this not in order to defend Soviet 
central planning. Markets generate inequality, but 
party-controlled central planning leads to -- among other things 
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-- special shops for party officials. There are left critics of 
Gorbachev in the Soviet Union, 47 and like them we should view 
the status quo as being as unacceptable as the market. 

To get workers to work harder Gorbachev wants to promote 
income inequality and unemployment. The population of a 
socialist Soviet Union would surely want to deal with the 
problem of inefficient allocation of labor and low productivity, 
since the slow work pace is not what it is because it represents 
the ideal trade-off between exertion and living standards, but 
because of alienation. It is one thing, however, for people to 
democratically decide how much work they want to de as a society 
and another thing entirely for the managers and the elite to 
order them to do so, making them pay the costs of decades of 
party misrule. Our attitude towards these Gorbachev efforts 
ought to be the same as our attitude to efforts by a school 
system in the United States to get teachers to work harder -- we 
oppose these speed-ups, but neither do we support the status quo 
(in which teachers do goof off, harming students). In the short 
run we call for increased authority for parents, teachers, and 
students (admittedly no simple task). In the long run, we 
demand socialism. 

Selling Out Revolution? 

If the economic reforms in the USSR are mixed? or at least not 
clear-cut moves from socialism to capitalism, then what about 
Soviet foreign policy? Has glasnost been accompanied by a 
retreat from socialist internationalism, by a pulling back from 
supporting Third World revolutionaries, and in particular by 
withdrawing support from embattled Nicaragua, Vietnam, Angola, 
and Cuba? 

To make sense of Soviet foreign policy today, it is 
important to realize that the Soviet Union has never been 
committed to furthering world revolution. Even in the one 
period when Soviet leaders were still hoping for a revolutionary 
upsurge in Germany and the West, 1920-1923, the interests of 
international socialism were always subordinated to the state 
interests of the Soviet Union. Thus, when Kemal Ataturk, the 
anti-communist but also anti-British and anti-French ruler of 
Turkey, rounded up the leaders of the Turkish Communist party 
and dispatched them to the bottom of the Black Sea in January 
1921, Moscow did not hesitate to sign a friendship treaty with 
him. 40 

Over the next seven decades, the Soviet Union sometimes 
supported revolutions and sometimes supported incumbent regimes, 
but the basis for support was always the interests of Moscow, 
never socialist internationalism. Movements that weakened its 
adversaries, the Soviet Union tended to support. Thus, Moscow 
has aided Cuba and Vietnam, but also Argentina under the fascist 
generals, Nasser as he arrested Egyptian communists, Iraqi 
leaders as they executed communists, 49 Marcos whenever he 



spatted with Washington, the bloody Idi Amin in Uganda, Macias 
in Equatorial Guinea, Bokassa in the Central African 
Republic, 5

~ and the Nigerian government as it starved 
Biafra. 51 When hundreds of thousands of communists were 
massacred in Indonesia in 1965, the Soviet Union soon 
accommodated to the Suharto regime; 52 and when Indonesia killed 
thousands in East Timar in the 1970s, Moscow's criticisms were 
mini rnal. ~,;:3 

The Soviet Union often supported revolutions when it was 
confident that it could control them; it often opposed those it 
could not control, as in Spain during the civil war or in 
Yugoslavia with Tito. The Chinese revolution took place not 
because of Soviet support, but despite Soviet obstruction. In 
1927, the Chinese Communist party barely survived extermination 
after Stalin pressed the party to subordinate itself to Chiang 
Kai-Shek. In 1945, Stalin recognized Chiang's Nationalist 
qovr:.'t"nment, r;i qned the + i r·~;t ,:~ncl only pof;t-war· ''unequal. tr·e<7,,t.y'' 
with China, 5 4 and promised not to aid the communists (a promise 
he largely kept} . 5

~ When Chiang's forces were routed from 
their capital in Nanking in April 1949, most of the foreign 
ambassadors, including the American one, remained where they 
were, but the Soviet a mbassador followed Chiang to Canton. 56 

When the communists finally triumphed, it took more than two 
months of hard negotiations between Mao and Stalin before the 
latter agreed to phase out, but not abrogate, Soviet imperial 
privileges in Manchuria; the Soviet occupation of the naval base 
at Port Arthur did not end until 1955. 57 And the evidence 
suggests that Soviet policy before the Korean War was intended 
to keep China out of the United Nations, and thus dependent on 
Moscow. '"s"' 

But hasn't Soviet support for 
been essential to their survival? 
n e ed to be made. 

Vietnam, Angola, and Cuba 
Perhaps so, but two points 

First, great powers often support movements t hat hurt their 
adversaries, and this has nothing to do with socialist or any 
other principles. Correspondingly, revolutions often receive 
aid from the enemies of their enemies and the revolutionaries 
may well be thankful that their enemies' enemies exist, but this 
too involves no matters of principle. Thus, France of the 
Ancien Regime helped the American revolution. Monarchist 
Germany gave arms to Irish revolutionaries and even transported 
Lenin back to Russia, but this did not make Kaiser Wilhelm an 
anti-imperialist. Shortly before World War II, Mexico 
nationalized U.S. oil companies. The State Department 
unsuccessfully pressured Mexico to reverse itself? and some in 
Washington urged the United States to go further and punish 
Mexico economically. But Roosevelt realized that such measures 
would only drive Mexico to sell more oil to the Axis, and any 
U.S. military intervention would facilitate German penetration 
in the hemisphere. So the U.S. acquiesced in the Mexican 
take-over of the oil companies. The Mexican revolution thus 
benefited from the existence of Hitler. 59 And Hitler gave aid 
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to nationali s ts in Egypt and other British colonies. Needless 
to say? Hitler was no anti-imperialist. Thus, the mere fact 
that the Soviet Union has aided some revolutionary movements 
does not prove its anti-imperialist bona fides. 

The s econd point to note about Soviet aid to revolutions is 
that the aid has always been carefully designed to further 
Soviet interests first and foremost. Consider the case of 
Vietnam. 

When Ho Chi Minh declared Vietnamese independence in 1945, 
Moscow barely acknowledged the event. The USSR assigned 
authority over the Vietnamese Communist party to -- who else? 
the French Communist party. And because of its interests in 
Europe, Moscow (and its slavish followers in the French CP) 
supported continued French rule in Indochina. (The record of 
the French Socialist party was even worse. ) 60 The head of the 
French Communist party, Maurice Thorez, became Vice-Premier of 
France in 1946, and in March 1947 he countersigned the order for 
military action against the Vietminh. It was not until 1950 
that Moscow extended diplomatic recognition to Ho's government 
and for the next four years it offered Hanoi little more than 
moral support. 61 

The Geneva Conference of 1954 ending the first Indochina 
War was c:o-chairr2c.i by Britain Etnd the Soviet Union . "On the 
mof.;t crucial issues, 11 in the words of hi.,,;torii:m C.,ernr~Je ~::: ,:<.hin, 
Moscow II ended up st.and i r:cJ c: 1 oser to the French pos-,i ti. on" ;::1. nd 
often even to that o f the U.S. and Britain than to that of the 
Vietminh. 6 2 Sov iet and Chinese pressure forced Hanoi to make 
much q1rei:.,t.er C::Cl nC(?S<:;ions than its mil.i.t ,31ry position cm thf.:? 
gr ound justified. And when, two years later, the central 
p rovision of the settlement (c alling for elections to unify 
Vietnan1) was violated by Ngo Dinh Diem and his U.S. sponsors, 
the SoviBt Union cieclin~d to presG fo r i mplemmntation, daspite 
ap peals from H□ Chi Minh. In fact, the USSR a nd China called 
for Diem's State of South Vietnam, along with Ho's Democratic 
Republic of Vietnam, to be given United Nations membership, thus 
effectively accepting the partition of the country and the 
legitimacy of Diem's regime. 6

~ 

The Soviet Union provided considerable aid to the DRV after 
1954? though this did not include military equipment. 64 The 
failure of the 1956 elections to take place and the massive 
repression in the south led to the formation of the National 
Liberation Front of South Vietnam in 1960. Moscow, however, 
refused to endorse the NLF's struggle. 65 The Vietnamese moved 
closer to China and between 1962 and 1964 the Soviet Union 
"virtually cut off aid," c:-1ccordinl;-J to the F°E."nta<;Jon PapE?rs. 66 

Immediately before and after the Tonkin Gulf events of August 
1964, as Gabr·iel f<olkci not€~s.;, tJoth "the USSR and China publicly 
di.stanced themselve•:; from the Vi~?tnam cr·isis. 1167 

But when the major U.S. escalations of 1965 took place, 
Soviet aid increased sharply. Two motives were predominant 



here. First, Soviet leaders were delighted to be able to 
contribute to a major military and political quagmire for the 
United States, one that drained massive U.S. military resources 
and severely damaged the U.S. international standing, all for a 
rather modest cost in Soviet aid. It was precisely the same 
motive that drove Washington to back the mujahidin in 
Afghanistan -- not ideological affinity, but the opportunity to 
seriously harm its chief rival for a minimal investment. 

Second, the growing Sino-Soviet split had forced Moscow to 
seek to avoid the DRV's excessive dependence on China and to 
restore its standing among international Communist parties, many 
of which were moving towards China. 

Beijing's policy toward Vietnam, incidentally, displayed no 
more socialist internationalism than Moscow's, Sometimes China 
urged Hanoi to fight to the death (to the last Vietnamese) 1 at 
ot her times pressed for a settlement, and sometimes ref used to 
cooperate with the Soviet Union to aid Vietnam, 60 The one 
constant was concern for China ' s, ~ot Vietnam's, interests. In 
1972, when Nixon escalated the war, for example by bombing 
Haiphong harbor 1 resulting in the loss of Soviet life and 
shipping, neither the Soviet Union nor China slowed their rush 
to hold a s ummit meeting with the United States; each of the 
communist giants, in Hcu-,oi 'c.;, words, carf:~d "for its immediate e,nd 
narrow interests while shirking its lofty internationalist 
cluti es,. 1169 

Since 1975, the Soviet Union has been the major source of 
aid and trade for Vietnam, helping it to survive the U.S. 
economic blockade. But, again, this was not socialist 
internationalism at work, but power politics of the standard 
sort: in return for its aid, Moscow obtained access to military 
facilities at Cam Ranh Bay, and a useful ally against its 
ChinEise riv.al.. 

Soviet aid has also been extremely helpful to Cuba, but 
this too has been motivated by Soviet interests. Obviously any 
great power would be delighted to secure an ally deep within its 
adversary's sphere of influence. Washington gave aid to 
communist Yugoslavia, not because John Foster Dulles was a fan 
of "rn,":71.rkf:>t scicialis-,m," but becausf: i::1 n indEipenclf~nt Tito would 
weaken the Soviet Union. Soviet motivation with respect to Cuba 
was no more mysterious. And when Castro seemed too independent, 
Soviet pressure knocked him into line. According to most 
authorities on Cuban foreign policy, Moscow took advantage of 
Cuban economic dependence on the Soviet Union by slowing down 
oil shipments to Cuba in late 1967 and early 1968, and 
procrastinating in the 1968 trade negotiations. Shortly 
thereafter Castro moderated his attacks on pro-Soviet CPs, 
pulled back from his support of Latin American guerrilla 
movements, and reluctantly approved the Soviet invasion of 
Czechoslovakia. 7

~ (If these analysts are incorrect, as Castro 
insists they are, then the Cuban endorsement of the invasion is 
even more reprehensible.) 
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The sorry record of the United States with respect to 
independence and self-determination in Africa often obscures the 
less than stellar record of the Soviet Union. Soviet aid to the 
MPLA in Angola was on a rather low level during the years of 
Portuguese colonial rule and was even cut off for a time in 
1974. 71 During the civil war of 1975, the USSR did support the 
MPLA against Angolan groups who were backed by the U.S., South 
Africa, and China (though the initiative for dispatching the 
Cuban troops came from Havana, not Moscow). 72 In May 1977, a 
faction within the MPLA with at least tacit Soviet backing 
launched a coup attempt against the government of Agostinho 
Neto; the coup failed in part because Cuban troops remained 
loyal to the government. Despite public denials by the Angolan 
government, an internal MPLA report blamed the Soviet Union for 
supporting the plot, and it was only the Carter administration's 
crude consideration of schemes to aid UNITA that drove Angola 
back into the Soviet embrace, 7 3 

The Soviet Union did provide about $150 million in credits 
to Angola and Mozambique during the years 1975-80? but in the 
same period monarchist Morocco was given $2 billion to develop 
its phosphate resources (which could then be sent as repayment 
to the Soviet Unionl. 74 In general, Soviet economic aid has 
not gone to those most needy in socialist terms: in 1973-75, for 
example, the largest aid recipient was Turkey (a NATO member'), 
accounting for 26% of all total Soviet economic aid, followed by 
Afghanistan, India, and Pakistan. 75 All together the Soviet 
Union has provided much less economic aid compared to its gross 
national product than have the capitalist countries. The Soviet 
potential for rendering economic assistance, Gromyko explained 
:in 1976, "is not infinite. Of c:our<:.;e, the ~3oviet. ~state cannot 
fail to be concE?r·nf~d for the ~-Jell f.H?.inq of i.t.i;:; own peopl.e. 1176 

The economic and military aid that Moscow h 0 s given out to 
leftist regimes has been in return for military bases? support 
at the United Nations, and other standard imperial purposes -­
not any socialist internationalism. Soviet officials, however, 
have been increasingly disappointed in the rather small return 
they have received on their investment.. Having all the world's 
most impoverished nations in their camp has not proved very 
helpful. Nor is Moscow optimistic that these nations will soon 
cease needing Soviet aid. As far back as 1965 a leading Soviet 
<:~naly~:;t commenb,id that "not. one of the c:ountri~>s following thE? 
non-capitalist path promises to become an industrial or even an 
agrarian-industrial state in the near future. This will 
r--equire ... a minimum of 100 to 150 yE-iars. " 77 Morr:"?over, the 
foreign military bases that the Soviet Union has obtained have 
not translated into any real benefits. And the handful of votes 
at the United Nations haven't been worth very much either. 
Accordingly, the Soviet elite has wanted to extricate itself 
from burdensome ties, ties that were acquired for reasons of 
Soviet self-interest, and are now being jettisoned out of that 
same self-interest. Gorbachev is not pursuing a foreign policy 
of socialist internationalism, but neither is he abandoning such 



•••• :L 7--

a. policy. 

Even if Soviet foreign policy has never been motivated by 
socialist internationalism, it is possible that it has 
nonetheless benefited progressive forces in particular 
countries. It is, therefore, worth asking what the impact of 
Gorbachev's new look in foreign policy is likely to mean for the 
prospects of the left internationally. 

First, it must be noted that in many respects Gorbachev has 
adopted many of the positions that the peace movement has been 
urging for years: that both super-powers have far more military 
power than they need for any realistic notion of national 
security, and that it does not enhance a nation ' s security to 
make its adversaries feel less secure. Gorbachev's initiatives 
o n arms control have the real prospect of reducing t he 
likelihood of major int ernational war. And this is good for the 
11c,ft (c.-'\S WF..,11 ,:ls for most t?vE:,r·yorn:~ els;e). The 11 ,•H2 sh,?.11 br·ing 
to bi r· th C:'I new ... mr l c:I fr- om the ,::,shes of th.~ old" f r·om "~;01 i di:;1r· it y 
Fo1•-f:?Vf:!lr 11 has nevf2r· be(':•n a c::ornp!c?l.lj_nq vi.•;;ion, but parti.cular·ly 
not s ince the advent of nuclear weapons. 

Second, Gorbachev·s new foreign policy will make it 
increasingly difficult for the ruling groups in the United 
States and other capitalist nations to use the Soviet threat as 
the means by which they can maintain the domestic status quo. 
Western propagandists have grossly exaggerated the Soviet 
threat, but those were real tanks that rolled into Prague and 
real bombs that were dropped on Afghanistan. U.S. leaders are 
frankly panicking at the prospect that they may soon have no 
enemy that can serve to ra lly U.S. citizens around the flag, an d 
!·--10 gr· ot.E:1sque "<::;cic:ic:d.i<:.;t" model thc:,t c::an ~3E~r·ve to i:,\utomed:ici::lll y 
di.~coc1-edit ,c1ny domestic ,;;ovement -for- soci.d. lism . Thi.~; <;hou lc.1 
improvE:• thr-,1 p1-ospE-~cts~ c:,f thE.1 Weste.•r·n lt-::ft, a mo:1tter· to which I 
1-etu1··n bf2low. 

A reduction in international tensions should also benefit 
the left in the Soviet Union. The strongest rationale for firm 
party control has always been the capitalist threat, real but 
exaggerated. In his effort to save the economy? Gorbachev has 
essentially agreed to g ive up this mechanism of control. 

In Eastern Europe, Soviet retrenchment will be extremely 
favorable to the development of the left. According to the head 
of the Hungarian Communist party, Gorbachev t old him that 
safeguards should be established to make sure that there would 
never be a repetition of the Soviet invasions of Hungary and 
Czec hoslovakia, 'l 8 To the extent that this rejection of the 
Soviet right to intervene is adhered to, the chances for 
genuinely socialist gains in Eastern Europe are enhanced. 

For Third World countries, the impact of the new Soviet 
fore ign policy may be more mixed . In some cases, a Soviet 
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pull-back would be extremely beneficial: for example, if Moscow 
were to discontinue its aid to Ethiopia in suppressing the 
Eritreans. In other cases, however, Soviet disengagement may 
give the United States a fr~~r hand to crush left-wing 
governments within the U.S. sphere. This does not apply to 
Cuba, where it is not Soviet military might, but other 
prot,ibitive costs, that prevent a U.S. invasion (indeed, Cuba 
and the Soviet Union have agreed that Moscow will not fight in 
the event of U.S. attack); 79 nor does it apply to Grenada or 
Chile where the costs to the U.S. were relatively minor. But it 
is quite likely that without Soviet aid Nicaragua might have 
succumbed to U.S . aggression. 

The Nicaraguas of the future, it seems, are going to have 
to depend on a greater role for the United Nations -- now 
endorsed by the Soviet Union -- and a more vigilant and 
effective anti-interventionist movement within the United 
States. Neither of these inspire great confidence. But a world 
on the brink of nuclear war is no confidence builder either. 

Socialism and Democracy 

Within the industrialized world, both capitalist and Soviet-type 
systems (whatever one chooses to call these) are in crisis; they 
are not in danger of imminent collapse, but no one can be 
confident as to their long-term prospects. In the East, the 
ruling elites have acknowledged the crisis, while in the West 
propagandists feel no shame in proclaiming the victory of 
capitalism while people are forced to sleep out on the streets. 

Perhaps in the future these systems can be reformed and 
their worst excesses eliminated. It is by no means a certainty, 
but homelessness and shortages may be overcome with appropriate 
adjustments, and this would be most welcome. But no amount of 
tinkering with capitalism or with Soviet-type systems can ever 
eliminate the alienation that is inherent in any society where 
the few control and the many are controlled. Sweden most likely 
represents the best that capitalism can be become, but it is 
still a class society in which the majority are denied the 
opportunity to achieve their full humanity. The best the 
Eastern bloc can become has probably not occurred yet, but there 
too nothing suggests the end of the division between managers 
and managed. 

There is only one social system in which people can develop 
to their fullest potential, in which they can democratically 
control their own lives, in which human need, not profit or 
privilege, is the fundamental value. That system is Socialism. 
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Thanks to Mary Jane Karp, Stan Karp, and Bob Rosen for 
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