Doctal i surQent?

Srtephaen Rosskamm Shalom
I omy last article ("Coapitalism Triuvmphant™" Apral
argued that socialism had to bhe democratic or 16 wasn '
socialism,  Tapitalist ldeclogues, however, have long ol &imed
Frat soclalism and democracy e incompatible. 6 democratic
soclalism, asserted Yale Law School dean BEugens V. Rostow forty
yEArs &ga, would be Ma contradiction in tsems. "' From Harrey
Truman to George Rush, U.8. propagandists have linked free
ernterprise and free markets with free speech and {free
glections.™ This linkage is taken by many s an article of
faith, and those who bother to provide an argument frequently
contend that although capitalist states are ot always
demacratic, every democracy has been capitalist. Does this
constitute a decisive argument on behalf of capitalism?

Many saocialist states inmsist they actually have a higher
degree of denocracy thoan do the Western industrialized mations
~~~~~~ ot Mhowrgen: demacracy ! Dult genuine democracy. Hociali
are quite right to rofte the profound limitations of capitalist
democracy: even aside from the frequent violations of capirtalist
doemocracy s own norms (for o sxample, the FRI s secret operations
igainst the leftt 1n the United States '), political influence is
a function of wealith, many bkey decisions are removed foom
democratic control (for example, investment decisions), and many
bey institutions (like the waorkplace) are run dictatorially.
Nevertheless, scocliaelist demooracy should not be seen as
negating, but rather as gaoing beyvond "bouwrgeoils demooracy. '

Free speech and free slections should be part of any notion of
socialist demooracy, and the fact that they have besn lacking in
the existing "socialist!” states means that these are not
sociallist soclietiess. There are all sorts of historical reasons
Why trhieee have been lacking, bDut theilr asbsernce is undesniable.

Pree speech snd f-ee tions are necessary conditions for
socialist democracy, but oy oare not sufficient. Being able Lo
choose one's master avery {four years s bhetter than having a
master imposed, bHut it is no substitute for day-to-day
el f-management in the workplace and community, or for
participation that enharces evervone' s confidence, competence,
and creativity. Thesse are bthe requiremnents of real socialist
democracy, something neilther Leninists nor social democrats

erdorse.,

For Lenin, there was "absolutely rne contradiction in
principle betwsen Soviel {(thalt is, socialist) democracy and the
wrerclse of dictatorial powers by individuale.,” PR
wnguestioning subordination to a single will is absolutely
necessary for the success of proce s organtzed on the pattern
of large-scale industry. " Edusrd Bernstein, the leading
social democratic theoretician, declared that he no longsre
believed in the final aim of sccialism but only the forward
march of denocracy, but his vision of demnocracy was a limited
cne:r "for the tasks which the management of a great factory
Drings with it... it is simply impossible that the mamnager should
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he the emplovee of those he manages, that he should he dependent
for his position on their favor and their bad temper."™ BReing
ruled by a self-anointed vanguard party is not true democracy,
but neither is quadrennial voting and constant subordination to
managers and esperts.

Real democracy of the sort [ have described above exists
nowhere: not in the United States certainly, 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, on the other hand -—- ltegal guarantees of
free speech and free elections —— does exist and has existed in
many societies. Bubt why is it, the defenders of capitalism ask,
Lhat there have bheen no societies that have been socialiset and
democratic? The capitalist answer to this guestion, as noted
garlier, is quite simple: the two concepts —— sociallsm and
dempcracy - are contradictory. History, according to this
claim, is like & giant =cientific laboratory and the evidence
11 z=hows that you cannot have socialism and democracy at the
same time. This is & convenient point of view for capitalist
apologists, beceause 1+ people could attain socialism anly by
giving up democracy, socialism would have very little appeal in
countries where bourgeois democracy has already been ioplanted.
(And this point of view is convenient for defenders of the
status gquo in the communlst world as well, for 1f democracy
requlires bringing back capitalists then democracy will have few
adherents. ) Im +act, however, the real ressons why soclalist
democracies don't exist are vary different.

External Factors

First, we should note that the few times societies started to
cevelop along lines that were both socialist and democratic,
they were overthrown from the outside. The socialist-leaning
government of Allende in Chile had G CERMOCE A cally elected,
frad maintained civil liberties, and was thern ousted in &
Clf-backed coup. "1 odontt see why we need to sbtand by and watoh
a country go Communist due to the irresponsibility of its own
people,’" Fissinger taold a top secret meeting of U.S8.

afficials.” In Czechoslovakia in 1968 & powerful movement
energed on bhehalf of a democratic socialism and Moscow —— no
more supportive of real socialism than Washington -— sent in its
armed forces. Dangerous elements, asserted Pravda, were trying
to "dull the minds of the masses" and were '"'mot being properly
rebuffed inside the country,'" thus justifying the Soviet
intervention.” A threat to socialism, Brezshnev declared, was
"mo longer only a problem of the people of that country but also
a common problem,'" & "concern for all socialist states.,"?

Foreign violence was decisive in subduing & potentially
democratic socialism in other instances as well. During the
Spanish Civil War, the Soviat Union smashed an anarchist-led
social revolution.® In the Hungarian revolution of 1956,
workers ' councils gprang up, demanding socialism and demacracy,
only to be crushed by Soviet tanks, '@



Other times the forelign repression has been less dramatic,
bult just as effective. For example, in 19446 the state of Hesse,
in WS.~occupied Germany, included a provision in its
constitution, Article 41, calling for the socialization of
industry, a limited but significant measure. The LS. Military
avthorities ordered that sven 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.5. authorities
ruled that while it would remain in the constitution, its
operation would be suspended. A1l Hessian attempts to implement
the article were overruled.,*?

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

Some on the left have argued that Chile shows the
impossibility of the peaceful, electoral route to socialism.
Ferbaps this is correct, particularly for small countries.
{Indeed, any path to socialism for small countries susceptible
to ocutside intervention is unlikely in the absence of socialism
in the advanced economies, a view taken for granted on the left
until Stalin’s "Socialism in One Country'" doctrine.) 5o
capitalist ideclogues may he correct for most countries when
they say that socialist democracy is impossibles; but the
impossibility i not because of any inherent incompatibility
hetween socialism and democracy, but because thoss who try Lo
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, 1f in every case where people
can choose their own form of government they reject soccialism,
it deoes suggest that socialism and democracy are basically
incompatible.,

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

Detenders of capitalism claim to be perplexed by this
charge. The political system in capitalist democracies, they
assert, i1s neutral, and the poor showing of socialism in these
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systems is a result of socialism’'s inherent lack of appeal: as
long as there are formal fresg speech and ftree elections, voters
can make & free choice and they have chosen to reject socialism.
Hut this view ignores the powerful limits that capitalist
democracy places on the "free will! of the people. These limits
are fairly obvious in many cases, particularly in Latin American
countries where "free elections” have been no impediment at all
to military domination. But consider the case of the
Fhilippines before Marcos and martial law. That country had all
the formal trappings of free elections and civil liberties, but
nevertheless, as the CIA noted in & now declassified report,
“"the machinery of governoment tends to be contralled by a
political elite which is roughly identical with the economic
@2lite. The average man... $till has few channels of intluence,
since the groups that represent him are generally weak in
arganization, finances, and influence. The major political
varties..., ideclogically identical and led by the elite, are
loose coalitions of politicians allied for the moment in pursuit
ot power and do not present the voters with a clesar cholece in
altermnate programs. "7

Now obviously there are differences between the United
States and the Fhilippines: most important, the U.S. is a vich
country with a substantial middle class. But though the
Fhilippines represents a more extreme case of the general
problem of capitalist democracy, the ClA description of the
Fhilippine 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.8., and how weak the interest
groups are that represent the majority of the population. U.S.
political parties are not identical -— after all, the
Republicans gave us the head of GOeneral Motors as Secretary of
Detense, while the Democrats appointed the head of Ford - but
their differences on the margings hardly offer votere a "clear
choice in alternate programs.” Sure, once in & while voters are
presented with a choice, as when Lyndon Johnson promised "No
Wider War" in Vietnam or Ronald Reagan pledged to cut the
federal deficit. But obviously these chelces don’'t mean very
mueh

Citizens in a genuine democracy —— where their preferences
werse rnot overruled by those with more money, larger campailgn
contributions, or greater access to the media; where their
preferences were not formed in an atmasphere of capitalist
cultural hegemony - such citizens might very well opt for
goclialism. One cannot conclude that socialism has no popular
potential by its current poor showing among voters.

The Fopularity aof Capitalism

Ta be sure, hypothetical "if only’ 's" cannot readily be proven.
Thers is, however, much suggestive evidence that public
enthusiasm for capitalism hag not been as overwhelming &s
somellmes suggested.



= e

The extrame case in this regard is the United States, where
—eoms Noam Chomsky and others have shown —-— capitalist
brainwashing goes moast unchallenged. (Recall that the U.$%5.,
among the industrialized countries, is the only ong in the world
Wwith no effective sociralist, communist, or labor party, and has
one of the weakest union movementsy even the """ word now 18
suspect.) Yet even here, over ten percent of those with an
opinion responded in & public opinion poll that they would ftavaor
"introducing socialism in the U.8." Unsurprisingly, in a
country where peopls are bombarded daily with surveys inquiring
as to their views on everything from deodorants to Democrats
(admittedly not a very wide range), explicit guestions on
socialism have been rare. But the question has bheen asked
occasionally: in 1938, 11 percent of Admericans said "some form
af socialism would be better" (89 percent disagreed): in 1974,
10 percent indicated that they would favor introducing socialism
(42 percent opposed and the rest didn't know); and in 1981 -——
during the presidency of Ronald Reagan —— 12 percent favored
socialism and 764 percent opposed.*®

Interpreting these results is problematic, of course, in
that most Americans have no idea what the term "socialism" might
mean, and many probably tcok the gquestion as eguivalent to
"Would you rather live in the USSR?" or "Would vou favor a Khmer
Rouge takeover of your town?" Some swrvevs have tried to avoid
this difficulty by inqguiring 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
and 4% percent bad (with the rest undecided).’'™ Another
wording of the guestion showed about 18 percent in favor, and
questions about the nationalization of specific industries (like
ail) had as many as 39 percent in favor (and under 50 percent
opposing).*®  Even these questions, however, are rno substitute
far asking peoplse what they would think of a truly self-managed
society (after all, would it make & 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 conmtral in &ll
these socleties. 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 & poll for the pro-Thatcher Daily Telegraph reported, the
retwn to private hands of many state-—owned enterprises is
disapproved by the majority of the population.t'”

In Chile, .S, srconomic warfare and sabotage eracerbated
shortages and helped mobilize public opinion against the
socialist policies of Allende. Nevertheless, in 1976 the
president of the Chilean Central Bank estimated that 99 percent

:

of the population opposed the Finochet regime’'s free market
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policies ("proof that the model is working,”" he asserted).*®

A public opinion poll in Czechoslovakia in 1968 asked
"would vou prefer Crechoslovabkia to abandon further development
ot sacialism and enter the road of capitalist development?!" —-—
89 percent chose further socialist development and only 9
percent chose capitalism. {And it should be made clear that
respondents did not confuse Soviet tanks with socialism: the
polls showed the Crech 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.)*”

But perhaps the most telling statistic comes from a survey
ot Soviet emigrants to the U.S5. —— people likely to be the most
unfavorably disposed toward the Soviet Union. In the most
thorough and careful survey of this kind, respondents were read
this statement: "Some people in the Soviet Union say that the
state should own all heavy industry. Others say that &all heavy
industry should be privately owned." They were then asked to
indicate their own views on a seven—-point scale, "1"
representing private ownership and "7" state ownership. Fully
7.9 percent responded with a "7", compared to 20 percent saying
"1"y the mean score was 4.5, half a point higher than the middle
position. (Bupport for government ownership was higher for
medical care and lower for agriculture.) Respondents were also
asked: "what would you change in the USSR?" Eight percent
replied "everything." Of these most anti-Soviet 8 percent of an
already anti-Soviet population, an astonishing 32.7 percent
chose "7" on the state ownership of heavy industry gquestion
compared to I0.9 percent selecting "1".=%

Another reason why the citizens of bourgeolis democracies
have so rarely voted in socialism is that capitalism is &
difficult thing to defeat incrementally. As R. H. Tawney put it
bhack in 1234, "you can peel an onion leat by leaf but you can’'t
skin a tiger claw by claw." Government policies that interfere
with the rights of capitalists elicit a powerful response, most
tellingly in the form of & "capital" strike. By withholding
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 gavernment then has
the choice of restricting business activity even more -—-—
difficult to accomplish without a highly radicalized population
- or, more typically, retreating. To take an almost banal
@xample from the United States, fuel economy standards for light
trucks and vans were sharply curtailed after Chrysler threatened

to shut down a Detroit plant employing two thousand workers. !

Contusion on the Left

The notion that capitalism and democracy are firmly linked has
unfortunately also been encouraged by some on the left. They
have done this by arguing that increased democratization in
communist states is part of & process of "restoring" capitalism
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domestically and caving in to imperialism abroad. This was most
gtrongly claimed in the case of the Soviet Union after Stalin’'s
death, where there was decreased repression, but also -—
according to Mao and his many leftist followers around the world
- the re—introduction of capitalism and & forelign policy of
"social imperialism.”

Now it is not that democracy, sconomic policy, and foreign
policy are all totally independent of one another. FPresumably,
when the relations of & 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
foreign policies emphasizing "peaceful coexistence" and the
arrest of fewer foreign "spies." Nevertheless, there 1s no
one—to-one correspondence in communist states between the
purported degree of capitalism or socialism in the sconomic
system, the level of internal democracy, and the level of
anti-imperialism in foreign policy —— and certainly not a
one~to-one correspondence in the predicted direction.

In the Soviet Union, it is true that the fanaticism of
forced collectivization coincided with the militant "Third
Feriod" in foreign policy, but another phase of internal terror
-— the purges of 19346-28 -- coincided with the periocd of the
"Fopular Front" in foreign policy, where Communist parties
worldwide were ordered to cooperate with bourgeols parties. The
Chinese (and their apostles) criticized Ehrushchev and his
successors for their “"social imperialism'" toward Eastern Europe,
but this relationship began —-— and the relationship was much
more exploitative —— under Stalin. During the period of
Stalin’'s rule, the East Lwopeans were required to purchase
Soviet products at high prices and sccept low prices for their
exporte; after Stalin’'s death Moscow gave up 1ts wnfair pricing
palicy and, according to most euperts, there has since been the
equivalent of an esconomic subsidy from the USSR to Eastern
Europe, in return for political subordination.*® As for the
doctrine of "peaceful coexistence,” this was not invented by
Fhrushchevsy 1t had been raised many times by bHtalin, not least
in the yvears 1249-19592, when internmnal repression was intense. ™"
Moreover, it should be noted that in the opinion of WU.S.
government analysts, Hhrushchev "transformed Soviet policy from
an isolationist continental mode to an expansionist global
mode, "'ES

As for the "restoration of capitalism," there is first the
question aof which departs further from the socialist ideal:
oprivate plote and markets in agriculture or selzing peasant
grain at gunpoint. Hut consider two measures of the degree of
socialiem or capitalism: the prevalence of "piece-work" and
piece rates, and the extent of sconomic ineguality. In 1765
almost 460 percent of Soviet workers performed piece work, but
under Stalin the figure had been over 738 percent.™¥ Ond under
Stalin wage inequality increased, and indeed those who favored
ggual ity were denounced as "accomplices of the class enemy. " ®
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It was under Stalin’'s successors —— those who allegedly
abandoned socialism —— that Soviet wages grew more

egalitarian.””

In China as well we can see the lack of a one-to-—-ane
correspondence between internal democracy, @conomic policy, and
foreign policy. Frobably more people were killed in China in
the years 19&46—-1976 than at any point since the first few years
of the communist state. This was the period when the "left" -
the Gang of Fouwr, with and without Mao —— were in contral. But
this was also the period when China supported Fakistan's
butchery in Bangladesh, mourned the death aof Franco,*® and
welcomed Nixon to Beijing. China was never consistent in its
support for international revolution,®® but it was probably
more supportive during the years 1962-66, when the so-called
"capitalist roaders" were in charge, than under the Gang of
Four .

Az for the economy, there is no doubt that Mao' s successors
vave assigned & greater role to the markst and to the private
agricultural pleot. But again the socialism/capitalism dichotomy
is not so clear cut. Socialism, we have heen told, aims to
eliminate the disparity between the city and the countryside.
But, in fact, atter 19346 no dent was made in the whban-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, receiving only 11.9 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 S:l, the
actual figure may well have been 180:1.7°® And even though
China’'s national income grew by 6.2 percent a year from
19852-1977, per capita consumption of foodstuffs did not
increase; the grain ration at the end of the Mao era was lower
than 20 vears earlier, ™! Now perhaps a case can be made 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
garly 1950s, for example, Mao retreated on limited measures for
equality for rural women in order to hold the loyalty of male
rural party leaders. ™ When actual starvation broke out in
parts of China during the disastrous OGreat Leap Forward in
1989461, Chinese leaders decided that the solution was Tt
strengthen the party.™™ Mao didn't like this, but that was
because he wanted to obtain more power for himself, as
illustrated by his views on the '"cult of personality'": "The
gquestion at issue is not whether or not there should be a cult
of the individual, but rather whether or not the individual
concerned represents the truth. If he does, then he should be
revared. "



Mag claimed, of course, to place "the masses" above all
@lse, and this was repeated ad infinitum during the Cultural
Fevolution. DBut the masses were always to be subordinmate to the
leaders, For example, Chiang Ch'ing, Mao's wite and one of the
"Gang of Fow ," explained the people’'s role in the cultural
field: "All theatrical works must be submitted to the masses
for thelr opinions,” she told an interviewer in 1972. "Their
good opinions are acted upon, thelr srroneous ones rejscted, and
those which cannot be put into effect immediately are set aside
temporarily. We call that democratic centralism on a broad
scale. "™ Yesg, Mao once said "to rebel is justified," but he
offered this principle as part of Stalin’'s great contribution,
and in the very same speech Mao declared "I+ we did rot have a
Stalinm, who would give the orderg?!=e

How can the Chinese government get the peasants to produce
more? It can appeal to theilr cooperative spirit, their caoncern
for their fellow citizens. But thie is not likely to be very
convincing when the peasants see no increase in thelr own
standard of living commensurate with the growth in national
LNCOmME. Tt is hard to feel kinship with one’'s wban brothers
and sisters when the income gap between city and countryside is
wide and undiminishing. And it s 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 & blind frenzy, waving red
honks while harvesting theiv crops, but the economic losses from
the disruptions of the Cultural Revolution ocutweighed 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 monopoly of power.

This strategy too will fail -— market generated inegualities are
growing rapidly. Hut though this isn't socialism, nelther was
what preceded it.

Gorbachev

The Gorbachev phenomenon raises further gquestions about the
relation between socialism and democracy. Democratization is
certainly taking place in the %Soviet Union today. But along
with the democratization, we hear Soviet officials telling us
that in Gorbachev’'s economic restructuring "there is a little
bit of Thatcherism,”"™” while others declare it & myth that "the
class interests of socialist and developing countries coincide
in resisting imperialism,"*® Does this just go to prove that
democracy 1% inherently associated with capitalism and
imperialism® To answer this guestion reqguires & rather extended
analysis of the Soviet Union: its economic and its foreign
policies.

The democratirzation occurring in the Soviet Union is real,
though it hag not yet reached the level of bourgeois democracy
in the West. (Though bouwrgeois 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.8. last year 20 percent of the races for seats in
the House of Representatives went uncontested and 98 percent of
incumbents won re-election.”") Gorbachev has permitted
democratization net because he is committed to socialist
democracys he’'s not, any more than the Lyndon Johnson who
declared "We Shall Overcome'" was committed to an end to racism.

Eut 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
oppase civil rights bills in the U.S. We endorse civil rights
legislation but at the same time as socialists we point out
their limits. DRemocratization 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 daon'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
confromting the Soviet Urnion, which is to say, cenfronting the
2lite because if the system cannet improve its economic
performance elite rule itseld will be in danger. 0On the one
hand, the Soviet population i1s increasingly less willing to
accept the excuse of external enemies as the reason they must
continue to do without consumer goods. And, on the aother hand,
the pertormance of the Soviet economy in the sightiss has been
axtremely disappointing, both in terms of GNP growth and growth
in per capita consumption.®® Worse yet was the picture in
terms of social provision. According to Soviet economist fAbeld
Afganbegyan, "the propor-tion of capital investment in the economy

allocated to housing construction was reduced €from 270 percent in
1960 to 14-13% in the last +five-year period" -— and not because
gveryone was adequately housed. "The expenditure on education

as a share of the national income reached 10% in 1950 (the
highest rate then in the world) but this has fallen in recent
vears to 74. The health system has also been neglected, with
less than 4% of the national income allocated to its development
when other countries allocate 8%-12%." And this is not just a
matter of spending: "life expectancy in the USSR has failed to
riswe in the last 20 years" and "the death rate for males of
active age has actually worsened.”"?* Even poverty —— whose
gxistence could not formerly be mentioned in the Soviet press -——
has now been acknowledged. ™

In response to this crisis, Gorbachev is trying to save the
sy &t em., (Recall Joseph F. Kennedy s explanation for why he
supported the New Deal: "I would be willing to part with half of
what I had it I could be sure of keeping, under law and order,
the other half."?*™®) aAnd like FDR, Gorbachev is eclectic 1in how
he intends to save the system. FDR legalized unions,
established a minimum wage and so an, but he also introduced
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economic policies that Norman Thomas noted were "more nearly the
geonomics af fascism than of socialism."??* Gorbachev’ s
policies, likewise, are a combination of those we showld support
and those we should oppose.

Gorbachev segems committed to substantially cutting Soviet
military spending and shifting these funds to the consumer
sectar. This has not yvet occurred,”™™ but all indications are
that he 1s serious about doing so. Second, as a means of
improving worker morale (needed to raise low labor
productivity), Goarhachev has claimed he wants to democratize the
workplace, with elected managers and workers' councils. This
too has not yet occurred,”® and it may well be that he has no
intentions of implementing it. Both of these reforms wonld be
far short of socialism, but ought to be favored by socialists,

Anather reform being much discussed in the Soviet Union is
greater reliance on markets. To evaluate this development,
consider how the Soviet sconomy might determing what Lo produce.
One method, the method used since the 1920, is to bhave A team
of central planners decide. A second method would be to have
the same team ot central planners, but have them be responsible
to some sort of elected authority. & 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.,

il

The central planning method requires the planners to be
omniscient, a requlirement which cannot even be approximated
except in very simple economies where there are very few goods
or decisions invol ved. This is why the Soviet sconomy couwld be
‘successful” in terms of growth during the thirties —— 1t was
relatively =sasy thern to be & planner; Jjust demand more steel

production - and urnsuccesstul now, when people are demanding
consumar goodes . Flamnming with elections would be a great

impraovement over the cuwrrent planning because the population
would have some broad control over economic decisions, bubt not
mueh more control than, say, U.5. citizens have over the
procurement decisions of the Pentagon. Markets provide a lot of
information to guide production, but the information excludes
all sorte of social costs and bernetits and ites mechanism
generates inequality.

It is understandable why some Soviet leaders want to move
from planning to the market, for how else can Lthey placate
consumer demands?  But the result will be an exacerbation of
inequality. There is only one way to both produce what needs to
e produced and enhance equality, and that is the fourth method,
soclialism. This the Soviet elite, of couwse, wWwill 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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----- speclial shops for party officials. There are left critics of
Gorbachev in the Soviet Union,?*” 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 ineguality and unemployment. The population of a
socialist Soviet Union would surely want to deal with the
prablem 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 aliemation. It is one thing, however, for pgople to
democratically decide how much work they want to do as a society
and another thing entirely for the managers and the elite to
order them to do so, making them pay the caosts of decades of
party misrule. Ouwr attitude towards these Gorbachev efforts
ought to be the same as owr 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 quao
(in which teachers 4o goot off, harming students). In the short
run we call for increased authority for parents, teachers, and
students {(admittedly no simple tashk). In the long run, we
demand socialism.

Selling Out Revolution?

1 the economic reforms in the USSR are mixed, or at least not
clear—-cut moves from socialise 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 MNMicaragua, 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 gstill hoping for a revolutionary
upsurge in Germany and the West, 1920-19Z3, the interests of
internmnational socialism were always subordinated to the state
interests of the Soviet Union. Thus, when Hemal Ataturk, the
anti-communist but also anti-British and anti-French ruler of
Turkey, rounded up the leaders of the Tuwrkish Communist party
and dispatched them to the hottom of the Black Sea in January
1921, Moscow did not hesitate to sign a friendship ftreaty with
Rhim, =

Over the rmext seven decades, the Soviet Uniom sometimes
supported revolutions and sometimes supported incumbent regimes,
hut 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, Iragi
leaders as they executed communists,?” Marcos whenever he
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spatted with Washington, the bloody Idi aAmin in Uganda, Macias
in Equatorial Guinea, Bokassa in the Central African
Fepublic,™? and the Nigerian government as it starved

Biafra.”* When hundreds of thousands of communistes were
massacred in Indonesia in 12463, the Soviet Union soon
accommodated to the Suharto regime;™® and when Indonesia killed
thousands in East Timor in the 19783, Moscow's criticisms were
minimal .5

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 sxtermination
atter Stalin pressed the party to subordinate itself to Chiang
Kal-oOhet:, In 1943, Stalin recognized Chiang’'s Nationalist
government, signed the first and only post-war "unequal treaty!
with China,”™* and promised not to &id the communists (& promise
e laraely kept) .. When Chiang’'s forces were routed from
their capital in Nanking in April 1949, most of the foreign
ambeassadors, including the American one, remained where they
were, but the Soviet ambassador followed Chiang to Canton, ™
When the communists finmally triumphed, it took more than two
months of hard negotiations between Mao and Stalin before the
latter agreed to phase cut, but not abrogate, Soviet imperial
privileges in Manchuria; the Soviet occupation of the naval base
at Fort Arthur did not end until 1935.%7 and the evidence
suggests that Hoviet policy before the Forean War was intended
to keep China out of the United Nations, and thus dependsnt on
Moscow. ™9

But hasn’'t Soviet support for Vietnam, Angola, and Cuba
heesn essential to theilr swvival? Ferhaps so, but two points
meed to be made.

First, great powers often support movements that hurt their
adversarigs, and this has nothing to do with socialist or any
other principles. Correspondingly, revolutions often receive
aid from the enemies of thelr snemies 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 revolubtionaries and sven transported
Lenin back to Russia, but this did not make Failser Wilhelm an
anti—-imperialist. Shartly before World War 11, Mexico
nationalized U.8. o0il companies. The State Department
wnsuccessfully pressuwred Mexico to reverse itself, and some in
Washington urged the United States to go further and punish
Meavico economically. But Roosevelt realized that such measures
would only drive Mexico to sell more oil to the Axis, and any
W.S8. military intervention would facilitate German penetration
in the hemisphere. %o the .5, acquiesced in the Mexican
take-over of the o0il companies. The Mexican revolution thus
benefited from the existence of Hitler.®® and Hitler gave aid
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to mationalists in Egypt and other British colonies. Meedless
to say, Hitler was no anti-imperialist. Thus, the mere f{fact
that the Soviet Union has aided some revolutiornary movements
does not prove its anti-imperialist bona fides.

The second point to note about Soviet a&id to revolutions is
that the aid has always been caretully designed to further
Soviet interests first and foremost. Consider the case of
Vietnam.

When Ho Chi Minh declared Vietnamese independegnce in 1945,
Moscow barely acknowledged the event. The USSR assigned
authority over the Vietnamese Communist party to —— who @lge? -
the French Communist party. And because of its interests in
Furope, Moscow (and its slavish followers in the French CF)
supported continued French rule in Indochina. {The record of
the French Socialist party was sven worse.)®? The head of the
French Communist party, Maurice Thorez, became Vice-Premier of
France in 1246, 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 Heo's government
and for the next four vears it offered Hamoi little more than
moral support.©!

The Geneva Conference of 19094 ending the first Indochina
War was co-chaired by Britain and the Soviet Uniaon. "On the
most crucial issues,"” in the words of historian George Fahin,
Mogcow "ended up standing closer to the French position" and
often even to that of the U.%. and Britain than to that of the
Vietminh.** Soviet and Chinese presswe forced Hanoi to make
nuch greater concessions than 1ts military position on the
ground Justified. And when, two years later, the central
provision of the settlement {(calling for elections to umify
Vietrnam) was violated by Ngo Dinh Diem and his U.S. sponsors,
the Soviet Union declined to press for implementation, despite
appeals from Ho Chi Minh. In fact, the UEBR and China called
for Diem’'s State of Gouth Vietnam, along with Ho's Democratic
Republic of VYietnam, to be given United Nations memhership, thus
effectively accepting the partition of the country and the
legitimacy of Diem’'s regime."

The Soviet Union provided considerable aid to the DRV after
1994, though this did not include military equipment.®®* The
failure of the 193848 elections to take place and the massive
repression in the south led to the formation of the National
Liberation Front of South Vietnam in 19480. Moscow, however,
refused to endorse the NLF s struggle.®® The Vietnamese moved
closer to China and between 1962 and 1744 the Soviet Union
"virtually cut off &id," according to the Fentagon Papers.®®
Immediately bhefoare and after the Tonkin Gulf events of August
192464, as GCabriel Folko notes, both "the USSR and Chira publicly
distanced themselves from the Vietnam crisis."*®”

But when the major U.85. escalations of 1965 took place,
Saviet aid increased sharply. Two motives were predominant
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contribute to & major military and political quagmire {for the
United States, one that drained massive U.5. military rescouwrces
and severely damaged the WU.8. international standing, 11 for a
rather modest cost in Soviet aid. It was precisely the same
motive that drove Washington to back the mujahidin in
Afghanistan ~— not ideclogical affinity, but the opportunity to
geriously harm its chied rival for & minimal investment.

Second, the growing Sino~-SBoviet 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.

Heijing's policy toward Vietnam, incidentally, displayed no
more socialist internationalism than Moscow's. Sometimes China
wrged Hanoil to fight to the death (Lo the last Vietnamese), ah
cther times pressed for a settlement, and sometimes reftused to
cooperate with the Sovielt Union to aild Vietnam.®®  The one
constant was concern for China’'s, not Vietnam' s, interests. In
1972, when Nixon escalated the war, for example by bombing
Halphong harbor, resulting in the loss of Soviet life and
shipping, neither the Soviet Union nor China slowed their rush
to hold a summit meeting with the United States; each of the
communist giants, in Hanoli 's words, cared "for its immediate and
narrow interests while shirking its lofty internationalist
duties."®?

Since 197%, the Soviet Union has been the maicor souwrce of
aid and trade for Vietnam, helping it to swvive the LU.3,.
gconomic blockade. But, again, this was not socialist
internationalism at work, but power politics of the standard
sart: in return for its ald, Moscow obtained access to military
facilities at Cam Rank Bay, and a useful ally against its
Chinmnese rival.

Soviet aid has also been extremely helpful to Cuba, but
this tooc 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
comnunist Yugoslavia, not because John Foster Dulles was a fan
of "market socialism," but because an independent Tito would
weaken the Soviet Union. Soviet motivation with respesct to Cuba
was no more mysterious.  And when Castro seemed too independent,
Soviet pressure knocked him into line. fAccording to most
adthorities on Cuban foreign peolicy, Moscow took advantage of
Cuban economic dependence on the Soviet Union by slowing down
il shipments Lo Cuba in late 1267 and sarly 1968, and
procrastinating in the 1968 trade negotiations. Shortly
thereafter Castro moderated his attacks on pro-Soviet CFRs,
pul led back from his support of Latin American guerrilla
mavements, and reluctantly approved the Soviet invasion of
Crechoslovakia.” (I+ 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 Lo
independence and self-determination in Africa often obscures the
less than stellar record of the Soviet Union. Soviet aid to the
MELA im Angola was on & rather low level during the years of
Fortuguese colonial rule and was even cut off for & time in
1974.,7* During the civil war of 1973, the USSR did support the
MFLA against Angolan groups who were backed by the U.5., South
Africa, and China (though the initiative for dispatching the
Cuban troops came from Havana, not Moscow).”* In May 1977, a
faction within the MPLA with at least tacit Soviet backing
launched a coup attempt against the goverrnment of Agostinho
NMeto; the coup failed in part because Cuban troops remained
loyal to the govermment. Despite public denials by the Angolan
governmant, 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 ald UNITA that drove Ongola
back into the Soviet embrace.”™

The Soviet Union did provide about 150 million in credits
to Angola and Mozambique during the years 1975-88, 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 Union).”* In general, Soviet ecornomic zid has
not gone to those most needy in socialist terms: in 1973-75, for
example, the largest aid recipient was Turkey (a NATC member!),
accounting for 264 of all total Soviet economic aid, followed by
Afghanistan, India, and Fakistan.”¥ a1l together the Soviet
Union has provided much less economic aid compared to its gross
sational product than have the capitalist countries. The Soviet
potential for rendering economic assistance, GBromyko explained
in 1974, "is not intfinite. OFf couwrse, the Soviet state cannot
fail to be concerned for the well being of its own people.”"”®

The economic and military aid that Moscow hag given out to
leftist regimes has been in return for military bhases, support
at the United Meations, and other standard imperial puwrposes -—-
nat any soclialist internationalism. Soviet cfficials, 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 1969 a leading Soviet
analyst commented that "not one of the countries following the
non-capitalist path promises to become an industrial or even an
agrarian-industrial state in the near future. This will
require. .. & minimum of 100 to 1890 vears."”” Moreover, the
fareign military bases that the Soviet Union has obtained have
not translated into any real benefits. 6Ano the handful of votes
at the United Nations haven 't bheen worth very much either.
Accordingly, the Soviet elite has wanted to extricate itself
from burdensome Lies, ties that were acquired for reasaons of
Soviet self-interest, and are now being Jjettisoned out of that
same self-interest. Borbachev is not pursuing a foreign policy
of socialist internationaliem, but neither is he abandoning such
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Leftt Frospects

Ever 1f 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
Garhachev'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 positicons that the peace movement has been
urging for years: that both super—-powers have far more military
power than they need for any realistic rmotion of national
security, and that it does not enhance a nation’'s security to
make its adversariss feel less secure. Gorbachev's initiatives
on oarms contrel have the real prospect of reducing the
likelihood of major international war. Ard this is good for the
left (as well as for most everyone els2). The "we shall bring
to birth a new world from the ashes of the old" from "Solidarity
Forever" has never been a compelling vision, but particularly
ot since the advent of nuclear weapons.

Secaond, 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.5. leaders are
frankly panicking at the prospect that they may zsoon have no
gnemy that can serve to rally U.8. citizens arcund the flag, and
no arotesque "soclalist" model that can serve to avtomatically
discredit any domestic smovement for socialism., This should
improve the prospects of the Western left, a matter to which I
return el ow.

A reduction in international tensions should also benetfit
the left in the Soviet Union. The strongest rationale far firm
party control has always been the capitalist threat, resal but
eraggerated. In his effort to save the economy, Gorbachev has
essentially agreed to give up this mechanism of control.

In Eastern BEuwope, BSoviet retrenchment will be extremely
favarable to the development of the left. Aoccording to the head
nf the Hungarian Communist party, Gorbachev told him that
safeguards should be established to make sure that there would
never he a repetition of the Soviet invasions of Hungary and
Crechoslovakia. ™ 7o the extent that this rejection of the
Saoviet right to intervene is adhered to, the chances for
genuinely socialist gains in Eastern Euwrope are enhanced.

For Third World countries, the impact of the new Soviet
foreign policy may be more mixed. In some cases, & boviet
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pull-back would be extremely beneficial: for example, 1if Moscow
were to discontinue its aid to Ethiopia in suppressing the
Eritreans, In other cases, however, Soviet disengagement may
give the United States a frear hand to crush left-wing
governments within the U.8. sphere. This does not apply to
Cuba, where it is not Soviet military might, but other
prohibitive costs, that prevent a U.8. invasion (indeed, Cuba
and the Soviet Union have agreed that Moscow will not fight in
the event of U.S. attack);”™ nor does it apply to Grernada or
Chile where the costs to the WU.53. were relatively minor. But it
ig quite likely that without Soviet aid Nigaragua might have
succumbed to U.5. aggression.

The Nicaragueas of the future, it seems, are going to have
to depend on a greater role for the United Mations -—— now
endorsed by the Soviet Urmion -— and & more vigilant and
gffective anti-interventionist movement within the United
States. Netther of these inspire great contidence. But & world
an 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 1in danger of imminent caollapse, 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 cut on the streets.

Ferhaps in the future these systems can be reformed and
thelir worst excesses eliminated. It is by no means a certainty,
but homelessness and shortages may e overcome with approprilate
adjustments, and this would be most welcome. But no amount of
tinmkering with capitalisem or with Saviet-type wsystems can sver
@liminate the alienation that is inhsrent in any socisty where
the few control and the many are controlled. Sweden most likely
represents the best that capitalism can be bhecome, but it is
still & 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, bLut there
too nothing suggests the end of the division bhetween managers
and managed.

There is anly one sacial system in which people can develop
to their fullest potential, in which they can democratically
caontrol their cwn lives, in which human need, not profit or
privilege, is the fundamental value. That system is Socialism.
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