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    Author


    Samir Amin was born in Egypt in 1931. From 1957 to 1960 he worked for the Egyptian government in economic development and from 1960 to 1963 as an economic consultant to the government of Mali. He was subsequently a professor at the universities of Poitiers, Dakar, and Vincennes. He is currently director of Third World Forum which Amin and some friends had launched in 1973 at Santiago de Chile (during President Allende’s term), with its African office in Dakar, Senegal. He has served as economic consultant to many Third World countries, and is the author of numerous books, including Accumulation on a World Scale, Unequal Development, The Law of Value and Historical Materialism, Class and Nation, The Arab Nation, Eurocentrism, Maldevelopment: Anatomy of a Global Crisis, Empire of Chaos, Re-reading the Postwar Period: An Intellectual Itinerary, Capitalism in the Age of Globalisation, and more recently, Spectres of Capitalism.



    Abstract


    This book is being republished after a decade, where Samir Amin analyses the role and future of Maoism in China and the implications of its success or failure for the entire Third World.


    In the frist part, Amin outlines three models of accumulation—socialist, capitalist, and statist — and projects the long-term implications of each for an underdeveloped country. The second part is then devoted to an examination of China’s economic performance during successive phases of development under Mao. A third and final part compares the Maoist to the revisionist approach to development, particularly regarding revolutionary class alliances, linking the future of Maoism to the nature of worldwide revolution.


    In a postscript written for this volume, Amin, discussing the « Chinese model », proposes a method of analysis which, while emphasising the social, political and ideological struggle in China, places the debate in the context of the discussion about the challenges posed by the « long transition from world capitalism to world socialism. » This volume also contains a stimulating foreword by Vaskar Nandy, a leading communist revolutionary of India and a rejoinder to him by Samir Amin on what should constitute the Marxism of the 21st century and the prospects of « delinking » for the periphery.


    Illustrator


    Cover Design : Indrani De Parker


    Translator


    Translated by Norman Finkelstein




    Foreword


    Vaskar Nandy


    Amin published this book in the early nineteen eighties. Its central theme is the path of development that can rescue the countries with a low level of productive forces in Asia, Africa and Latin America (the Third World) from their present degradation and misery. Amin’s focus on the Third World is due not mainly to the fact that he springs from that area. As a committed, though critical, follower of the MarxistLeninist tradition, Amin has always upheld Lenin’s thesis of the « weak link » which sees the socialist revolution in the era of imperialism as originating and developing in the Third World before that revolution reaches the world capitalist centres. In fact, in writings after this book was published and in the midst of the more than a decade-long period of so-called globalisation, Amin has remained more than steadfast to this thesis. So the real content of this book is about the Third World, as it were, only accidentally. It is socialism and its future that is at the core of Amin’s analysis.


    When this book was being written, the Chinese revolution was going through momentous changes and the picture that emerged later was still not fully developed. Tienanmen and the repeated peasant revolts that were put down by brutal force were still some ways ahead.


    And it took nearly ten years after the writing of this book for history’s judgement on the Soviet Union and its empire in East Europe. These far-reaching changes could have dated the book. But that is not quite the case. Amin’s prognosis and basic judgement on the Soviet system remains unscathed and, though he would appear to have been overly optimistic about the prospects of socialism in China, his warnings about possible wrong turns exonerate him from the charge of being naive.


    Amidst the flood of irrationalism let loose by the imperialist media and their Third World echoes to wash away the goal of socialism after the collapse of the Soviet Union, a strong, self-critical intellectual movement has emerged among genuine Marxists. This debate constitutes the main element of a cultural regeneration of socialist forces on a world scale. Many individuals, organisations and parties have made important contributions to that debate. Amin’s book can be said to have enriched that debate. All serious readers in India will be grateful to the present publishers because they are attempting to publish in English and the Indian languages many of the major international contributions to that debate. Amin’s book is a very good start.


    Amin begins his analysis by setting out three models of development : the socialist, the statist and the capitalist. These models are, as is the nature of all models, abstract, but Amin’s referents are clear. The socialist model refers principally to China, but there are side glances at North Korea and Albania. The statist model refers to the Soviet Union and, to a lesser extent, to the major East European countries. The capitalist model refers mainly to South Asia and his native Egypt, but there are many references to other Third World countries, especially to countries such as South Korea, Brazil, Mexico, etc. which are from time to time presented by the monopoly media as « miracles, » « tigers, » etc. until the next crash in their economies.


    In terms of classes, each of these models represent different realities. Amin’s analysis of the socialist model shows that its fundamental class alliance is the worker-peasant alliance. All policy measures, including economic programmes, are predicated upon the strengthening of this alliance. In the statist model, although it resembles the previous model in « de-linking » from the international division of labour imposed by imperialism, the worker-peasant alliance is destroyed by a huge tribute imposed upon the peasantry and a « statist bourgeoisie » takes over power in the name of the working class. This exploitative state class creates a new type of society that cannot make the transition from « extensive » to « intensive » accumulation and stagnates. The third model, the model of capitalist development, either « deforms development » or « does not accelerate growth. » It is a model inscribed in imperialism’s international division of labour. Its « growth structure reflects the hegemony of the local bourgeoisie (i.e., the landed gentry and industrial bourgeoisie). Dependency, imperialist domination—such is the outcome of national liberation struggles led by this class. »


    For the book as a whole, the discussion on the capitalist model plays the role of a negative example : it is the path that is not to be taken if any of the concerned peoples and countries wish to develop their productive forces in a balanced way and promote the welfare of the majority. In other words, Amin would agree with Mao and the genuine Marxists that there is no alternative for the Third World except the one that takes to the transition to communism after unshackling the imperialist fetters and smashing the local exploiters linked to imperialism.


    Mao’s and the Chinese Communist Party’s understanding was that the world market and imperialist domination continuously reproduced the blocking of the productive forces in the Third World through two related processes : the international division of labour which reproduces and progressively enhances the inequalities between the imperialist (metropolitan) countries and the Third World countries; and, two, the political and ideological domination of the imperialist countries, achieved through war and the effects of this economic polarisation, produce an alliance between the metropolitan bourgeoisies and classes within the Third World countries such as the feudals and the bureaucratic capitalists. These classes are incapable of defying imperialist domination or challenging the international division of labour. The ultimate result is the famous « retention-erosion » process in which pre-capitalist relations of production persist and surplus extraction continues to be associated with various forms of extraeconomic coercion, including military-bureaucratic ones. This type of surplus (one of the sources of superprofits) is directly linked to accumulation at the capitalist centres through, for example, « below value » production of food and raw materials by an oppressed peasantry and casualised workers. There is also the matter of unequal exchange between the two poles, even if one leaves open the debate about the specifics which give rise to such exchange.


    Mao’s solution for unblocking the productive forces in such countries follows logically : a revolutionary movement of the peasantry and


    other revolutionary classes under the leadership of the working class to uproot both imperialism and its allies from the soil of the country. But « uprooting » is a metaphor. What is required is the smashing of the old state that depends on the alliance of imperialism and the domestic reactionary classes; setting up a variant of the dictatorship of the proletariat by the inclusion of the other revolutionary classes among the new rulers; and taking up a course of self-reliance that avoids, as far as possible, the international division of labour that, as Marx put in Capital I, is « suited to the requirements of the chief centres of modem industry. »


    Amin would appear to agree wholeheartedly with this kind of solution. Amin sees that the « indigenous exploiting classes must be eliminated. » For « self-reliance, » Amin wants to be more exact in his formulation and substitutes the term « de-linking » from the world capitalist system. According to Amin, a society in which de-linking has taken place, « exchange ratios between different sectors of production are determined by the quantities of labour socially necessary within the national context; hence, one hour of abstract, social, and average labour in agriculture and industry are held equal, regardless of the relative prices of the products of that one hour of labour in the developed capitalist centres. And this, in essence, is what it means to de-link from the world capitalist system. What is at issue, in effect, is not a material break, a kind of autarchy, but rather a neutralisation of the effects of external exchange on internal options. Foreign trade... is subordinated to the logic of internal—national and socialist—development and not vice versa... »


    In Amin’s view, the road of development cannot be other than both independent and socialist. Even a little bit of one and a little bit of the other, as in Amin’s country of origin during Nasser’s days in power, will lead inexorably to a regime such as Sadat’s which grovels before the imperialist hegemons. In India, we could substitute the names of Nehru and Narasimha Rao for Nasser and Sadat. Amin believes—and this he has argued for a long time—that there is an insurmountable barrier between the two poles (the metropolis and the periphery) in the world capitalist system today and that no Third World country can ultimately escape dependence on imperialism, the resulting drain on the generated surplus and continued underdevelopment until it « de-links » from the world capitalist system.


    As we all know by now, this thesis has been strongly challenged, not only by the imperialist dream merchants in editorial rooms and


    academe, but by the revisionist establishments and the whole pseudoleft, from the Euro-communists to assorted Trotskyites. I believe that Amin sets out their arguments briefly but quite fairly. He then proceeds to demolish those arguments mainly with a presentation of the failure of the thesis in real life. This presentation is really very persuasive to us now that some of his examples are taken from the great « success » stories doing the rounds at the time he wrote this book. Is anyone touting the success of Mexico at the moment ? Or does anyone still recall the temporary abandonment of South Korea in the great Third World success story at the time Amin was writing this book ? Reality is a hard taskmaster and Indian readers should note how poor, little Taiwan was being projected to us in 1990—91 as one of the Tigers whom India should emulate, but which seems to have dropped out of the Big Cat league altogether after a mild squeeze on « intellectual property rights » by its U.S. masters.


    When Amin was writing this book, the Soviet Union was still around and still flexing its social-imperialist muscles. At that time, the world revisionist camp was still flogging the « third path » between socialism and capitalism and predicting its success on the basis of the Soviet Union’s supposed role in creating a relatively independent space for countries taking such a path. Now that the Soviet Union has itself vanished into a chaotic fog, Amin’s argument on insurmountability have become even more persuasive. Indians know this third path quite well, and although Amin does not say so, in our case, it was question of becoming a neo-colony of the Soviets or of the other imperialists. Cuba’s return to the monoculture of sugar after its insertion into the Soviet bloc division of labour and its continuous reproduction of dependence is an example Amin uses.


    Without disagreeing with Amin’s thesis, I think that a case can be made out for forcing imperialist policies out of their pre-ordained path, to a certain extent and under exceptionally favourable circumstances, by the example of persistent resolve on the part of countries that have taken to the socialist path. The Taiwan and South Korea cases should be treated in this context. The important structural changes that took place in those countries—quite thorough land reform, good healthcare and serious elementary education—under U.S. occupation should be put down to the real U.S. fear that the Chinese revolution would prove to be an overwhelmingly attractive alternative to the people in these places. Apart from these structural changes, there was the relatively « generous » aid and investments. It is important to recall


    that South Korea alone received more aid from the USA than the whole of Western Europe during the Marshall Plan. And then there were the economic fallouts of a huge U.S. military deployment Taiwan’s case was very similar. And yet, what has been the end result ? Have these countries managed to shake off their dependent status ? In the case of Taiwan, the negative answer to that question is clearly visible today. I believe that it will become quite visible for South Korea in the near future. The future of both these countries is to become, at best, what Amin calls « quintessential subcontractors of the imperialist monopolies. » As the relative permanence of the reversal in China sinks deeper into imperialist policies, these countries will no longer receive the kind of concessions that they received earlier in matters of trade and fiscal, currency and economic policies. Amin does not go into these two cases in detail, but his conclusion about their fate stands without those details.


    Throughout this book, Amin makes the case that internal class exploitation in linkage with the imperialist extraction of the surplus may give rise to even a fast growth rate, but that rate is always « accompanied by stagnation or even regression in the real incomes of the immediate producers (as is the case in South Korea and Brazil). » Orienting production to luxury consumption by the rich and, to a certain extent, the middle classes cannot sustain a take- off from dependence and some kind of despotic political system to suppress the masses emerges inevitably. So much for Amin’s capitalist model. This part of Amin’s analysis is especially important for us in India now.


    That leaves us with Amin’s other two models—the statist and the socialist. In both, a revolution has taken place in a mainly peasant country with very poor productive forces in both industry and agriculture. In both, the revolution has suppressed the former ruling classes, nationalised industries, distributed land to the tillers and moved on to various forms of collective proprietory rights in agriculture. Both have « de-linked. » And both are one-party states with parties which belonged to the Third International. At the time Amin published his book, the Soviet Union, as the main example of the statist model, was more than sixty years old, while China, the main example of socialism, had exceeded thirty. According to Amin’s construction of the two models, their fundamental difference lies in the handling of the peasant question in the process of developing the productive forces and this difference creates the radical divergence in the two state systems : one


    is ruled by a despotic, new class that emerges out of the centralised bureaucracy and the other is ruled by the worker-peasant alliance. In the statist model, the peasantry or the rural sector is forced to pay a tremendous tribute to the urban-industrial sector to serve the purposes of accumulation in the service of industrial growth. This ruptures the worker-peasant alliance and necessitates the creation and development of a huge bureaucratic and despotic apparatus to suppress the peasantry. This apparatus would later invade and suppress the workers and most of the party also. The end result is the emergence of and rule by a state class.


    In the socialist model, a form of « egalitarianism » in distribution with a narrow range in the wage scales (between regions; between town and country; between intellectual and manual work; between skilled and unskilled work) « reflecting the relations of production, » ensures the continuation of the worker-peasant alliance inspite of a « bureaucratic centralised planning » system similar to the statist model. Amin is clear that commodity-market-value relations survive in the transition period between capitalism and communism that Lenin calls socialism. He sees through the illusory nature of negating these categories by planning. Planning must articulate these categories in such a way that, over a long period, they are eroded and gradually replaced by transparent categories that empower associated producers. Amin is aware that this articulation of planning with the law of value requires a sustained political will. But he would appear to have not given, in this book at any rate, enough importance to the acute class struggles that such articulation involves. These categories arise out of not only the contradiction between town and the country, but very largely from the contradiction between mental and manual labour. Even when the town-country contradiction is handled according to Amin’s model of socialism, the latter overarches the whole system and requires the most careful political line and continuous struggle. The mere fixing of the remuneration for mental and manual work on the basis of more or less egalitarian principles is not sufficient when functionaries become « vampires » and « incubi » (to use Marx’s vivid expressions) riding a huge, centralised and all powerful machinery that combines the party and the state. This machinery leaves very little space for civil society and, consequently, for the development of institutions that can associate the direct producers and empower them to erode the very basis of commodity production and the existence of the state. Assigned positions of power in such a machinery, combined with the baggage of many wrong theories and practices originating in the statist mode in the Soviet Union, continually throw up elements which have the ambition and the means to constitute a new, exploiting ruling class. Mao was absolutely right when he pointed out that the new bourgeoisie was there, not just in the state, but right there beside him in the highest echelons of the party. The sight of almost the whole Soviet party leadership and heads of principal state organs declaring the end of socialism or the equally edifying spectacle of Deng Xiaoping’s Confucian Undivided Family disposing of billions of dollars of private property should leave no doubt about the correctness of Mao’s proposition.


    Amin is quite acutely aware of the dangers emanating from the centralised state, but a radical, anarchist decentralisation cannot be the way out. The presence of the enterprise, be it state-owned or collectively owned, even when operated by ideologically and politically advanced forms of workers’ self-management, demands that the state will have to coordinate accumulation and distribution on a national scale (the Plan) to maintain the conditions of Amin’s egalitarian model. Difference in productivity and differing natural conditions for agriculture will necessitate this coordination on a national scale until, after many struggles at the level of both structure and superstructure, self- management breaks out of the shell of the immediate enterprise and extends, in a complicated and difficult development in wider and wider circles of cooperation between producers, to signpost its boundaries at the level of the country and beyond. A double movement in contrary directions is involved : the state is progressively decentralised while the forces of the « non-state, » the organs of self-management by the producers, moves towards the centre to ultimately claim the whole polity for itself, signifying the transcendence of socialism by communist society. Self-management by the producers in the Soviet Union was a farce after the twenties. In China, it was too circumscribed by administrative planning from above.


    Marx spoke of the dictatorship of the proletariat as both a state and a non-state to pinpoint this double movement. Lenin reminded the proletariat of this contradiction between the state and the non-state in the midst of setting up the dictatorship of the proletariat. But Soviet practice after his death (and even to a certain extent during his life) denied this outlook and rejected its essence, the withering away of the state. That rejection was passed on as bourgeois baggage to the other revolutions of the century.


    The dictatorship of the proletariat came to mean the rule by a single, secretive, extremely hierarchised and centralised party that dominated every level of the state machinery. In the Soviet version of this party, it was decreed to be monolithic, while the Chinese, recognising reality, saw the raging of the two-line struggle and tried to harness it for ideological and political advancement. If commodity relations and communist relations are to struggle protractedly during the transition, then it is only natural that their reflections, bourgeois and proletarian lines, will necessarily appear and engage in struggle. Does such a party help this struggle by unlocking the creative spirit of the masses and releasing their initiative ? In China, inspite of a cultural revolution and protracted inner-party struggles, the bourgeois road, denying every item in Amin’s model, was brutally imposed through such a party. This should attract the greatest attention in the present debates and discussions on the future of socialism.


    Within a year of the October Revolution, Rosa Luxemburg anticipated in a prison cell what was in store rather uncannily : « ...With the repression of political life in the land as a whole, life in the soviets must also become more and more crippled. Without general elections, without unrestricted freedom of press and assembly, without a free struggle of opinion, life dies out in every public institution, becomes a mere semblance of life, in which only the bureaucracy remains as the active element. Public life gradually falls asleep, a few dozen party leaders of inexhaustible energy and boundless experience direct and rule. Among them, in reality only a dozen outstanding heads do the leading and an elite of the working class is invited from time to time to meetings where they are to applaud the speeches of the leaders, and to approve proposed resolutions unanimously—at bottom, then, a clique affair—a dictatorship, to be sure, not the dictatorship of the proletoriat, however, but only the dictatorship of a handful of politicians, that is a dictatorship in the bourgeois sense... » Luxemburg also wrote that faced with crimes, degeneration, etc., « draconian measures of terror are powerless. On the contrary, they cause still further corruption. The only antitoxin : the idealism and social activity of the masses, unlimited political freedom. »


    The self-activity of the masses will have to be released and sustained as much for the Jacobin tasks of the revolution (smashing the old state machinery, confiscation of the property of the exploiting classes, etc.) as for the continuation of the revolution. When Lenin and the Bolsheviks began that continuation, there were no blueprints. The subsequent experiences of the various socialist revolutions have signposted some do’s and dont’s. But the problems of continuing the revolution still remain a more or less uncharted territory. Only the unfettered energy and initiative of the masses can chart it and advance through it. The wisdom of parties and leaders will be tested by how much they are capable of learning from that advance.


    The future of socialism depends on the production of a democratic socio-political environment where there is freedom of assembly and expression, a free press, the right to elect and be elected, etc. which can unlock the vital springs of mass action. That means an end to the illusory identification of the party with the workers and an end to its legal monopoly of power. That is not, as some people think, a call for a return to the liberal democracy of the bourgeoisie. They fail to see that the context is different : if we are considering the continuation of the revolution, then one must presume that the Jacobin tasks of the revolution have been completed, i.e., the bourgeois dictatorship has been smashed and the bourgeoisie has already lost its control and ownership of the means of production, etc. Then what is there to the fear regarding the restoration of a bourgeois dictatorship, especially when such dictatorships have appeared in every socialist revolution without such democracy ? Democracy in the context of the dictatorship of the proletariat has the scope to at least release millions of people into a vibrant political life. The communists must stay with that life, learn from it to better guide it, march with it and be prepared for another open struggle for power against the bourgeois dictatorship should the latter reappear. That will steel the party and strengthen the masses’ own self-activity.


    Amin does raise the question of democracy in a serious way, but he does not persist with it. He thinks that the countries where socialist revolutions have taken place were all such that they did not have the experience of bourgeois democracy. He therefore looks forward to the day when socialist revolutions will break out in the capitalist centres where there has been some democracy; those revolutions will, he hopes, solve the problem of democracy. To some of us, this is a death sentence on all socialist revolutions in the periphery, because we believe that no revolution will survive without mastering every form of bourgeois democracy and going beyond them. Then, if Amin is right on this point, what will remain of the Leninist premise of the book—the theory of the weak link ?




    A rejoinder 
Towards 21st century marxism


    The stimulating review of Vaskar Nandy has provoked me in this rejoinder to intervene in the discussion of what should constitute the Marxism of the 21st century, that indispensable condition of human liberation. To bear in mind at the same time the lessons of the experience of Sovietism and of Maoism—grasping the historical limits of these transformations of the capitalist system itself constitutes the point of departure for the discussion. I will outline here some elements of possible responses to what seems to me to be the essential questions in the agenda of this debate.


    (i)	How to determine what is essential to communism, seen as the goal of social and cultural liberation ?


    (ii)	Does the objective evolution of modern society already pose this goal as one which is possible and desirable ?


    (iii)	Do effective societal responses to this challenge proceed in this direction, or on the contrary do they make the thrust of evolution in the direction more problematic ?


    (iv)	How in this context to reopen the debate concerning the transition of the existing world capitalist system 


    
The Future of Maoism 


    towards this undoubtedly distant goal ? What strategies of stages can these reflections inspire ?


    The three major contradictions of capitalism


    The modem economic and social system has been confronted since its origins with contradictions it has never managed to eliminate. On the contrary, these contradictions have grown progressively deeper with each success achieved by capitalism in terms of development. Its flexibility, that is to say its adaptation to varied social inventions which sometimes even posed as alternatives to its logic, certainly allowed it to weather the crises caused by the explosion of these contradictions. Nevertheless these partial solutions, which were unfolded as a response to certain challenges, have always, in the long term, accentuated the violence of the contradictions inherent in capitalism.


    The logic within which capital accumulation unfolds comes up against the fundamental social interests of the majority of humanity on three levels.


    The first of these contradictions is that which sets the inevitable exigencies of labour subordination, imposed by the law of profit against workers’ aspiration to be the masters of their human destiny. Through their struggles, workers and peoples have forced capitalism to adapt to the specific logic of their social interests—which finds itself in conflict with that of capital in two respects : a) First, with respect to the distribution of the fruits of economic growth, it imposes increases in the remuneration of labour, both individual and collective, on a parallel with increases in productivity; b) Second, regarding the principles of democracy, it promotes their implementation in social domains for which they were not intended originally. Democratic and social reformist responses to the challenge—which are not the natural product of the logic of capitalist expansion, but on the contrary have been imposed against this logic—far from having settled the question once and for all, on the contrary have deepened its radical nature.


    The second inherent contradiction of capitalism is that which opposes its principle of so-called rational economic calculation, necessarily limited to the short-term (it would be impossible to imagine choices beyond 15 or 30 years), and the necessity of saving the future of the planet. By its very nature this contradiction remains unresolved within the framework of the logic which characterises it as a historical system.


    The third inherent contradiction of capitalism is that which is expressed through the growing contrast between its opulent centres and its miserable peripheries. This polarisation is not the product of circumstances and conditions specific to the different regions of the world, as the dominant ideologies would have it, but that of the specific logic of capitalism, operating on the basis of the globalisation of trade and capital, and of the national segmentation of the labour market. This third contradiction is that which has provoked the most important political reactions to the challenge of capitalist expansion. All socialist revolutions to this day were first movements begun by the victims of global capitalist polarisation.


    Capitalism must therefore be transcended. Otherwise, it would become the end of history only if an end is put to the history of humanity and the planet through their destruction. As opposed to previous systems, which took thousands of years to unfold before exhausting their historical potential, capitalism could ultimately appear as a brief parenthesis in history, during which the elementary tasks of accumulation were accomplished, thus paving the way for an ulterior social order characterised by a superior, disalienated rationality and based on authentic planetary humanism. In other words, capitalism in fact exhausted its positive historical potential very early on; it ceased to be the means (were it « unconscious ») by which progress frays its path. It has on the contrary become the obstacle to progress, thus defined not as the involuntary product associated with the expansion of capital, but through criteria defined in contrast with its real products.


    This is why the history of capitalism is constituted from its origin by successive contrasting movements, during some of which the logic of its expansion imposes itself in its unfolding as a unilateral force; during others, the intervention of anti-systemic forces imposes less destructive forms of capital expansion. The 19th century, with the unequal unfolding of the industrial revolution, proletarisation and colonisations is characteristic of the first mode of expression of capitalist expansion. But inspite of hymns to the glory of capital, the violence of the system’s real contradictions was driving history not to its end as announced in triumphalist « belle epoque » proclamations, but to world wars, socialist revolutions and the revolt of the colonised peoples. Reestablished in post-World War I Europe, amputated from Soviet Russia, triumphant liberalism aggravated the chaos and paved the way for the illusory, criminal response that Fascism was to provide. It is therefore only from 1945 on, after the failure of Fascism was complete, that a phase of civilised expansion was opened through the three historic compromises that Sovietism, social democracy and the national liberation movement imposed. None of these compromises made a complete break with the logic of capitalism, not even that which resulted from the Russian revolution, inspite of the false consciousness of its own nature that it produced; but all of them imposed upon the unilateral logic of capital respect for the considerations formulated by the movements which resulted from the explosion of the above-mentioned first and third contradictions of capitalism. In the instant of their unfolding, the logic of these compromises effectively toned down the devastating effects of economic alienation and polarisation. Nevertheless, progressively eroded by its successes, even if partial by definition, this logic went down with the collapse of the systems it had legitimated. Has the return to the triumphalist discourse of liberalism believing once again that it is the end of history only announced the tragic repetition of the drama’s successive scenes ? Has it not already, in record time, created an ideological void, amplified the policy chaos, brought together the conditions for reinforced polarisation ?


    Peoples—the victims of this system—will certainly react. They are already reacting. But what logic will they develop in opposition to that of capital ? What type of compromises will they impose upon it ? In the most radical hypotheses, what systems will they substitute for capitalism ?


    The withering away of the law of value is the order of the day


    Having defined historical capitalism by three fundamental contradictions which characterise it (economic alienation, world-wide polarisation, destruction of nature—which together characterise the specificity of its mode of exploitation of labour), the transition hereafter of this begins when political economy, politics and culture of societal plans which are implemented steer evolution in the direction of reduction of these contradictions, not their permanent deepening.


    The strategy of transition that I suggest here is not voluntaristic in the sense of the meaning the term has acquired (and which is synonymous with being unrealistic); but it is based on the idea that history is always open to different possibilities, the place of alternative choices and equal possibilities, of their confrontation on the terrain of real struggles and societal plans which justify the basis of their credibility and legitimacy. This possibility—expression of objective necessity according to Marx to my mind—proceeds from the idea of underdetermination, to which I shall return later.


    The technological revolution (information technology and robotisation) has already surreptitiously induced a process of metamorphosis of exchange value which invites a possible withering of its diktat. The socialisation of labour has already henceforth attained a state of advancement such that the economic rationality of the law of value as a measure of wealth and as a norm of distribution is getting exhausted. I am here then strongly tempted to recall in this matter the concept of « general intellect » imagined by Marx, a century ahead of his time.


    The idea of a remuneration of citizenship substituting itself for a remunerated labour force objectively imposes itself : « Income distributed ceases to be a function of the quantity of work done to become a function of the quantity of wealth that society decides to produce... It is no longer labour and workers but life and citizens which ought to be remunerated. »


    The strategies worked out in the period after the war which precede the present crisis (1945—75) on the basis of the three historic compromises which represented at that time, the Welfare State of the West (social democratic and Keynesian framework), the Sovietism of the East and the project of national development of the South were all founded on the expansion of the operation of the law of value. It was remarkable in the case of the Welfare State but was not less true in the modernisation projects of the South and equally so in the case of Sovietism, even though here the domination of the law of value was masked by state planning.


    The strategies to be envisaged for the future cannot be a remake of this past. They must be at the outset founded upon the expansion of non-market social activities and in all regions of the world. It is in this perspective and this alone that one could equally be able to imagine a controlled globalisation, leading to a retreat from polarisation and a serious awareness of the exigencies of the protection of the natural base of life on the planet. A sustainable development has sense only in this perspective.


    Under-determination in the history of societies


    The concept of over-determination originates directly from a structuralist conception of social systems. It suggests that the determinisms which operate parallelly in the different instances of social reality are convergent because they all contribute and simultaneously at that to the reproduction of the system, to its adaptation to the exigencies of evolution and the crisis which compels transcendence.


    It is certainly a possible interpretation of Marxism and I will not have the audacity to deny it this quality or characterise it as « deviationist » or worse, heretical for example. But this is not mine. In the thesis that I uphold, each of the instances is propelled by a logic of its own whether its status be that it is determining in the last instance (the economic) or the dominant (the political in the tributary systems, the economic in capitalism, the cultural, according to me, in the communist future). These inherent logics are autonomous but not necessarily and even less spontaneously complementary. They then come into frequent conflicts and a priori one cannot forecast which will have the upper hand. Marx has, to my mind, perfectly analysed the economic logic of capitalism (accumulation) as its dominant characteristic, that is to say the channels by which it generally succeeds in imposing itself upon the logics of the political, ideological and the cultural. I have said by contrast that neither Marx nor historical Marxisms have put forth as powerful analyses concerning the logic of the other instances and I do not believe either that important progress has been made in these domains outside the framework of Marxism.


    The conflict of the determinisms through which the inherent logics of the different instances express themselves gives history a degree of incertitude which is unique to it and which distinguishes it from the domains regulated by the laws of nature. Neither the history of societies nor that of individuals is « programmed. » Liberty is defined precisely by the conflict of the logics which enables the choice between different possible alternatives. I therefore oppose the concept of over-determination with that of under-determination.


    Does it mean that societies are incoherent ? Not at all; they are always coherent in the sense that the conflict of the logics (underdetermination) always find a solution (through the submission of certain logics to that of others) but a solution among many possible ones. Social struggles, political, ideological, cultural shape these societies by imposing a choice of coherence rather than any other.


    In the contemporary debates, the autonomy of the different logics in question have been frequently emphasised, particularly the autonomy of politics-ideology-culture which is itself complex.


    However, I find it difficult to accept the idea that strong cultural logics which are also of course different one from the other would have asserted themselves over a long period. I have criticised this idea which I have termed « culturalist, » which in this moment of crisis that we are passing through is enjoying great popularity inspite of the fact that history has disproved it. For example, it seems to me that what the one or the other claim to be « cultural specificities » (characterising the « Western » Christians or the Islamic world or the Confucianist world) have served in reality in a strongly analogous manner in various tributary societies of the past; they are therefore « generalities » even though they take on particular forms.
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