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RETHINKING THE LEFI: SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC TASKS
AND PROSPECTS

From iix very mneepnion, e Left has been inextricably linked with two basic
notions:  that of modernity/madermzation, and that of the distribution of rights
(political, socio-ccanomie, enttural) (o the underprivileged. One way of defining
modcernily or medernisatten s 1o see 1t in association with the social processes and
arrangements that were st nstitutionalized on a large scale in Western Europe
after the Engiish Industrial and the French Revolutions. These entailed
unprecedented social mobihization as the various existing pre-in
were weakened o destroyed, and the maponty ol the people brought into the more

cncompassing arenas of the national market and the nation-state. |

Not only was this "bringing-in" process extremely uncven, it also took what
may be called autonemous and more hetcronomous forms. In the autonomous case,
political and socio-cconomic rights — which dunrg the ancien régime peniod had
been limited to a smadl minonty - gradually seeped down to the bottom of the social
pyramid, and by doing so created new levels of pospenty, political freedom, and
relatve social justice. In the more heteronomous process, the popular classes became

irreversibly implicated in the mechanisms of nutional markets and state bureaucracies,

but were by-paseed as Far as the acquistion of tundamenta! rights was concerned.

Oversimplifying, we might say that the Lelt was [rom its very beginning in
favour of modernization plus the broad distiibution of nghts — that is lo say, for a

noadyMm
relatively autonomous integration of the lower classes into the anpeatmt centre. The

Right, on the other hand, wiss etther complelely aganst modernization, or later (when

it became obvious that the process wias irieversible) strove for a heteronomous type of

L0, 01 OR2.Y

"In" the meswteectlowerly classes as far as

social mobilizaton, which would brine

linkages with the varieus national arenas were concerred (for instance in respect of

military conscription), but keep them "out” in terms of poputar rights. In the view of
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the conservaive Ll it peanie cannot be "Kept in their place” by the vested powers
pulting a stop to or reversing the process of targe-scale mobilization and the mass
politics it entails, thes <hould at least be denied the nghts that might empower them to

P PN

challenge the pnivifeges of the clite.

Goal Displacement

These two [undamental geals of the Left — modermization, plus the spreading
ol nghts downwards — were and stii are frequently ignored or forgotten by so-called
progressive soctal movements or {orces which, by employing complex processes of

goul displacement, transform means into ends.

Goal displicement has taken a varicty of forms. Among these have been blind
devotion to the sacred teats of Marxism-Leninism; support of regimes calling
themsclves socialist o communist, and of populistic partics or of sectionalist trade
unions merely paying lip service to rather than practically promoting popular
intcrests; attachment to policies for supposedly umiversal social benefits, but
favounng the privileped rather than the underprivileged; adoption of maximalist
strategies of social transformation which, instead of broadeniny, actually constrict
social rights, etc. Whatever the particular form of goal displacement, the result has
always been the same. It has meant the sacnfice of substantive rationality on the altar
of tormality; the reacuionary support of antiquated institetional forms,and the
dogmaiic endursement of slegans. recipes, or labels, while refusing o assess soberly

f 1
what all these entil in termis of the promotion of autoromous modemization, in terms

of the spread of nghts downwards,
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Pait One: SOCHAL DEMOCRACY: GOALS AND MEANS
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Nothing shows more clearly the goal-displacement tendencies of the Left than
its continuing neglect, and even denigration, of social dem(x:rnC})imgsm

past achicvements and futurc emancipatory potential rscpmsiestar. The term social

democracy is used biere in a broad sense. It is emphatically not |dcnuﬁed wnhﬂp

ry Ly | (Cosidin 0y So
specific partics or regimes calling themselves social democratic. Instead, | ‘wascoweses
cAgrmo e € vl 2
othcrsbwe—errrTrr=sapsdanay movements or organizations m
Oy L
negaiively, ¥abas-vejcct iberal/neo-liberal iorms of capitalist development, m-lnlhs-
poticies aimed at the revolutionary overthrow of capitalism and its replacement by a
totally planncd cc;unomy;(gﬂ positively,, vesdsgy support the idca that it is both
desirable and possibic to struggle for cconomic growth with=warew-to-esoaiing-ovemit

prespeesigrrelative political freedom, and f&social justice within capitalism.

From ine sociai-lemocratic perspective the crucial 1ssue, at least in the short
and mcdium i, i3 ol o desitoy or trapseend capitalism, but to humanize it. If one
disregards for a moment the dogma about the inberently exploitative or evil character
of capitalism, one can sce quite clearly that this struggle for the humanization of
capitalism has been pretty successful in several countries where — via popular
pressures from below and/or reforms from above —civil nighis have been spread

_ o 1 o :
widely among the populur classes. Such relatively autonomous modernization — in
countries likc Sweden, Hollamd, Belgium, or New Zealand — means degrees of
prosperity, political feeedom, and social justice which, when seen in their overall

. . . . 5 ]
Intereonnections  are unprecedented i human hstory =

These remoatatle achievements remain systematically underemphasized by

the Left. While in the past such underemphasis took the form of the radical Left
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being more scuerviv enitioal of soctal-democratic than communist failures, today it
often takes the fhzni of an assessment ol therr past record and future prospects that is
supposedly (but in tact quite unjustitiably) even-handed. This Kind of assessment
views communi«t and socral-democratic arrangements in the past as having
contributed to the advancement of homan achits in c-z}uul measure and holds that
today, both arc in severe ditficulties. Ever since 1989 we have constantly been told
that not only have the communist regimes collapsed, but that social democracy too is

in a state of protfound criss.

Onc can understand such a position being propounded by neo-liberals who
want to concca! the bankrupiey of Thatcherite/Reaganite policies. But when such
allegedly even-handed treatment ol communist and social-democratic achievements
and/or potentiaiitics is being dispensed by the Left, it not only expresses an untruth,
but leads dircctiv to the self-destrucuien and detigitimation of the genuinely left-wing,
pro-popular movements and parties. It simply serves to reinforce the right-wing myth
of the triumph i hiberal capitalism 1n the post-coidwar era — a myth to the
construction of which the [eft, by playing down or disparaging past and present
social-democratic ackievements, has contributed considerably. In fact, the
extraordinary success of the myth of the tnumph of liberal capitalism is based on the

systematic concealment by both Righi and Lett, of the fact that the real victor in the

- =

post-1989 world is socral dc:nmcmcy.4

This becomes aquute ebvions if one takes into account that countries which,
even partially, have tollowed a neo-liberal policy are doing much worse in terms of
both modernization and the distriibution of nghts than arc countries (like Germany
and Japan) {ollowing social-democratic policies — policies, that is to say, that via
intelligent and {lexible state mtervention aim at both boosting the econemy, and
making surc that some of the benefits of cconomic growth will spread downwards.
This applics not only to countrics ol the capitalist centre, but also to l@wlate
developers, and not only 1o the "four tigers®, but also to several other Asian-Pacilic

countries that more or less suceessially follow the Japanese model of devclopmcnl.5



In other words, whether one looks at the first or the third world, nsing
economic powers txlay are those with highly interventionist but developmentally-
oricnted states, successiuiiy combinming rapid capualist growth with a downward
snread of socto-cconomic (i not always polincal) nghts. Itis precisely in this way
that social democracy (in the bread sense of the term) ;as not only enabled several
countrics to assure a decent mode of existence for the large majonty of their
populations but, given its emphasis on the need to humanize rather than transcend

capitalism, at present provides the only credible alternative to the dominant neo-

liberal discourse.
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This 15 not 1o deny, of course, that certain of the traditional means for

achicving socil-democratic goals are obsolete. So for mstance it is quite obvious /

that, in view ol the present state, of the world ceonormy, the soctal-democ (Z.mc goal of

i fy felleoin Convonbmef fuyismon ped
full employment canndt be  met v H extensive nationahizations, Neither can the
¥

nrovigion of decet welfare serviess {6 dhwose who need them be brought about by
adhering dogmatically to the prnciple of universal benelits (a principle which at
present systematically favours the privileged at the expense of the underprivileged). It
is precisely the tusk of the Left to propose new means for attaining or further
developing the basic social-democratic goals of)modemizaiion-cmn—dismbution of
rights downwards. Instead of bemoaning today's absence of a non-capitalist
alternative, the Lecit should concentrate its very considerable energies on
rearticulating and revitalizing the social-democratic discourse — which, on the level
not of rhetoric but actual practical accomplishments, has outdone by far all other

visions or strategies of social bettermen.

To repeat mysclf: if social democracy is going through a cnisis today, this is
rootced in the mecans rather than the {undamental aims of the social-democratic
Plo /Q ct
dzsesmme . [t has (o do with the [act that (as 1s the case with any successful
movcment) its very succeess tends — via complex processes of bureaucratization,

ritualization, and gzea! displacement — to undermine iis further development. The

task of the Left wday is precisely to comhat social-democratic ossification, and to

/
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redefinc the tneins fov achicving the social-democratic goals of modernization plus
dewnward distribuiton of inghis. These are targets that have o be attained and/or
consolidated it 2 2 initilist world s proioundly different from that of the ninetcenth
vit, 0\
century when the soctal-democratic s<seaaw cmerged.
What then are the  key issues of late capitalist societies with which

conventional soctal-democratic remedies are unable to cope? | shall briefly

concentrate on thice:

— First, in ihe deveioped countnies of contemporary cabila]ism there is the
well-known two-thinls/one-third split wherehy a large minority (consisting of not
casily organizible secial categories) is marginalized, while a large majority is
becoming increasingly better off. This results in a social polarization that is radically

different from the pauperized-masses/uny-clite split of classical Marxism.

— Secord the wellare system — predominantly based on the principle of
universal provisicn — in pmctice works (o siach a way that considerable resources go

to the middlc classes rather than to those who really need them.

— Third, given recent technological developments, there is an unacceptably
high rate of unemployment, which does not seem to go down very much even when

the economy is beoming.

Faced with these new features of late-capitalist societics, the conventional
social-democratic means for achieving growth with social justice do not seem to be
effective. Neither can state intervention via large-scale nationalizations or other
traditicnal job-crcating measurcs, ensure growth with fuli cmpioyment, nor is the
welfare state able {winle based on the universit provision of social benetits) to cope
with the problems of the marginalized populations which that two-thirds/one-third
split tends to generate. So what, from a social-demaocratic point of view, ought to be

done?



i From Direct to Indirect Forms of State Intervention

A major task for today's social-democratic Left is to shift its focus from old to
ncw forms of state intervention, to those new forms that do not obstruct capitalist
growth but facilitate it. There is no reason, for instance, why a left social-democratic
poticy sheuid noi rigorously pursue a policy of massive (hut not indiscriminate)
dena:icna!ir:im& aiways provided that the state intervencs to make sure that in terms
of quality and prices the consumer will be better off. Civen today's impressive
technological developments in accounting and in measuring ecconomic performance, it
has become perfecily practicable to maonitor (via state or, preferably, independent
public agencics) the performance of denationalized gencral-utility enterprises, in such

a way that abuscs are avoided without private initiative being stifled eeRrrsarreie.

cleariy shown by the example of Germany, discriminate

denationalization can easily be combined with massive statc intervention. The latter

should aim a* the deveiopment of human and social overhiead capital, as well as (in

collaboraticn with capital and Iabonr) at the construction of an overall development
h @ wo Wh‘”‘\

plan to ensure that resources are directed oawér ensureyboth prosperity and

7
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& Frow Maddic-Class Wellare tv Social 8cenefits for the Underprivileged

While the shitt from direct to indirect forms of state interventionism has by
now been accepted, however reluctantly, by significant sections of the Left, the
abolition and/or transcendence of the principle of universal welfare (that is, sk sz
granting of social benefits to all citizens irrespective of their economic or class
siluation)/slill remains the sacred cow of progressive intellectuals and politicians.
Since this, as far as | am concemed, is the most obvious indication that the Left is still

more concemed with obsolete labels and dogma than with the downward distribution

of rights, I shall develop this peint at greater length.



The grantng of social benefits on a universal basis creates, at the present
momcr;t, morce problems than it solves. This is not only because demand for quality
public services 1y growing hy leaps and bounds, but also because across-the-board
welfare benefits, rather thap decreasing, often exuceibaic social inequalities. This

argument will sound less ;ug;l\.anical if the two-thirds/one-third split in late capitalist

and consclidated by o wellare system which, when attempting to make the stalc's
limited resources available to all citizens, disproportionately favours those who are
already quite well off. In fact, as several studies have demonstrated, the middle
classes arc a great deal more capable of tapping the welfare resources the state
provides (in thz areas of educauon, housing, health) than are the really needy. In that
sense universal benetits instead of dimimshing the social inequaliues generated by

the market system, are moic tikely to accentuate them further.

This tendency 1owards growing inequalities, created not only by the market
but also by the welfare logic of advanced capitalism, cannot be counteracted by
progressive taretion, The better-off have no difficulty at all in elegantly side-
stepping the tax issue. In view of the growing internationalization of the world's
economies, those whose income is based pnmarily on profits can pick and choose

0
among the possihilities for avoiding either part ;,:Zaii ui dircct taxation. Not only does
the global economy provide innumerable tax havens but, in addition, the well-off —
unlike their peorer relations — can afford the services of experts (lawyers,
accountants) spectalizing in the discovery of legal loopholes and the invention of
ingenious ways of hiding taxable income. The picture deteriorates further with the

rapidly growing informal scctors of the cconomy where, by definition, income cannot

be taxed at all.

The above pants sugeest that the mildle classes not only bave a much greater
capacity for baiciitang rom e weilare system, they also have greater chances of
avoiding taxanon (poatiy o tullvy Thase therelore, who are genuinely interested in

social justice should, 1astend of wasting therr tume defending an already moribund

9



system, usc therr epergics and imagination to make sure that the transition to a non-
universal welfare system benefits the poor rather than the rich. If they insist on
focussing their attention on how to save universal benefits, they will simply leave the
field open to those swwho are Keen to impose a neo-liberal, Thatcherite, rather than a

social-democratic solutton to the 1sstes ol trancitiog

As for the Left {the majonty both inside and outside the Brtish Labour Party),
it stohidly continues to defend the umversality principle. Its main argument is that if
social welfare is targetted specifically to the poor, this is. bound to lead to
stigmatization and the crcation of first- and second-class citizens. However
commendabic the scatiment, this point of view ignores the fact that there are plenty of
intermediate solutions between the Scvlla of targetted benefits resulting in
stigmatization, and the Charybdis of universal benefits further profiting the already
well off. The reassas why such intermediate solutions are not being seriously
explored have to do with the fact that the dogmauc Left cannot conceive of such
solutions, whereas the "realistic” Left is unwilling to consider them — given that it
tends to represent a section of society that is denving considerable profit from the

system of universal benefits.

Of course, a great deal of thought and research will be nccessary to develop
ncw solutions, but some general guidelines are fairly obvious. So, for instance, ways
will have to be devised to ensure that the prosperous two-thirds majority pay back
part of all of the cost of most of the services they receive from the state (in the areas
of cducation, housing, helth, etc.). Instead of positively targetting the poor, one might
ncgatively target the well-off — without, at the same time, discouraging their

productive invesiments.

One approach could be a more systematic association between taxation and
the granting of welture benefits. By adkhiiopa! taxation the New Zcealand government,
for instance, takes back across the board old-age pension benefits received by the

well-off. The princirie could casily be extended to tamily allowances, health-care,

10



N
education ctc. fustas vanous expenses are now deductible from taxable income, so it
should. be oblizatory to add to the taxable income state benefits distributed
universalistically. To such benefits, as tar as high income groups are concerned, one
shouid apply a very mgh e of texation. Tius would ensure that resources are

channelled to these who really need them, while avoiding stigmatization and the

crcation of first- and second-class citizens.

If those supposedly representing the cconomically disadvantaged classes used
a mere fraction of the ieenuily the economically advantaged employ in their efforts
10 avoid laxatiun, they wouid iong ago have found ways of radically transforming an
antiquated welfarc system which actually accentuates instead of diminishing social

incqualities.

® From Chronic Unemployment to Full Employinent via a Dual System

of Labour Utilization

Shifting the receipt of wellfare from the middle classes to the underprivileged
would not only dramatically improve the type of social services that the state
provides; it could also help the state to deal more cffectively with the uncmployment

issue.

The present unemployment strategy of the Left is expressed by the contention
that with mass:ve state intervention (whether direct or indirect) one can, as in the
carly post-war period, arrive at the type of capitalist growth that would drastically
reduce unemployment fevels. However, it is becoming increasingly obvious that, in
view of present and foresecable technological developments, even a booming
capitalist economy with the best trzining schemes in the world cannot be certain of
achieving full cmployment. It has to be admitted thut the attempt to solve
uncmployment viz market mechanisms alone is beconnng increasingly utopian. On

the other hand, the conventional social-demociatic solution of overmanning and

11



overstaffing ent~rpnses that are owned or controlled by the state leads to reduced
competiliveness 'n the world market, and so to the generation of a smaller pie for

redistribution.

Here agarn the situstion cnes out for radically new means if the social-
democratic goai of tull employment without undermining capitalist growth is to be
attained. What 1s requured 18 a system guarantceing work to all, but work not
nccessarily made avarlable by m»rmal. labour-market mechanisms. Those who cannot
find jobs in the rcgutar labour market should have the choice of further training, or
working in a hugcly expanded "voluntary” or "civic” sector which, although related to
cmployment in the Loaventivial iubour markets, would not antagonize or undermine
it. A lot of peeple nowadays offer voluntary services in hospitals, old peoples' homes,
community centres cte., without their [abour activities threatening "real jobs". This
system could be officially cxpanded by tying up unemployment benefits with the
obligation of cither entering a training scheme, or offering one's labour to the

community. Such a dual system must beware of

— {(a) the ¢ atalization of the “civic® and labour-market sectors
(which is to say that all possible facilitating mechanisms must be provided to allow

and encourage workers 1o move {iom cne to the other);

n " LI
— (b) nczative linknges between the two sectors, such as wouid bring down

wages/salarics in that of the {abour market.

Both targets are admittedly difficult, but with imagination, political will, and

adequate resources they are perfectly well realizable.
Such an cniploymicnt stiuiegy nas several advantages. First, it avoids the
dilemma of high uncmployment versus full employment in a non-competitive

economy. Sccond, it avords the psychological und soctal degradation often felt by the

out-of-work when heing granted soctal benefits. Third, it could bring a dramatic
’

improvement in the quadity cirslsemgunlie of the lif;z *eFwaxy by providing badly
!
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necded services that neither the state nor the private sector is offering at present —
such as services to bospitals, old peoples’ homes, community care centres,

ecologically-onented voliitany organizations, child-care centres, etc.).

In other words, onee ene break away from the rigid, fetishistic conception that
"reai jobs" can crly be senerated through thie conventionz! labour market, once one
passes thc mcssage that services 1o the community constitute an equally real and
worthwhile contribution to society, then one can solve the unemployment problem
without rcsorting to cither a fully-planned economy, or solutions that undermine
competitivencss As to the economics of such a project, a much expanded voluntary
or civic scctor can be financed casily by thc huge resources now going to
uncmployment benefits, or by the equally huge amounts received as social benefits by

the weii-off.

& New Forms of Struggle

How are such policies to be implemented? What social forces or collective
ageiicics can appiy iiesc new means for achicving or dcelgcning social-democratic
goais? Thc main srsdional soctai-democatic force — _I-ﬂ:;tlsdﬂ, the trade-union
movement — cannot on its own effectuvely implement the new strategy. For one
thing, trade unions have been much weakened by the global system whereby
multinational capital can sclect the countries with the cheapest and most pliant labour.
For another, trade unions and the so-called social-democratic parties are based on

constituencics consisting (EyLdofidtmu®) primarily of the two-thirds prosperous

majonity rather than the one-third underprivileged third of the population.

In view of the above. the Lett should encourage a 'wo-pronged strategy. This
should (1) help towards the orpanization and mohthzation of the not easily
organizable underpriviiceed onc-third (old people, the permanently unemployed,

groups discriminated against on ractal or sexual grounds, etc.); and (i) try to

13



- persuade sccizl categenes in the privilezed twoe-thirds majonity that it is in their long

and even middle-icrm 1nierests to support the new social-democratic policies.

Since the two-thurds/one-third sphit does not necessarily conduce to a zero-
sum situation, it is possible to build alhances by persuading strategic sectors in the
two-thirds camp (i.c. trade unions, professional groups, "enlightened” capitalists) that
it is to their advantage to back a new social-democratic deal. Once the Left really
shifts its focus from being obsessed with the abolition or transcendence of capilalist
relations of production to being concerned with the broad distribution of rights within
capitalism, once :i juudly and uncymvocaliy deciares iis short and middle-range goals
to be humanization rather thaa the overthrow of capitalism, then strategic alliances

between the two-thirds and the one-third sectors become as possible as they are

dcsirabltg>
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Part Teve: SOCIAL D EMOCRACY AND THE GLOBAL SYSTEM

R The Glohal Gloonm of the Left

While the i_cftis continuing to misjudge social-democratic achievements and
potentialitics on the lcvel of the nation-state, at global level it has in somewhat similar
fashion failed to assess correctly - significance of the so-called Japanese or Asian-
Pacific model of late dcvclnpmeg This, like the social-democratic model at the

capitalist centre, is ancther atlempt to combine rapid capitalist growth

WY T YRR L. while avoiding the extreme forms of verty and
marginalization that "late-latc” capitalist development usually entailﬁsﬁ It‘w CmuL)
SCIRUIE e derslopmontl gt *sciel domorticsince, while
mmmmeewe: (0 Cai} such 2 developmeniai paticmn "social democratic® since, while it
i’
does entail growth and relative social cquity, ™ this is often at the expense of political
frcedoms (31;:3 suppression, that 1s, or light control of trade unions and/or working-
{
. class partie3T. R But unlike the Latin American authoritarianism, which is profoundly
anti-developmental, South-East’ Asian authoritarianism not only successfully
overcomes some of the classical dependency features of late development (such as

balance-of-payments bottleriecks), but also :akcs sure that at least some of the

benefits of capitalist growth spread downwards:

The first point to make about the Asian-Pacific developmental model is that it
is no longer restricted to the supposedly special cases of Taiwan, South Korea, Hong
Kong, and Singapoic. The pattern scems to be meore or less successfully followed by
Indonesia, Malavsia and, to a lesser extent, by China. Given on the one hand the

dynamism of such ecenumics and the sheer number of people involved, and on the

other the rciauye dechine of the United States economy, therce is no doubt that this
)

model will soon have

vimpact of

Aisfeve S s



The ahove developments have net as yet been properly digested by the Left
which, as a general rule, confinues o put forward a global analysis that is marked by
a mixture of gloom and impotence. In brief summary, the story goes as follows. In
the wakc of the commumist collapse |, the Unived States as the only remaining
superpower has managed to impose{via the international agencies it controls and

s/ of-oA.
other means) a pattern of wwwidwsi> development that spectacularly increases the
cxisting inequalitics between nch and poor countnies. The more the latter are drawn
into the world market, the more they expericnce extreme forms of marginalization
and — like several African countnies — starvation. Since multinational capital
(particularly in its novel financial forms) seems to have passed beyond the control of
nation-states and national or international trade-union organizations, it has easily and
_ _ infrustinnd
successfully imposed 1ts neo-hberal idcology on even such it organizations as the
International Monet2ry Fund (IMF) and the United Nations. The resuit is the further

cnrichment of a [ew at the expense of the huge marginalized populations of the third

world.

Within this general, quite reasenable outline, however, the Left minimizes or
rather sees in zero-sum terms the achicvement of the South-East Asian countries.
This is dismissed as nothing more than a few "cxceptional” instances of societies
shifting from the periphery to the semi-periphery. This move is seen as making it

even more difficult for other countries to do likewise, given that the world capitalist

) c2uhg ~ ot
some countries move up and others move down.

system "by iis very pature” creates inequaiiiies that result in a huge periphery and p
(s)

small semi-periphicry and &

R The o

Wbt above perspective, The Left sees the chances of humanizing world
capitalism as almost ml. In view of the dramatic decline in trade-union power, the
fecble dynamics of the so-called new soctal movements, the collapse of communist
regimes, and the total bankruptcy of what has been dubbed African and Arab
socialism, there is no-one to effectively resist international capital. The only
remaining hope is {for glebal contradictions to reach such a point that new anti-

systemic movements will emerge, or that, somehow, it will become increasingly

16



difficult to keep ibwe sterving masses of the third world indefinitely outside the

capitalist gates of the nch, developed world.@)‘ . >

——’—_—__‘/
(/—.—‘-__ S P —— __‘_\_‘.”.-r"—"-‘-—r.
[ think that although the above analysis is quite correct about the present state
of growing inequaliues m the world, 1t is fundamentally.flawed in the conclusions it

draws.

B Negative Evalittionism

[ shall begin by pointing out that the idea that the growing marginalizaton of
a large number of ex-communist and third-world countries will somehow create
contradictions, and eventually anti-systemic movements to challenge global
capitalism, is simply wishiul thinking W5=ow [l is a pipedream as unrealistic as
that of the 1960s andi 70s predicting the profound crisis and indeed imminent collapse
of the entire world capitalist system. In sober fact there are no signs of a total
collapse of capttalisny or of a challenge by anti-systemic forces, either in the short or
medium term. [tis cqually true that — nuclear or ecological catastrophes apart — the
developed capitalist countnes could perfectly well continue along their present
trajectory without being scriously inconvenienced gsrrere} by the growing
pauperization of a sigmificant portien of the world population. Giver their military
superiority, and the highly developed surveillance technologies at their command
inside and outside their borders, there is no reason why the governments of such

4
countries should not be able to keep starving focigners outside their gates indefinitely.

The idea of the more or less automatic diffusion of the malaisc of the
periphery to the centre 15 as tlawed as was its mirror image, propounded by neo-
evolutionist modemization theorists a few decades ago. This beld that the diffusion
of Western capital, technology, and values o the third world would sooner or later
push all those cousitiies up and up the evolutionary ladd% Diffusionism, whether

optimistic & /e Rostow, on i its nogative form a fa Wailersicin, is simply mislcading.



& The Zero-sum Conception of the Global Game

Another {Lawed 1dea, which again scnously underestimates the considerable
improvemcents thit cap occur within capitalism, is W:llcrstein's gloomy contention
that the shift oi some countries from the periphery to the semi-periphery/centre does
not changc the overall structure of world inequalities.  He holds that since capitalist
markelts, by their very nature, are bound to create inequalities — with some countries
going up and cthers having to go down — the overall ranking-order remains as

unequal as beforc. The idea 1s attractive 1n its simplicity and emotional appeal to the

Left, but it is wrong.

To argue that the world capitalist system operates in such a way that it creates
a centre/semi-periphery/penphery structure, and that this structure retains its tripartite
character despite the hmited possibilitics of a few nation-states for moving upwards
or downwards — this is truc but tnvial. Itis no more profound than arguing that, by
mecans of a variely of critenia (such as wealth, power, prestige, etc.), all populations

can be divided into upper, middic, and lower strata.

On thc other hand, the mere interesting proposition that relations between
central, semi-penpheral, and peripheral nations have a zero -sum quality — in the
sense that "a worsening of conditions (.@ﬁpheml slates as a group is a requirement

of the success of semi-periphcral states” ¥ — this is rather less convincing. It is, in

acayt
. J .
fact, particularly hard to sessiiaw because, more often than not, this type of
proposition is simiply atated as an obvious feature of capitalist markets, and no

systematic eftort is made 1o show what actual mechanisms bring about that zero-sum

situation on the level of the waorld cconomy.

By focnsing predonvinanty on world-market mechanisms, the world-system
approach automatically neglects the contnbution of bath inter-state configurations as

well as "internal™ social structures to the creation of glebal incqualities. If one rejects
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Wallerstein's purely cconomistic explanauon of inequalities, certain new conjectures
may be put torwurd. It might well be that the major reason for the tripartite
pcriphery/semi-penphery/centre struclurc noi being pear-shaped (not having a
narrow base, that 1s, and a brocad middlc) has iess to do with the world market and

more with the interrai oryanizaton of perinheral states.

If the profoundty anti-developmental character of most third-world state
apparatuses is taken into considera(inh (see below), neither more favourable world-
market mechanisms nor less cxploitative centre-peniphery relations will enable
peripheral countries to achicve semi-penipheral status. So if the tnpartite stratification
of present-day nation-states in terms of wealth, for instance, has a "Brazilian" rather
than a "Swedish" piofiie, ihis might be due Jess to the nature of the world economy
than to how the state in the periphery articulates with civil society. Another way of
putting this is to say that the highly unequal distnbution of wealth on a world scale
might have less to do with the structure of world markets or with the shortsightedness
or selfishsness of the core, and more with an inter-state system where the majority of
members are systematically prevented by their administrative structures and political

elites from taking advantage of the developmental opportunities the changing world
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8 The Role of the State in Late Development

This brings us to another misconception which is particularly prevalent among
those interested in the post-modem, post-industrial features of late capitalism. This is
that global development is said to be no longer conirollabic by even powerful states,
and that the naton-state is rapidly declining in a context where the multifarious
arlicu% between giobal and lecal/remonal forces largely bypass the nation-state

level.
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Altheugh thishs partically true in late-developing countries with a weak and/or
anti-developmental state structure, itis definily not so for the developmental states
of the South-tast Ay ivpe. Here, 1f anything, the opposite is true. The state's role
in attracting, guwiding, and collaborating with foreign investments is as crucial as its
role in directing inchvenous capital towards nationally ‘:Jcl'ined development goals.
Speaking maoic 2enerally. to the extent thal Gauon-siates have, or try to acquire,
developmental (catures, they (together with mulunational capital) are the only sertous

players on the global scene.

This being so, the Left would do well not to build its strategy on the mistaken
premiss that nation-stales are becoming increasingly irrelevant. For both the
ninetecenih and the twentieth ceniury, 10 1s the structure of the nation-state that is the
major dimension explatning why countrics thal started their deveiopmental trajectory
at approximately the same time and with roughly equivalent resources have
performed so uncvenly. Both “winners” and "losers” largely owe their status to the
structurc and functioning of the state, In the successful cases the state used resources
generated by the export of raw matenals und agricultural produce for the effective and
relatively egalitanan mmiernim%ian of agriculture, and its organic articulation with a

£
rapidly growing industrial scct(Gr. ™ In the case of failures, on the other hand, the
state either did not manage to break up traditionally-organized big landed estates (as
in Latin America), or if 1t did (as in the inter-war Balkans), it neglected to provide the
resulting smallholders with the kind of assistance agricultural modemization requires.
Either case could couid only mean feeble development of the domestic market, and

wcak or permanently negative linkages between industry and agnculture.

One of the most important cffects of such unsuccessful economic
dcvelopment is the unpact it has on the state. The failure to modernize agnculture
and to articulate 1t effcctively with industry usually leads to an overinflation of the
state apparatus, and o an accentuntion of s clienteliotie God “corrupt” features. In

other words, il creates a vicsons circle. The more the state fails to modernize



agriculture, tie imaic it acyuives anti-developmental {catures: [eaiures, that is, which

' ) i 1
prevent the ratonaiizatton both of itseli and of the overall cconomy.

Taking the above tnto account it becomes clear, | think, that the only way to
redress global incqualitics ts not by disrcgarding or bypassing the state, but by
making sure that statc-actors on the world scene are as agile and flexible as
multinational capital. The present siiuation cnes out for alliances among states of this

alliances which will not butld Maginot-Line defenscs, but will have the know -
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how and the administrative ability to conlrol' and collaborate with tireesesousees
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geaesmied=by muitinational cerporations, HYto-fatt

globally beneficial ways.’

E The only real chance the penpheral and semi-peripheral countnes have today
is}\sa.\.i!’l.ing from the arcsent anti devclopinenuai state structures and objectives to
developmental cnes. As long as third-werld countries continue to be run by state
elites and apparatuses that are totally sel{serving, corrupt, and incapable of grasping
the opportunitics that the changing global system is constantly throwing their way,
they have no chance whatsoever to ensurc a decent human existence to the majority of
their populations. Neither international aid (however generous and disinterested) nor
better terms of trade, nor vet the "transcendence of capitalism” will be of any help as
long as these countries' major resources are wasted by rapacious {sepstescaticy elites

primarily concerned with the consolidation and reproduction of the prevailing

relations of domination.

Summarizing all of the above argument, a flexible, agile, developmentally-
oriented, and interventionist state is not merely one of the preconditions for achieving
the social-democratic goal of balanced growth plus the distobution of rights

downwards, it is the main precondition — on both the national and the global level.

To focus on the latter sow, the United States and the international agencies
more or less under their control have contributed considerably to the creation of a

nco-liberal cuprtidist system atl over the weorld that marginalizes large minorities at

21
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home, and large majorities globally. If a shift in economic hegemony from the
: ?1 '
United States to Japan/South-East Asia is on the cards,® there is hope that the new £ Lo b &

Wy i B
e might apply the same quasi social-democratic principles on a world sczale

that have worked so well internally. While such a possible, but by no means certain,
devclopment will neither bring a socialist paradise on carth, nor will it automatically

sprcad or consolids e liberal demoeracies everywhere, what it might do is to rescuc
aud/ oy Stognehm
from stagnation, a very large section of humankind. It might even provide the

A

necessary (but not sufficient) preconditions for a reversal of the mindless waste of the

carti's resourses, and the incredible ecological destruction that present-day national
economic growth-nolicies entail (whether in the centic or the penphery). As such it
should be actively supported by those seciions of the Left which care rather less about

dogma and revolutionary pesturing, and more about the future of the planet and the

spread of rights to the underpnvileged — at home and abroad. C;&‘
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#A Demacracy as an Evolutionary Unlversal

The obvious objection to the above is, of course, that the so-called
developmental states tend to be avthoniarian. They have acquired a high degree of
independence not only vis 2-vis therr anti-deveiopmicntally onented upper classes
(such as traditional landcwners), but alsy vis-A-vis trade unions. This makes for a

Jux

social-democratic capitalism where the emphasis is more onhsocial than on

democratc.

While this is perfectly true, [ think that the choices open to late developers are
mercly between different types of authontarianism. The so-called democratization
trend in the periphery and semi-periphery is surcly a misnomer. What is exemplified

instead by several third-world couatries in the post-coldwar era is liberalization

without democratization. This means that while some sort of political pluralism has

been initiated to ensure certain civil libertics (such as freedom of the press), there is

no effective, democratic representation of popular interests on the parliamentary level.

&

Ha
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undermined by chcntchsuc} machioy populisu'c) es of poliucal incorporation.

-

The autonomous participatioa of the demos in the public sphere is systematically
(ol &

I this i wWiai inio conideration, the choice of late developers is seen to lie
between the Japanese/Korean and the Brazilian kinds of authoritarianism. The first is
rclated to a type of balunced growth that entuls relative autonomy within the global
system and rclative cquity at home. The second, Brazilian model, is associated with a
type of growth that crcates insurm_ounmblc trade dcficits abroad and massive

marginalization and pauperization at home.

letm hal what has jusi becn sard implies neither the old left-wing

(¢]
%)
-
-1
“
9
7N

argument that parhamentary democracy is a sham, a smokescreen for rule by the
tdwallis)
bourgeoisie; nor does it impiy tiie wwrd=sterdd argument that parliamentary
democracy is based on Western values, and as such should not be imposed by the
West on counines with i different cultural heritage. Parliamentary democracy,
although it is closely associated with the development of Western capitalism, and
although it assumed its fully developed form in the West, can neither be reduced to a
bourgeois ideclogical device, nor can it be dismissed as an institution reflecting
Westen idiosyncrasics. Despite certain well-known shortcomings, parliamentary

democracy as 1t is functioning 1n several developed capitalist countries has, like

cience, a universal, trans-cultural dimension. [t constitutes an invaluable

G2

achievement — not of Western civilization, but of civilizaton tout court.

But if parlamentary demacracy gonstitutes a universal, it is, as Parsons has
‘lg

rightly put it, an evolutionary universal:%= not all socicties, regardless of certain

..... Al —men s
runduun’u:al P|w~u33‘~!!!|()ﬂs

=es®, can implement it successfully.
15 by sew o Guism iu the social sciences, 1L is systematically ignored by
all relevant agencics — from the IMF to the American admimstration and Senate —
which, in the post-coldwar era, expcct sl countries in the periphery and semi-

periphery to instantly become transformed into British-style parliamentary

democracics.  The same people who contemptuously denounced the communist



foolishness oi ultia-voruniarisiic effors 10 radically transform modem societies
through "leaping forwvari®, are no teiter when they insist that present-day Russia and
China should nstintly transform themselves into well-functioning capitalist

democracies.

The point [ am tryving to make here 1s that for most of the countries of the third
world the crucial issue s not democratizaiion or rather liberalization; the crucial
issue is how to ensere a type of growth that avoids large-scale marginalization of their
populaiions, and financial bankruntey vis-3-vis unemauonal lenders. With this as the
real issue, the Japancse/[Korcan model has much more to commend it than has the

superfluous rhetonic of Anglo-Saxon neo-liberalism.

Moreover, i 1s {rom precisely such a perspective that Russia's simulianeous
opening-up of both her political and economic system has been such an unmitigated
disaster (having icd (o pscudo democracy; to gangster capitalism on the level of
distnbuuon, articulated to bureaucratic colfectivism oa the ievel of production; to
ncgative growth, lurge-scale paupenzation, etc.). On the other hand China, carefully
and gradually opening up hier cconomy while retaining a quasi-totalitanan political
system, is stcering towards a type of growth hat could, in the next few decades, make
her the fourth eccromic power in the wcr{ﬁ/z Although nothing can justify the
Tienamen Square massacre, the slogan of "growth plus welfare first, and democracy
later" has a plausibility that nobody can ignore — especially considering what the

alternatives arc.

. Conclusion

(1) Those on the tort who are genuinely interested iy helping the marginalized
and/or starving roputations of the firstand thrd wodlds shoulid start by admitting loud
and clear umf_)[.cnm was wrong, and thit Bernstein (as well as Marx —

inlcrmillcnlly)}‘ were right. The issue in the foresecable future is not to destroy or

24



transcend capitalim, but 1y humanize 1t — on the level of nation-states as well as

globaliy. To aim, as thic Left olien does, at humanization and transcendence

simultaneously means falling between 1wo stools and is ineffective on both counts.

Where, on the other hand, the "humanization” stage is skipped altogether so that one
-

may armrive direciiy at fess exploitative and alienating forms of social existence, the

"leap forward” 1nvanably has as an uniatended conscquence barbaric social

arrangements like these of the Stalinist or even the Pol-Pot type.

(i1) If the above is accepted as correct, the task of the Left in the developed
capitalist world 1s to {urther promote the social-democratic ideals of balanced
capitalist growth, «ocial justice, and political freedom. To a certain degree these
ideals have alrcady been realized in some countries, but need to be exended,
consolidated, and decpered in all nation-states. It is only when this is achieved on a
reasonable scale (and I cannot see it happening in our lifetime or that of our children),
it will provide the nccessary but not sulficient preconditions for moving to higher
forms of democratization — which might entail the peripheralization not of markets,

but of capitalist relations of production.

(iii) To realize or further promote social-democratic goals today requires new
means. It requires moving from massive nationalizations to indirect, flexible,
imaginative forms of statc intervention; it requires changing from universal social
benefits that primarily help the two-thirds pro?.’crous majority to a kind of welfare that
focuses on the onc-third majority of the underprivileged; it needs abandoning
unemployment policies that reward enforced idleness and create large-scale
demoralization, in favour of creating a dual system of employment (market and civic)
that guarantecs the right to work for all. but obliges thase nnable to find employment
in the markct sector 10 choose between retcuning and offering their services to the

communiiy.

(iv) On the global fovel nose, the Left sheuld strive {or the creation of a new

order characterized by social -democratic rather than neo-hiberal features, where global



stratificauon (that 1s, the distnbution of rescurces umong nation-states) will acquire a

Scandinavian/Korean rather than an Amencan/Brazilian profile.

For tus o happen, countrics in the penphery and semi-periphery should be

=
encouraged (by new lorms of ;u% and other means) to move from anti-developmental
to developmental forms of state interventionism. This is neither easy, nor can it be
achieved by external pressures alone. But in so far as third-world countries retain
their present profoundly anti-dcvclopmcnml) mpesowesgkleptocratic  state

structures, they are doomed to permanent marginalization.

1 [n this context I 4o not use the terms modernity and moderization in the
Parsonian, neo-evolutionist sense (i.e. not in terms of structural-functional
differentiation on the way from simple/primitive to complex societies). |
rather use it as historicallv-oriented sociologists (R. Bendix B. Moore) or
sociologically-oriented historians (E. Hobshawm) have used it when trying
to identify the qualitative differences between industrial and pre-
industrial societies. See for instance R. Bendix, Nation-Building and
Citizenship, New York: Action Books, 1969.

2 In a nutsheli: | here cail sucial -democratic those societies which, via
effective state intervention, have managed to develop considerable welfare
services (spreading not only political but also socio-economic rights to the
popular classes), while maintaining democratic-parliamentary institutions
and the expanded reproduction of capitalism.

3 For the development of this argument see G. Therborn (NLR 194), my
critique and Therborn's reply (NLR 200). In that debate we were largely at
cross-purposes: [ was arguing about the victory of social democracy in the
post-coldwar era (using the term social democracy in the broad sense as
outiined here above); whereas Therborn, in disagreeing with my position,
was marshalling evidence showing the relative eclipse of parties calling
themselves social democratic.

4 To reiterate: ) wmn using the term social democracy here in its broad
sense. | am not merely referring to parties or regimes that call themselves

social democratic,
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o 5 For'instance Indonesia, Malaysia, and (to a lesser extent, as | shall argue
below) China. (IE‘, ——
8 1 think it is only plain common sense that universal social benefits work

more equitably in extremely polarized situations, where the vast majority
of the population is underprivileged and the tiny privileged minority is so
well off as to be quite beyond state social benefits. This is obviously not the
case in the two-thirds/onec-third societies of the capitalist centre today.

9 Strategic games tend tn acquire a zero-sum character when the focus is
on the change cr abolition of the dominant rclations of production.
Agrarian reforms, for instance, typically entail zero-sum situations If the

certain that the turther impoverishment of the underpnvileged is a
precondition for thcir further enrichment of the privileged. 1 think this
is true both on the level of single capitalist nation-states and globally (see
below). ' VewrPury for, mﬁ vk) R

lo X See R.P. Appelbaum and J. Hendersonv{ eds), States and Development in
the Asian Pacific Rim, .. A /m Sage, 1992; he~Beyeted~FHre
LotitieatFeonomy—iihedlawAsian lodustriaisnt........... esrasssasaionesnasnnsinans ;
R. Wade, Governing the Market, Ithaca: Cornell Univ. Press, 1990.

N 9 The "late-late” label, much used ir: development theory, distinguishes the
(compared to England) relatively late Europcan industrializers (Germany
France) from these semi-peripheral societies that experienced large-scale
industrialization only afier 1229, See an this point A. Hirschman, A Bias
for Hope, New Haven: Yale Univ. Press, 1970, ch. 3.

)1 #0 See on this D. Morawerz, Twenty-Five Years of European Development
1950-1975, Washington D.C.: World Bank, 1977; and S.J. Anderson, Welfare
Policy and Politics in Japan: Beyond the Developmental State, New York:
Paragon House, 1993.

1 3 A Cf. F.C.Deyo, Beneath the Miracle: Labour Subordination in the New
Asian Industrialism, Berkeley: Univ. of California Press, 1989.

}7’ A2 S, Haggard, Pathways from the Periphery, Ithaca, New York: Cornell
Univ. Press, 1990,

13 A3 See for instance W.C. Martin (ed), Semiperipheral States in the World
Economy, New York: Greenwoud Press, /9;9 p.18.

|6 A% See E. Wallerstein, "The agonies of liberalism: What hope progress?”,
NIR No. 204, March/April 1994, pp. 1T

I? 45" The typical early work in this tradition is W.W. Rostow, The Stages of

Economic Growth, Caminidge: Cambridge Univ, Press, 1962,



’\a L& Sce G. Arcizhi, "The developmental illusion: A rcconceptualization of

the periphery”, in W.G. Martin {cd), op.cit, p. 18

” 47" Sce for instance M. Castells, "Furopean cities, the informational society

and the global cconomy”, NILR, No. 204, March/April 1994.
20 A8 See D. Senphiaas, The Furopean Experience: A Historical Critique of
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