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0. The state of the problem

From the concept of the seminar: “The international Left in its whole history has been confronted with a fundamental problem that ever again under the keyword ‘Social reform or revolution?’ (Rosa Luxemburg) has been discussed and trashed out in various variants. It was this problem that essentially contributed to the schism between Social Democrats and Communists. It expresses itself in an antinomy between a conception of reform, which knows no overcoming of capitalism and an understanding of socialist/Communist revolution, which was not able to conserve the achievements of the emancipation movements. This antinomy is being reproduced today in the relationship between many social movements and NGOs, left Parties and established trade unions, and in the process of the WSF among other things has been reflected in the discussion about global governance, the participation in governments and in the pattern of the social forums. The panel should be aimed at discussing the basic problems of a new understanding of transformation and show up forms of emancipative solution of the internal contradictions of such a transformation. Different scenarios of such a transformation have to be debated.”

The discussions within the WSF process raise a number of basic questions, which also require a systematic discussion. On the one hand, at the latest in 1989, an old practice – that of the build-up of a state party socialism – has been historically irrevocably refuted, on the other hand, alternative strategies of overcoming capitalism have not or only to a very limited extent been successful. At the same time, new forms of struggle especially against neoliberalism have developed, which require independent theoretical reflection. As the positions expressed within the WSF process show, there are neighbouring in proposals of an abstract anticapitalist nature and alternative ones essentially aiming at the reform of existing capitalism. This contradiction can put the unity of the WSF process into question and lead to a split, which can become just as fateful as the one between social democracy and Communists in the wake of the First World War. The theoretical basis of this contradiction is the difference between an understanding of contemporary societies as societies, which cannot be changed in their nature without radical negation (“revolution”), and a conception, which makes the capitalism-transcending character of “reforms” neither theoretically graspable nor practically recognisable. From the experience of state party socialism one can say: a good theory is surely not the most practical thing in the world, but a bad theory can make a good practice impossible, since its splits intellectually and sets up strategically false criteria for real-life action. 

The following reflections try to formulate contours of a theoretical concept capable of overcoming the old opposition between “reform and revolution” and developing approaches to a transformation strategy pointing beyond capitalism.

To do so, the following questions will be dealt with:

1. To the prehistory of the problem: Rosa Luxemburg

2. The understanding of contemporary societies as capital-dominated societies

3. Criteria for progressively overcoming of the capital-dominated societies and the vision of a socialist society

4. Transformation as process of progressive pushing back and overcoming of capital dominance over economy and society.

1. To the Prehistory of the Problem: Rosa Luxemburg and the Consequences
In 1899, there appeared Rosa Luxemburg’s writing: “Social Reform or Revolution?”, which made her famous in the German and international workers’ movement. She was just 28 years old, when she inscribed herself in this way into the annals of international social democracy. Against one of the immediate disciples of Marx and Engels, against Eduard Bernstein’s revisionism, she defended the, as she saw them, basic views of Marxism. She reproached Bernstein “with giving up social revolution, the final aim of social democracy, and on the contrary turning social reform from a means of the class struggle to its end.”
 Already in the introduction to her writing, she pointed out: “For social democracy, the daily practical struggle for social reforms, for the improvement of the situation of the working people still on the ground of the existing, constitutes the way to rather direct the democratic institutions to the only road possible, the proletarian class struggle, and to work towards the conquest of political power and the elimination of the wage system. For social democracy, there exists between social reform and social revolution an inseparable connection, by way of which the battle for social reform is the means.”
 In this connection, no social reforms are conceivable, which would themselves constitute social revolutions.

The strength of Rosa Luxemburg’s positions consists in that she wanted at any price to commit social democracy and workers’ movement to their role as systemic opposition and anti-capitalist force. She wanted to erect an insurmountable bulwark against the subordination of this movement under the goals of the ruling junker and bourgeois classes at the price of partial concessions, and for this also obtained the all-round support of the leadership of the then social democracy, a support, which vanished more and more after the Russian revolution of 1905 and was later replaced by a politics of exclusion and marginalisation. In 1913, Rosa Luxemburg lost the last noticeable influence on the social democratic party press.

The reason for this also lies in that Rosa Luxemburg’s position had a peculiar weakness: She seemed to be defending a position, which reduced the battle for the social, cultural and political interests of the workers and other parts of the people to a mere means of preparation to the revolutionary battle, even if she herself neither saw it, nor practiced it this way. The whole  parliamentary and extra-parliamentary work should, thus the consensus of the Second International up until the first decade of the 20th century, be subordinated to the goal of constructing a spiritual and organisational counter-power, which then, at the appropriate time, be it peacefully or, if necessary, also by violent methods, would take political and economic power. The reforms achieved immediately by the way of the social and political struggles were conceded no independent value in this theory. It was above all a question of strengthening the “heap of force” and to keep it together. The battle for reforms was only one of the means in this effort.

On the basis of this position, Rosa Luxemburg definitely refused any participation of social-democratic parties in governments. The same reforms, which were demanded as being necessary from the standpoint of a socialist opposition party, should not be implemented under capitalism by social-democratic governmental policy, since thereby the bourgeois state “as a whole” was being supported.
  
Revolutionary realpolitik was only possible on three ways: “by posing, by way of their most far-reaching demands, a dangerous competition to the bourgeois parties and pushing them forward by means of the pressure of the voting masses; then, by exposing the government before the whole country and influencing it through public opinion; finally, by grouping by their criticism within and outside of the chamber the popular masses ever more closely around its positions, so as to thereby grow into a respect-commanding power, with which government and bourgeoisie have to reckon.”
  There could be no socialist governmental policy under capitalism: “To the capitalist unitary economy… there corresponds the bourgeois unitary face of government policy.”
               
This position by Rosa Luxemburg and the Marxist orthodoxy of the Second International was based on the assumption that there existed a historically inevitable tendency of sharpening of the contradiction between the social character of productive forces and the capitalist property and power relations, as already Friedrich Engels had formulated.
 There existed, as a matter of principle, “to turn the sea of capitalist bitterness by way of bottle-wise addition of social reformist lemonade into a sea of socialist sweetness.”
 Despite the development of social reforms and democracy, the wall between capitalist and socialist society was only made ever higher and harder. It could only be torn down by the “hammer strike of revolution, i.e. the conquest of political power by the proletariat”
. And as she writes further on: “Socialism is thus not inherent to the daily struggles of the workers as a tendency, it is only inherent in the ever sharpening contradictions of capitalist economy and there to the subjective consciousness of the working class of the indispensability of its elimination by a social revolution.”
  
Such an understanding of socialist politics had an unexpected side effect. While it was intended to secure the revolutionary character of the workers’ movement, it devalued the whole field of daily struggle, insofar it ushered in democratic, cultural and social achievements, which really improved the situation of the working class, into a mere means to ends going beyond them. At least ideologically, it was thereby left to the so-called opportunists and reformists to stress the independent value of these reforms. Thereby, unintentionally, there was driven a wedge between those, who held on to the socialist goals, and those, who prescribed themselves to the fight for higher wages, improved working conditions etc. Second, the daily struggle in the counter-effect lost something of its dimension pointing beyond capitalism, since it was at best glorified as intellectual-revolutionary schooling of the proletariat. Put to a head: The revolutionary goals lost its anchoring in the real interests of the men and women workers, the broad spectrum of working classes and strata. And the fight for real interests was no longer led in the spirit of anticapitalism, anti-imperialism and antimilitarism. In the ban of Engels’ concept of an evolutionary preparation for the day of decision and the antinomy between reform and revolution, the revolutionaries in the German workers’ movements, also on grounds of their incapacity to practically bring together reform and revolution, lost the real leadership of the workers to the opportunists, who then delivered these workers in the hour of decision, in August 1914, without resistance to the imperialist world war.

Rosa Luxemburg was far from being a sectarian. In the very midst of the Russian revolution, she wrote: “For a true workers’ party like social democracy, for whom the workers are not a means to political ends, but a class, whose uprising and liberation is the final goal, for such a party even the smallest improvement of the daily fate of the proletariat cannot be indifferent.”
 More radically than many others, she acted for social reforms and democracy. Ever again, she called for the consequent representation of the demand for an 8-hour day, placed the question for a republic on the agenda, while the social-democratic leadership up until fall 1918 would have preferred to hold on to the monarchy, so as to hold the bulwark against a rule of the people as high as possible or in any case did not want to leave the decision concerning the republic to the “street”. She energetically demanded the pushing through of the general right to vote in Prussia, where different from the Empire until 1918, there still operated a three-class-voting system. Brilliantly, she analysed how unsatisfactory the social reforms had been there, where socialist ministers had been involved in the government.
 However, for a very long time, she held the opinion “that the introduction of socialism could begin only after the capitalist order had collapsed.”
  

Rosa Luxemburg developed no theoretical concept which would have been capable to lift the contradiction between revolution and reform in an emancipative fashion.  As long as she saw reform as something, which in no way was able to introduce elements of a new order, but would even increase the height of the walls between socialism and capitalism, her demand that one had to call for especially radical reforms, but could expect no essential transformation of capitalist societies from their implementation, remained politically sterile and led quickly into political isolation.   
The experiences of the revolutions of 1917 and 1918, however, also led Rosa Luxemburg beyond this opposition between revolution and reform. In light of the weakness of the left, she looked for alternative ways of socialisation and seized on the idea of the councils (soviets). Also under conditions of the by and large failed German revolution, she did not think of giving up this new way of self-organisation and self-administration, which could, thus she hoped, develop beyond the old alliance between social democracy and trade unions: “Today we have to concentrate on the system of the workers’ councils, the organisations do not have to be united by way of the combination of the old forms, trade unions and parties, but have to be placed on a completely new basis. Enterprise councils, workers’ councils, and continuing further upward, a whole new construction, which has nothing in common with the old overcome traditions.”
   
Instead of an all-out attack, Rosa Luxemburg proposes a new strategy of creation of elements of the new society in the bosom of the old society: “We… have to ask ourselves the question of seizing power as the question: What does every worker and soldier council in the whole of Germany do, what can it do, what should it do? There lies the power, we must undermine the bourgeois state from down below, by everywhere no longer separating public power, legislation and administration, but uniting them, and transferring them into the hands of the worker and soldiers councils.”
 Thereby, however, the question of reform and revolution can be posed in a new way: socialist revolution is thought of no longer as the “day of decision” , but as a process, which by the change in the relationship of forces, of power and of property, of institutional innovation, of reforms pointing beyond capitalism can begin here and today. 

Not every social or democratic reform pushes back capitalism, but the question stands, whether there are not ones, who have thus a “transformative”, by their nature a revolutionary  potential. Rosa Luxemburg seems to have seen in the councils such elements and principles of a new society, which there was a need to implement even independently of the takeover of political power in the state. If this is right, then she begins to overcome the old division between way and end, reform and revolution.

Thereby she starts to develop positions, in which the way is a real progress on the road to the goal (no longer in the sense of the sharpening of contradictions and the sharpening of a revolutionary consciousness) and the goal unites directly with the way and form of the daily struggle and the concrete defence of interests in such a way that thereby real progress in direction of the real aim can be reached.
 Such a position, in an overcoming of the old contradiction between reform and revolution can be called socialist transformational politics, a politics that seeks to change the real relationships, the ownership and power relationships in such a way that thereby capitalism is pushed backwards and inklings of non-capitalist relationships develop.

This conception can link up with certain ideas of Marx, who – in connection with the legislative curtailment of the work day in Great Britain to ten hours – wrote: “The ten-hour bill… was not only a great practical achievement, it was the victory of a principle. At the first time, the political economy of middle class succumbed in broad daylight before the political economy of the working class.”
 Enrico Grasso points to elements of the emergence of a “social rationality” (in what now follows called social logic in contrast to the logic of capital), “as it shows incipiently for example in some areas of natural protection…, of culture…, social protection and health care, … in infrastructure, thus in those areas, in which the first signs of an undeniable property of the whole society impose themselves.”
 He also points to “elements of superstructure in the preparation of Communism”
, as they were incorporated especially in certain forms of civil society and deals thoroughly with corresponding discussions mainly in the French and Italian Communist movements of the 60s and 70s, where also strong counter-positions were developed, which assumed that “the transition of one form of production to the other happened simultaneously in the whole structure, without preceding significant transformation in individual sectors.”
  
The conception of socialist transformational politics sketched above is based on a sequence of theoretical basic assumptions, which have to be discussed in more detail.
 It requires above all to break with the concept that a capitalist society could exist, which would not be marked by strong non-capitalist areas. For this, however, it is necessary to understand capitalism not as a form of capital utilisation closed in a totalitarian way, which is able to subject itself everything fully and without leftovers. Rosa Luxemburg had hit upon this problem in connection with the analysis of capitalist accumulation. She was galvanised to this by the investigations of British economist John Hobson in his work “Imperialism. A Study”, which in the underconsumption of the workers saw the reason for the capitalist states competing with military means for external non-capitalist product markets and would thereby get into an imperialist competition with one another. Rosa Luxemburg believed to have found that extended solvent demand principally could not result from the process of capitalist accumulation itself
 and reaches the conclusion that “at least the value added to be realised –and the capitalist production mass corresponding to it –

is impossible to realise in the midst of the capitalist crisis and absolutely must look for its takers outside of these circles, in non-capitalistically producing social strata and forms.”
 
Rosa Luxemburg claimed in the light of this background that there existed an economical constraint on capital utilisation forcing it to open to itself ever new non-capitalist buyers of capitalistically produced goods, often by way of the most brutal violence. On the basis of this thesis, Rosa Luxemburg was able, at least in her own eyes, to accomplish something that Marx had failed to do, to her, however, constituted the basic conditions of scientific socialism – the strictly economic argument for the inevitable collapse of capitalism: “Capitalism is the first economic form with propagandistic force, a form, which has the tendency to expand on the whole globe and to push aside the other economic forms. It is, however, at the same time, the one, which cannot exist without other economic forms as its environment and nurturing ground, which thus simultaneously with the tendency to become the world form is smashed by its inner incapacity to become a world form of production.”
 

Quite apart from the way the theoretical answer to the problem sketched by Rosa Luxemburg turns out, let us state here that Rosa Luxemburg in any event had discovered a basic fact of modern societies – they are not capable of survival as completely capitalist societies.
 Also the later feminist analysis was confronted with this fact and drew attention to the wide field of unpaid social work, in particular women’s work.
 The new tendencies of all-round capitalisation of knowledge and services
 in their turn  in turn testify to the fact that, on the one hand, there develop ever new sectors, which at least initially stand outside of capital commercialisation. The historical struggles of the past, however, also prove that its is possible, under certain conditions, to also take certain sectors under certain conditions out from the dominance of capital commercialisation.

From Rosa Luxemburg’s analysis, one could also draw the conclusion that capitalism has not broken down precisely because, in historical struggles, there were produced elements and areas of a non-capitalist way of production pointing beyond it were produced, which neoliberalism today wants push back again. Already Marx had won the insight: “As long as capital is weak, it still looks itself for the crutches of ways of production past or waning at its appearance. As soon as it becomes strong, it throws away these crutches and starts to move according to its own laws. As soon as it starts to feel itself like a constraint on development and is perceived as such, it takes refuge to forms, which – while they seemingly seem to complete the rule of capital – by the bridling of free competition at the same time seem to be the announcement of its falling apart and the dissolution of the way of production resting on it.”
 

On the basis of these experiences, one could state that two tendencies are inherent to the modern societies – that of the ever more far-reaching all-round capitalisation of all areas of life (capital logic) and that of the alignment of production, consumption, politics, and culture to social fundamental interests (social logic). The relationship between the two areas, on the one hand, is determined by the concrete requirements of socialisation at the respective level of development of the productive forces, needs, and culture and on the other hand by the relationship of forces in the respective society.

Also within the sectors immediately seized by capital commercialisation, interests of profitability and interests of the wage dependent, social interests in the upkeep of the environment, in communal development etc. stand in a contradictory relationship to one another. This “obligation to the common good” is the recognition of this fact by constitutional law. Neither the orthodox Marxist prediction of an ever stricter subordination of work under capital, an ever more far-reaching reduction of labour to mere executive expenditure of trained natural capacities of man has fulfilled itself, nor that of inevitable impoverishment. As much as these tendencies exist and certainly are dominant in quite a few countries and economic sectors, there ever again exist counter-tendencies, which result from the requirements of the development of productive forces and new demands as well as from social struggles.

Rosa Luxemburg describes the capitalist society in its pure form as it presented itself to her in the first World War, as a barbarism destroying itself and all humanity: “Humiliated, dishonoured, wading in the blood, dripping with dirt – thus the bourgeois society stands, such it is. Not if it, spick and span and demurely, mimics culture, philosophy and ethics, order, peace and state of law – as a rapacious animal, as witches Sabbath of anarchy, as plague stench for culture and humanity, thus it reveals itself in its true and naked shape.”
 This appears to repeat itself today as a result of an unfettered capitalist globalisation, where the authoritarian rule of an economic and political reaction is linked with the unveiled “horror of economy”, the dominance of the military, the spreading of the police state.
 Against that a broad resistance has formed, which demands other forms of globalisation and regionalisation. It will show itself, whether as already before in the fight against Manchester capitalism, imperialism, and colonialism, fascism and national socialism, it will be possible to mobilise sufficiently strong forces, such to oppose to this barbarism powers of humanity, freedom and equality, peace and state of law procedures.
2. The understanding of contemporary societies as capital-dominated societies

Under capital relationship let there be understood in what follows the dominance of capital over production and reproduction in economy and society. The “general formula” of capital, as it appears in the sphere of circulation, thus Marx, is money that becomes more money, value, which grows in the process of its reproduction ( G –
W – G’). In order to accomplish this, thus Marx, capital has to subject itself production, force the wage labourers to produce surplus value as property of capital, capital has to produce the social, political and cultural conditions or to design existing conditions in such a way that these conditions are established for the duration. The self-utilisation of money as capital is only possible, because it reproduces itself by way of the circumstances, subjects these to itself, even though these, in their turn, however, cannot be reduced to this quality of being subjected.

Under capitalism, we will understand in the following all social orders, where social reproduction takes place under the primacy of self- accumulation, under the dominance of profit. These are societies, in which the over-arching goal of the economy is the reproduction of capital, and to this economic goal, politics, culture, and security are also subordinated. Such a definition has the advantage that it leaves room to also recognise non-capitalist or even anti-capitalist tendencies and at the same time does justice to the plurality and the heterogeneity of real societies, without having to ignore the capitalist character of the development of the whole society. This definition allows us to reconstruct contemporary societies, in which the capitalist tendencies impose themselves as the determining tendencies (still), bring social forces as well a counter-tendencies to bear, even create own spaces, or respectively, occupy others, and in their turn fight for a change in the trend.
 It is a room for social struggles.
Such a subordination of society under capital dominance in no way demands – counter to the conceptions of an economic reductionism – the dissolution of the essence of non-capitalist economic forms or the destruction of these specifics of politics, culture or security as opposed to the economy, but even depends very strongly on these peculiarities and specifics. Subordination does not necessarily means dissolution or destruction, but functional alignment with the requirements of self- reproduction of capital. It is a question of subordination in a complex relationship of forces. The subordination outright demands the recognition of an independent power and logic of those economic processes, which are not immediately capitalist (for example private household economy or social security systems) as well as of politics, culture and security. Subordination is a tendency, which in no way breaks itself room in every single question and at every single point in time. It is a tendency, which comes out of the contradictory relationship between immediately capitalist and non-capitalist tendencies. Even the relationship between capital and wage labour is such a contradictory relationship of forces depending on the power of the two sides.

If one understands the capital relationship as dominance of capital over economy and society, then it is clear that it can maintain itself as relationship of extended reproduction of capital over all reproduction and life processes of society only if it permanently successfully subordinates to itself economy and society. The term capital relationship then characterises a tendency within an inner contradictoriness of contradictory tendencies. Marx in this relationship also talks about the formal and real subsumtion of work under capital. Capitalist societies would then be characterised by the inner contradiction between this subsumtion of work, politics and society under capital and the struggle against this adding-in, carried out by different social and political movements, which thereby express their own interests.

Societies in this understanding of the capital relationship would be characterised by the inner contradiction between capital relationships, on the one hand, and relationships of the reproduction of the wage labourers, inter-human partnerships, communes, the natural conditions of life etc., on the other hand. Depending on the relationships of forces, this “capital logic” could partly more strongly, partly more weakly impose itself dominantly against the “social logics”. Overcoming of capitalism would be the replacement of the dominance of capital commercialisation by the dominance of emancipative and solidarity-based reproduction of the “social” over capital commercialisation. 
Such an understanding of capitalism has a number of implications: First, it requires us to distinguish between the capitalist and the non-capitalist in a society. The rationalisation of a firm from the point of view of shareholder value, the worth of stocks, is an imminently capitalist endeavour. Non-capitalist tendencies are strengthened by any attempt to bring to bear in this process, and at the same time also against it, interests of those employed or ecological standards. Today’s societies, thus the thesis, are fields of battles, compromises and cooperation, which include capitalist as well as non-capitalist elements.
       
Second:  The dominance of capital commercialisation in economy and society is based on three pillars. For one, this is the special organisational power or capital, its capability to wait for profitable areas of commercialisation, to look for alternative investment possibilities regionally and internationally, the possibility to buy itself support. In privileged possession of the today determining general good, money, capital also has a privileged access to all other goods. While workers depend on their monthly income at the peril of social deprivation, whereas they are less mobile, while they can act politically only by way of pressure on the streets, by way of strikes and at elections, capital finds itself in an incomparably more favourable situation. Big capital by its nature already belongs to oligarchy, to the élite of a society – together will leading politicians and bureaucrats as well as the top of the media.
The dominance of capital commercialisation, on the other hand, is also based on the fact that the economic success of the private capitalist businesses is the condition for wages and taxes. The majority of the population as well as the whole public sector in the short term depend on this success of capitalistically-run enterprises. A politics that would drive the capitalist businesses into their ruin, under the present conditions also drives the wage labourers and the public budgets into quick ruin. The opposite calculation is harder to make, even though it is no less pertinent: impoverished workers and employed as well as poorer state budgets lead to shrinking demand and in their turn drive businesses into bankruptcy. At the same time, the long-term reproductive interests of a society – the growing up of new generations, education, health, environment etc. – cannot be satisfied. Here as well it is the question of relationship of forces and of reproductive interests. Yet since infringements of the capital side often show  themselves more quickly than those of the wage dependent and the public budgets, capital typically sits at the more effective lever. The debate over location is the ideological-political expression of this profit dominance. The third pillar of capital dominance is without any doubt the far-reaching control over politics, the ideological apparatuses (especially the media) and the military and all apparatuses of repression.

Orthodox Marxism sees the borders of capitalism in particular there, where the centralisation and concentration of production hits upon the fetters of private production. At first, this was understood in the way that private property would not permit to centralise and concentrate to the necessary extent as was then possible in the planned economy. However, on the grounds of  the position developed here, the borders of capitalism should be understood differently. First, the development of the modern productive forces and life patterns leads to a point, where the traditional forms of culture, education, health and reproduction of the natural foundations of human life, family etc. are almost completely dissolved. They now have to become the object of conscious social regulation. Today already between a third and a half of the social product is redistributed to maintain these areas and develop them.

Other than many classical industrial goods, social and cultural goods, however, by their very nature refuse themselves to monetary evaluation. They can, therefore, also not be directly integrated into capital commercialisation, without being completely deformed in the process. At least the standards, partly however also the prices and the substantial orientation of the production of these goods therefore have to be subtracted to the control by capital. This would go along with a further significant extension of the non-capitalist spheres in the society. If this is right and these spheres of non-capitalist reproduction at the same time are of prime importance for the development of societies, then those societies, who do not monetise or capitalise these non-capitalist sectors, will enjoy developmental advantages. To this are opposed possible losses of efficient use of social resources as well as the danger of bureaucratically-alienated disposal over these resources. There is therefore a need for a new shaping of public sectors beyond bureaucratic state economy. The core point are solidarity-based patterns of economic administration close to the citizens as well as participative democracy.

The monopolisation of social development in the hands of a minority has assumed new  forms under modern capitalism and old ones were maintained. This concerns the progressive concentration of the power of disposal in the hands of a globally ever smaller circle of persons, the accumulation of the disposal over wealth in fewer hands. Private property as well is globally very unequally distributed, and the distance between the top and the bottom in world society increase. The USA have concentrated the military, political, cultural, and scientific power of world society to a far extent in their hands. Three regional centres, the USA, the EU and Japan, dominate the world economy.

The consequence of this and similar development is, on the one hand, that the build-up of counter-forces really capable of action is extremely difficult. While it was obviously the most important developmental advantage of West European civilisation over other regions in the second millennium of our era that the power was distributed between worldly and spiritual powers as well as competing national states and that this distribution of power became a driving force for innovations, now strong monopolising tendencies can be observed. These concern less the capacity to innovate within the ruling tendency than the question how alternative other tendencies can be brought to bear. The WTO and other current negotiations concerning the further imposition of “free” trade and the international privatisation of services (GATS and TRIPS) reinforce the already ruling unilateralism of a type of unfettered capitalism which by rude force tries to subject to itself all non-capitalist spheres and tries to integrate them into direct capital commercialisation.

On the other hand, precisely this tendency of capitalisation throughout reinforces the pressure to gain space for alternative developments. The imperial extension of this kind of capitalism, this is shown by the global movement against neo-liberal globalisation, leads to a kind of overstretch. The costs for the suppression of resistance and delegitimation, the consequences of a strategy, which subjects sectors against their social nature to capital commercialisation, will grow. In the (up to now rather rhetorical) conflict between neoliberalism and  the “third ways” between American and European capitalism and especially in the conflict of the movements critical of neoliberalism with today’s globalisation, these processes take shape. To the growing power to suppress counter-movements, there are at the same time opposed rising costs (as they show for example in the US-American arms expenditures of more than 400 billion $ and of around one trillion Dollar world-wide) and ever new problems, which result from the all-round capitalisation of societies – destruction of the environment, strongly falling birth rates in the highly developed countries, the exclusion of considerable parts of the population globally and nationally as “superfluous”, weakening of the social cohesion of societies and many others. Privatisation, marginalisation and militarization are main tendencies of a reactionary neoliberal attack, as it has began in the 80s and has imposed itself after 1990.

After the ruin of the Soviet state party socialism, essential fractions of the ruling classes seem to be of the opinion to be able to dispense with important civilisational achievements and potentials for progress. The global hegemony of neoliberalism, a unilateral military power, the most direct forms of dependency on the USA and the regional powers allied with them, secured by IMF and World Bank, seems to suppress any alternatives. For the first time since centuries, the competition for an opportunity, which would be linked to alternatives, would seem to be excluded. The competition increasingly only concerns stages of the same, no longer differences in the quality of progress.

Under the hegemony of neoliberalism important forms of the transformation of social into individual development are being destroyed,  by demolishing basic rights, which reduces the economic, social, political and cultural participation of broad sectors of the population and abolishes it completely for certain segments. The most Barbaric forms of power were reactivated, as showed itself especially after September 11, 2001. At the same time, innovations are reduced to sectors serving the interests of a small minority, such that social development more than in the decades before becomes again a privilege of the few, thus exploitation. By way of privatisation, all-round capitalisation and authoritarian elite rule as well as comprehensive manipulation of public opinion, these tendencies are supposed to be cemented. Progress, as it could be observed in all its irregularity, after 1945 in many areas, will be replaced by reaction. Against this reaction, a new global counter-movement is forming today.

The position developed here is based on the thesis that all-round capitalisation, on the one hand, and tendencies of reproduction and new emergence of non-capitalist areas and their extension, on the other hand, are opposed to one another with inner necessity. To both sides are linked social interests and forces, which try to help either the one or the other tendency to get through. This position also implies that each presently thinkable society is characterised by a certain measure of capital commercialisation, that its dominance, however, is at the same time incompatible with the solution of the large problems of the 21th century.

The argument developed here on the basis of this position can be summarised as follows: the question whether there exists a historical tendency for overcoming the dominance of capital commercialisation over economy and society can thus not be answered unequivocally. On the one hand, societies, which broadly distribute possibilities for free development, the freedom goods, democratic and individual, social as well as political rights and put them at the disposal of as many people as possible, seem to enjoy to the degree of the progress of the productive forces of the individuals ever higher developmental advantages. They can therefore also impose themselves relatively more due to their higher attractiveness. On the other hand, there is opposed to this tendency, historically as well as in the present, a powerful counter-tendency – that of the monopolisation of property and power. Even though it turns out ever less frequently to be a necessary condition for a superior developmental capacity of societies
, it is capable of suppressing alternative approaches quite easily. The dissolution of this monopoly, the creation of space for counter-tendencies seems to be the most important tasks of movements, which aim at a transformation of capitalism, which points beyond it.

3. Criteria for the progressive overcoming of the capital-dominated societies and the vision of a socialist society

To formulate theories, which ask the question of how to overcome the capital-dominated societies, there has to be answered, on the one hand, the question for criteria, against which it can be measured at all, whether a society is really “superior” to the other. On the other hand, one has to be able to name basic features of such an order. Not to capitulate before the task of formulating such a strategy, which upholds the capacity for the self-renewal of modern society and subject it to the non-capitalist criteria of social and ecological sustainability and free and solidarity-based development, represents the maybe largest challenge for the alternative movements of the present. It was always simple and maybe is even simpler today to point to the injustice and the destructive force of a capital-dominated development and to thereby negate it morally and rob it of its ethical significance. The force of real criticism, theoretical as well as practical, however, measures itself by whether it is capable to lift this capitalism dialectically and by way of fundamentally changed power and property relationships, which make possible a higher stage of liberty and solidarity-based regulation as well as democratic self-administration, give the potential of contemporary societies for progress and freedom a new direction.

The implementation of a society and its “formational type” against others is thus conditioned above all by those resources, which a society can bring into the (economic, political, cultural, military etc.) competition with others.
 Brecht’s sentence “Progress and advance are not the same thing”
, is certainly right. It is also right, however, that societies, which dispose over an advantage on the fields of technology, economy, culture, and the military, step ahead over others – often in the cruellest way. It is an advantage in the social production of wealth, which enables them to do so, and it is dependent on the driving forces of the respective society.
Marx was aware of the circumstance that history takes place in the form of such stepping ahead over others. He was a contemporary to the conquest of the world by the European imperial states and the extension of influence of the United States. This formed the core of his understanding of an antagonistic progress, which ultimately, thus the hope, breaks through this antagonism.
 With hard realism, which leaves behind quite a few neoliberal theoreticians, Marx writes: “If one, like Sismondi, opposes the benefits of the individuals to this end (the development of human nature as a goal in itself – the authors), one is arguing that the development of the species has to be held up to secure the well-being of  the individuals, that thus, for example, no war may be led, wherein individuals certainly will perish… That this development of the capabilities of the species man, even though it first takes place at the expense of the majority of the human individuals and whole human classes, finally breaks through this antagonism and coincides with the development of the single individual, that thus the higher development of individuality is only bought by way of a historical process, in which the individuals are sacrificed, is not understood, apart from the sterility of such edifying observations, since the advantages of the species in the human as well as in the animal and plant realm always impose themselves at the price of the advantages of individuals, since these species advantages coincide with the advantages of special individuals, who at the same time constitute the force of the thus advantaged.”
 The advantages of societies over others, according to Marx, ultimately rely on the higher development of species capabilities, which in turn rest on “higher development of individuality”. In antagonistic formations, this would be the development of advantages of special classes of individuals at the expense of other classes.

Progress of individuals (in antagonistic or non-antagonistic form) and thus the dominance of certain formations over others, according to Marx, rests on their higher capacity to produce social wealth. It in turn is dependent on a higher development of individuality and  the capacity to transform this development of individuals into advantages of the respective societies, into real development of productive forces. Progress in this case presents itself as a double process of liberation and social transformation of growing liberty ( and be it at first in the antagonistic form of liberty of minorities at the expense of majorities) into social development. From the point of view of progress, formations are distinguished, let it be stated, by the type of mediation of the two sides of the social process. It is dependent on the power and property relationships as well as forms of socialisation, which transform individual into social and social into individual development. Exploitation is the monopolisation of this development by one group at the expense of and excluding other social groups.
Marx was convinced that this exploitation historically at a certain point would no longer be linked with superior production of wealth and thus higher capacity to impose itself of some societies over non-antagonistic other societies.

Innovation consist in the discovery of new opportunities, innovation in realisation of these possibilities in the various social spheres.
  This holds in economy, politics and culture to the same degree. To the degree that “factors are combined in a new way”
 and these combinations are validated in the battle for economic, political, cultural or foreign policy influence as “power of the new”, to that degree innovative capacity becomes the condition for the capacity for survival, since through this new combination the effectiveness of the available resources is increased, intensively extended reproduction becomes possible, By the creation of such a new reality, the basis is withdrawn from the old, it succumbs “in the eternal gale of creative destruction”
, which emanates from innovative societies and confers on them a tremendous radiation of power and capability to impose themselves. By way of innovation, the development of the productive forces of individuals and groups becomes social development of productive forces.

The level of innovative capacity of a society is conditioned by the extent to which, next to the existence of necessary resources (especially a corresponding cultural potential), the interest in innovations is institutionally anchored and the possibilities for innovation are institutionally secured. Core notions in this context are, first of all, an economic, political or cultural entrepreneurship
, which has the relatively autonomous (in no way necessarily private) and self-interested disposal over resources as a condition, and second a social space, which at least permits for innovations or even promotes by fostering a regulated competition by way of its institutions and transforms its results into social development.
 Innovation-promoting mediation forms of individual and social development constitute a basic condition of “progressivity”. Whether they constitute a real developmental progress, is decided by the power and property structures, which select the innovations and decide, which ones really impose themselves.       

While innovations constitute an essential form of transformation of individual and collective into social development, the enlargement of the possibilities for real participation of members of social classes and social groups constitutes the basis for the transformation of social development into individual development. Societies advance progressively, when they extend such possibilities in the form of real participation in the economic, political, cultural and social life of society to ever more groups and transform privileges into general basic rights. Progressive reforms and revolutions distinguish themselves above all by pushing through the demand for rights extended in this way to new classes and groups, which is impossible without the change in the property and power structures.

Societies, which - in comparison to others – develop superior forms of transformation of individual into social development and of social into individual development and where the property and power structures necessary to that end have been created, have – if one follows the reflections up to now – higher “chances for survival” in a world of global “eliminatory competition”. Historically, it seems to be the case that societies, which dispose over socially controlled markets, participative democracies or cultured publics and implement essential social, political and cultural basic rights, have developmental advantages over others, who lack these.

With Marx’ Sasulich letters, his last systematic exposition concerning formation theory, four formation types can be distinguished (1) the archaic or primary formations, which are based on different stages of the decline of communal  property and rule; (2) secondary formations, which are characterised by relationships of personal dependence and rule and by the dominance of the natural economic forms of exchange; (3) the tertiary formations, which are determined by a capitalistically marked way of production and the predominance of material exchange relationships (in the terms of modernisation theory: the differentiation of social partial system) as well as the dominance of capital commercialisation in the economy and of such an economy over the society; (4) quaternary formations, which Marx in the “Outlines” (where he had still summed the primary and the secondary formation up into one)  characterises as follows: “Free individuality, grounded on the universal development of the individuals and the subordination of their common, social productivity as their collective wealth…”
  It is the matter of a processive contradiction between different stages of individual liberation and different types of regulation and alignment of the social forces, which grow out of this liberation, corresponding to the social interests of the ruling social classes and groups.

The respectively higher formation according to this philosophy advances beyond the preceding one, because they represent in Marx’ sense “liberations”, which gradually lose more and more of their limited character – limited because it was at first the liberation of the few at the expense of many, and limited also by the character of the forms of socialisation, which progress from communality to personal and from there to material dependence to then usher, thus Marx’ vision, into the Communist universal exchange.

Marx assumed that in progressive sequence, there can develop society-forming structures (property and power relationships at the basis and in the superstructure as well as socialisation forms), which distinguish themselves from preceding or respectively co-existing relationships by way of two characteristics: first, by a higher degree of liberty (at least for a privileged part of the population), and second, by a higher degree of transformation of individual into social development and the other way around. This would mean: given an equal degree of freedom, a high stage of mediation of individual into social development can provide one society with an advantage, and the other way around, higher liberty can have a promoting effect, given an equal type of socialisation. Only from the combination of both criteria of progress, however, there develops the kind of explosive power that can lead to formational breakthroughs.

Assuming such a historical tendency as potency is also, following Marx, in no way to be set equal with “unavoidability”. Since, moreover, economic, political, cultural and especially military competitive advantages do not correspond to one another one to one, and furthermore, intensive development and extensive accumulation of power are not identical (societies inferior from the formational point of view can often compensate this temporarily by way of high concentration of power and also eliminate their competitors with extensive force), there is no necessity that societies, which stand higher in the majority of the dimensions of productive development, can assert themselves against others, often militarily superior ones, and can impose themselves over them. Often the development of alternative possibilities in history was already undercut at inception by forces, so that alternatives could not even materialise in the first place or were killed at inception. The new, therefore, often develop at the margin or in the “pores” of the old societies and their international systems and owes its survival to favourable environmental conditions.  The emergence of societies of a higher formational type is accidental in its concrete ways, their capability to assert themselves depends on whether they can protect themselves by their own power or rather begin to exercise a function for the even more powerful societies and are tolerated because of that. Only above a critical size, they begin to create a maelstrom in their environment, which other societies can no longer easily escape.       
4. Transformation as process of progressive repression and overcoming of capital dominance over economy and society

The statement of orthodox Marxism that it was impossible to create socialism economically and socially in the bosom of the “old society” relied on the assumption that a socialist society is founded on comprehensive state property. The transfer of the means of production into state property was considered as primary aim of the political seizing of power. Such a state socialism has turned out not to be viable in the long run. An emancipative socialism has to free itself of the Marxist-Leninist fixation on state socialism and declare the free development of each and everyone, she or he, to be the goal of one’s own movement. It thereby at the same time reveals itself as transformational project.

Transformation – in the last decade this was the concept for the transition from state socialism to capital-dominated societies. Democratic socialism as transformational project aims at turning around this process, however, not at returning to state socialism, but at replacing the functionality of individuals for profit-making by the individuality of each and everyone, woman or man.

The implosion of state socialism and, after that, its substitution by capitalism were a deep historical break of such dimensions and capitalism’s triumph spectacular to the extent that, following predominant opinion, transformation can only have one single direction from now on: All ways lead to capitalism. Francis Fukuyama’s concept of the “end of history” has hooked into the concept of transformation and robbed it of its openness in mainstream thinking.

The general content of the notion of transformation as a process of transition from one society to the other, unleashed by the incapacity of a given society to find solutions in the majority interests for its contradictions and for ripened large-scale problems, was pushed aside. Transformation as double process of erosion of social order and the emergence and strengthening of structures of another order, according to predominant Western opinion, is – even if a multitude of concrete conflicts and problems remain unsolved (for the CIS states and Mid Eastern Europe) – considered by and large as concluded, because in the stead of the leading Party there has stepped Capital – often, however, in the form of particularly repugnant mafia capital and with the consequence of social impoverishment of large parts of the population in large parts of the Soviet Union.
However, how about, if capitalism is not the end of history after all, if it was only left over for the time being? If, in the East, only the first act of more recent transformation had taken place, and this, moreover, is introduced into a society, which not only has no solutions to offer for virulent global problems, but whose power structures bring forth these problems themselves? Then the next act of contemporary transformation still has to happen - as a transformation, which points beyond capitalism. Then the reduction of the notion of transformation to the universal reign of capitalism and the practical transformation policies in the East is a limited point of view, which conflicts with the self-representation of the bourgeois societies as open societies. Then transformation is not to be thought of in the direction of capitalism, but in the opposite direction of a democratic socialism, and to be implemented in politics pointing in this direction as well.
In favour of such a position, one can argue that a society, whose basic structure is determined by the pursuit of profit, cannot be a just society. For a turning around of the direction of transformation, there speaks that by way of an unbridled growth determined first and foremost by the profit motive, the natural life conditions of humanity are being destroyed. Profit dominance is the main cause for the split of the world into Rich and Poor. The USA, in particular, raise the claim to determine world order according to their interests, have put in motion a new arms build-up, by way of the modernisation of nuclear bombs prepare the lowering of the threshold to their first use, themselves name Russia and China as possible goals and declare self-mandated and even preventive wars against “evil” to be an suitable means of the solution of world problems. Such arrogance and, at the same time, poverty in the “South” constitute a breeding ground for terrorism. A profit-dominated society brings forth all kinds of crime. It brings out violence on a daily basis, economic crimes and others, which hardly get through to the public. 

While the transformation to capitalism still continues, its constitution speaks in favour of the introduction of a new great cycle of transformation, whose direction men and women socialists describe as democratic socialism. “Transformation is a social search process with open end.” (Hopfmann; Wolf, 2002: 27). Yet, the participants have ideas about goals, ways, and values in this process, from which they expect the solutions to those problems, which cannot be solved in the rigidified present structures. The programs of the ruling German parties burn down to different variants of reforming capitalism. The Party of Democratic Socialism (PDS) in its party program of 2003, of which the present authors are the co-authors, presented a transformation project, which combines transformation within the capital-dominated societies with the overcoming of capitalism.

This dialectic of change in the framework of the given conditions and their putting into question at the same time sees itself subject to critical objections from two sides, each of whom solves these two sides of the development we aim for in their particular way. Some erroneously recognise in the interpretation of democratic socialism as transformation project a traditional left-wing renunciation of the civilisation gains of bourgeois society. Others read this project according to the old pattern just described as “only a reform” and fear the abandonment of socialist content. In contradistinction to this, we must insist upon the necessity of PDS policy as before combining socialist opposition with the claim to act as formative reform force in the daily life of the citizens, men, women and children, and with a graspable use value for the improvement of their lives.

Without an emancipative transformative process anchored in the life worlds of the people, it will never be possible to cross the borderline of capitalism.             

To conceive of democratic socialism as a goal being looked for in a transformative process raises the question, whether there exists a logic of the social, a social logic, which would act in bourgeois society as counter-process to the logic of capital. The argument defended here holds that such a social logic holds, which creates objective and subjective bases for a transformative process in the direction of emancipation, of social and ecological sustainability.

The notion of social logic is introduced here as a working concept, not as a ready theoretical category. It points to the fact that the tendency to the subjection of the whole society under capital and its logic of utilisation is counteracted by another tendency – precisely: a bundle of tendencies, which point in a different direction – a growth of social and emancipative claims and their growth. However, this tendency up to now is decidedly weaker than the logic of capital commercialisation, which dominates in bourgeois society. Moreover, the tendencies called social logic are not such a closely-linked web, not an economic law like capital utilisation. It is rather the power vector of quite different processes and interests, which are more or less opposed to the capital logic or could oppose it, assuming the prerequisite of considerably changed social relationships. Maybe, in the context of concrete discussion, a better notion for such a counter-logic will be found. Here, the point is to state that it exists and can be strengthened.

As a rule, conditions and processes, which stand in a contradictory relation to capital dominance, repression by patriarchy and other relationships of dominance, are at the same time embedded into these. Agents of social, cultural and ecological interests in collision with the ruling interests are often at the same time tied up with them. Moreover, potential counter-powers have different specific interests. The notion of social logic therefore points to inherently contradictory real or potential processes, which only with utmost efforts can put into question the present relationships of rule. For the activity of a social logic, there speak different theoretical approaches and practical observation, which are to be sketched in the following theses. A politics of transformation, which contributes to the present-day change of bourgeois societies and at the same time aims to go beyond its very borders, can be supported by way of different approaches, which mutually supplement each other:

Overcoming capitalism means to end the dominance of capital over society, to break the dominance of profit, to maintain the civilisation potentials of today’s societies and extend them by tearing them out from the subordination under profit as the in the last instance decisive measure of development. The gainful interests of entrepreneurs will continue to have an important function in the economic mechanism and contribute to business efficiency, innovation and dynamic. But the interest in profit would be conditioned in such a way that it does not spring from the starvation of millions of people, not from arms build-ups and commercialisation of health, education and culture, not from the split of society into Rich and poor and does not lead to continued destruction of the environment. Such a change of direction can only be accomplished by the strengthening of counter-powers and can only be brought to bear in opposition to weighty capital interests.
Basic features of a transformative politics, which would overcome capital dominance, on the basis of the positions developed here, will be the following policy goals:

1. gradual replacement of the dependence of the satisfaction of the basic needs of citizens, male and female, on capitalistically dominated markets by forms of need-oriented basic protection, efficient public sectors in the social, health, education and transport sectors; basic needs and public existential protection must have pre-eminence before free trade;

2. build-up of participative social democracy, which beginning at the local level up to the global processes aligns the framework for all economic action with the social interests of the lower and middle-level groups of the population and subjects the decisions to their participation;

3. imposition of the social obligation of all property towards the interests of the lower and middle-level social groups and subsequent generations (principle of social and ecological sustainability) as well as the co-determination of the employed as well as all groups directly concerned by economic enterprises in their essential decisions;

4. rolling back of the military imperial power of the USA and the transformation of regional organisations into powers of peace, which exercise their political, economic, and cultural possibilities for crisis prevention on the basis of the UN and under unconditional respect of international law; pursuit of terrorists on the basis of state of law procedure and according to the stipulations of international penal law…








Translated by Carla Krüger, 
Member of the PDS      
� Rosa Luxemburg: Social Reform or Revolution, in: Werke, vol. 1/1, p. 369 f.





� Ibid., p. 369.


� Rosa Luxemburg: A tactical question, in:  Werke, vol. 1/1, p. 485.





� Rosa Luxemburg: The socialist crisis in France, in: Werke, vol. ½, p. 33. On the concept of revolutionary real politics in the works of Rosa Luxemburg, compare Frigga Haug: Standing leg and free leg – Rosa Luxemburg’s concept of revolutionary real politics, in: Klaus Kinner; Helmut Seidel: Rosa Luxemburg, p. 139-151. 


  


� Rosa Luxemburg: The socialist crisis in France, in: Werke, vol. ½, p. 59. 





� Compare Friedrich Engels: The development of socialism from Utopia to science, in: MEW, vol. 19, p. 228.





� Rosa Luxemburg: Social reform or revolution?, opus cit., p. 400.





� Ibidem.


� Ibid., p. 403.





� Rosa Luxemburg: In revolutionary hour: What next?, in: Werke, vol. 1/2 , p. 558.





� Compare Rosa Luxemburg: The socialist country in France, in: Werke, vol. 1/2, p. 5-73. 





� Rosa Luxemburg: A question of tactics, opus cit., p. 484.


� Rosa Luxemburg. Speech against an economic-political unified organisation of the workers’ movement, in: Werke, vol. 4, p. 487.  





� Rosa Luxemburg: Our program and the political situation, in: Werke, vol. 4, p. 511.





� Rosa Luxemburg has never systematically developed this perspective and it can also not be imputed to her. There remains the question, however, whether during the revolution of 1918/19, she did not hit at the borders of former perceptions and was practically developing new positions, which she was no longer able to theoretically digest.  


 


� Karl Marx: Inaugural address of the International Workers’ Association, in: MEW, vol. 16, p. 11. 





� Enrico Basso: Elements of the new society, in: Historical-Critical Dictionary of Marxism, Berlin and Hamburg: Argument Verlag 1997, vol. 3, p. 254.





� Ibid., p. 254 f.





� Ibid., p. 256.





� Compare on that more systematically Michael Brie, Michael Chrapa und Dieter Klein, 2002: Socialism as order of the day, Karl Dietz Verlag, Berlin, p. 7-65; compare also the analytical approach in: Stuart Hall; David Hell; Don Hubert; Kenneth Thompson, eds.: Modernity: An Introduction to Modern Societies, Cambridge: Blackwell Publishers 1996.  


� Rosa Luxemburg: The accumulation of capital, in: Werke, vol. 5, p. 101 ff., 280 ff.





� Ibid., p. 308.





� Ibid., p. 411.





� Compare on that also very convincingly with respect to the factors work and money, Karl Polanyi, 1978: The Great Transformation. Political and economic origins of societies and economic systems, German edition Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp Taschenbuch Wissenschaft.





� Compare Claudia von Werlhof: “Housewifisation” of Labour, in: Courage, no. 3, 1982, the same, 1991: What do the chicken have to do with the Dollar? Frauen und Ökonomie, München.


 


� Compare on that Jeremy Rifkin, 2000: Access. The disappearance of property , Frankfurt am Main/New York: Campus.; André Gorz, 1989: Criticism of economic reason, Berlin, Rotbuch Verlag.


� Karl Marx: Outlines of the Critique of Political Economy, in: MEW, vol. 42, p. 551. 





� Rosa Luxemburg: The crisis of social democracy, in: Werke, vol. 4, p. 53. 





� Compare on alternative scenarios Dieter Klein, ed., 2003: Live instead of being lived. Self-determination and social security. Future report by the Rosa-Luxemburg Foundation, Berlin: Karl Dietz Verlag, p. 69 ff. ; Holger Fließbach, Jean Ziegler, 2001: The New Rulers of the World and its global Adversaries, München: Bertelsmann, 2003; Samir Amin: For A Non-American 21th Century. Capitalism beyond his best years, Hamburg: VSA, p. 78 ff.    


� Compare on that with view to state socialism Michael Brie: It is difficult to talk about the GDR, in Michael Brie; Dieter Klein: Der Engel der Geschichte (The angel of history), Berlin: Karl Dietz Verlag, 1993.  


� Compare on that the demands in the framework of the world social forum process, following p. xxx.


� It is an open question what measure of concentration of disposal over property today is still conducive to the development of productive forces. In the discussion over the development of free software such as Linux in comparison to Microsoft this has become very apparent.


� As Zbigniew Brzezinski makes clear, it is the interplay of four factors – world-wide military presence, a share in the global gross national product of around 30% in the last 50 years, an advantage in the know-how of modern technologies, as well as the cultural attractiveness and dominance of the USA – which today turn  “America into the single global superpower in the comprehensive sense.” Zbigniew Brzezinski, Die einzige Weltmacht. Amerikas Strategie der Vorherrschaft , Frankfurt a.M.: Fischer Taschenbuch Verlag, 1999, p. 41 (in the German edition). 


 


� Bertolt Brecht, Collected Works, vol. 12, p. 475.





� “Only if a great social revolution has mastered the achievements of the bourgeois era, the world market and the modern productive forces and has subjected them to the common control of the advanced people, only then human progress will no longer resemble to this horrible heathen God, who drink the nectar only from the skulls of the slain ones.” Karl Marx: The future results of the British rule in India, in: MEW, vol. 9, p. 226.





� Karl Marx: Theories about Surplus Value (Fourth Volume of “Capital”). Second Part, MEW, vol. 26.2, p. 111.


� This Marx explains in particular with a transition from a production of wealth relying on immediate labour to one, which is essentially fuelled by common labour. Compare: Outline for the critique of political economy,  MEW, Vol. 42, p. 600 f.





� The term innovation was at first applied to the cultural area. Machiavelli applied the term “innovatore” in the area of the political and only Joseph A. Schumpeter made it the central category of his economic theory.





� Joseph A. Schumpeter: Konjunkturzyklen (Business cycles), Vol. 1, Göttingen 1961, p. 95.





� Thus Schumpeter with direct reference to Marx in Joseph A. Schumpeter: Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy, New York and Tübingen, p. 138 (in the German edition).





� Entrepreneurship is no way identical with private capitalist economy. Neither are all private businesses entrepreneurially active (many only use available innovations), nor is entrepreneurship limited to the economic area. Thus the “party of a new type” was doubtlessly a historical innovation, which also helped many of those to succeed, who committed themselves to that model of the party. Innovations can be rendered in different property or rather organisational forms. The World Social Forum belongs into the category of innovation just as the soviets or the phenomenon of political mass strike.  





� Douglass C. North and Robert Paul Thomas in their historical study came to the conclusion: “The industrial revolution was not the source of modern economic growth. It was the outcome of raising the private return on developing new techniques and applying them to the production process. Moreover, international competition provided a powerful incentive for other countries to adapt their institutional structures to provide even incentives…” Douglass C. North; Robert Paul Thomas: The rise of the Western World. A New Economic History. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1973, p. 157.


 


� Karl Marx: Outline to the critique of political economy, MEW, Vol. 42, p. 91.





PAGE  
1
Michael Brie and Dieter Klein – How ? The ways of transformation  


