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Democratic Planned Socialism:
Feasible Economic Procedures

AL CAMPBELL

1. Introduction

VER THE YEARS, MANY SOCIALISTS have written about
the undesirability or impossibility of using markets in an
authentic socialist society. Well-known early advocates of this
position include Marx (1875), Bellamy (1888), Kautsky (1892), Buk-
karin and Preobrazhensky (1919), and Neurath (1919). Only recently,
however, have more fully worked out models of Democratic Planned
Socialism (DPS)! been put forward by Devine (1988), Albert and
Hahnel (1991a;1991b), Cockshott and Cottrell (1993) and Laibman
(1992; 1995; 1999).2
There are two key and differentiating elements in models of DPS:
the type of procedures for instituting democratic control by people
of all the institutions they are part of, and the procedures for con-
scious coordination, control and planning of the economy. Due to
space limitations this article will address only the latter, but that should
not to be construed to imply that the author believes that specifica-

1 The name Democratic Planned Socialism is meant to distinguish it from the currently
popular market socialism visions, and from the now largely discredited Bureaucratic
Planned Socialism that existed in the USSR, China, and other similarly planned econo-
mies. The word “Democratic” is a shortened form of “Democratic and Participatory,” and
“Planned” is a shortened form of “Consciously Coordinated, Controlled and Planned.”
The more accurate acronym DPCCCPS is just too clumsy to use, not to speak of trying to
write out the full name in discussions on the socialist alternative to market socialism.

2 While Ollman (1979; 1998) does not attempt to provide a model of Democratic Planned
Socialism, his writings on the inherent problems of markets in market socialism are im-
portant to the current debate as well.
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tion of the coordination, control and planning procedures is more
important to the nature of socialist society than determination of the
procedures for decision making and participation.

Before one can discuss economic procedures (plus democratic and
participatory procedures if these are also under consideration), one
must specify the goals the procedures are supposed to further, to pro-
vide criteria for judging any proposed procedure against any alternative.

2. The Goals of Socialism

At the broadest and most abstract level, the central goal of social-
ism has always been something like “human development,” “the de-
velopment of one’s human potential” or “the opportunity to develop
potential abilities.” At a slightly less abstract level, self-governance (or
often simply “democracy”), equality, and solidarity are the most com-
monly cited sub-goals. Other still more concrete goals have been in-
tended to contribute to these goals, such as the standard (until recent
market socialist times) goal of nationalizing the means of production,
which was intended to contribute to both equality and self-governance
in the economy. Various authors list other goals they ascribe to social-
ism, such as “individuality” and “privacy” (Weisskopf), “liberty” and
“autonomy” (Schweickart), and “variety” (Albert and Hahnel), but the
traditional ones are still the ones most often cited. Recently most so-
cialist models, including the models of DPS referred to above, have
included protecting the natural environment as an important goal.

3. Conscious Economic Coordination, Control and Planning

Here I will discuss 16 specific proposals for rules and procedures
for democratic coordination, control and planning of the economy.
There are other aspects to be considered in a full treatment, but these
are all that can be discussed in the space available, and they will be
sufficient to portray the general nature of the proposed model. The
DPS economy will differ from markets in the manner of determina-
tion of three central aspects: what is produced, how necessary inputs
and human labor are brought to the production process, and how
what is produced is distributed.

Under capitalism, what is produced is determined by profit-maxi-
mizing companies. They respond to whatever direct or derived de-
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mand they believe they can make the most profit from, and they are
subject to the laws of the market that form the environment in which
they make their decisions on production. There is no pretense of
democratic control of the economy.

Two basic types of democratic changes must be effected to es-
tablish popular control over the whole economy. On the one hand,
decisions by the enterprises and organizations that produce society’s
desired goods and services must become democratic, being made by
those most strongly affected by the decisions: in many cases the work-
ers in the enterprise, in other cases some larger body. On the other
hand, society’s members must establish democratic control over the
interaction and coordination of these enterprise-level decisions, and
control over their aggregate results, to complete the popular demo-
cratic control of the whole economy. Two different types of mecha-
nisms will together generate this social control: the direct democratic
determination of a few socially important aggregates, and the speci-
fication of certain parametric algorithms for a number of enterprise
decisions. This section will elaborate on all of these points.

Goal 1: democratic control of two key social economic aggregates.
People hold different opinions concerning what part of total yearly
production should go to “the present generation,” that is, consump-
tion, and what part should be used to create a better economy for “fu-
ture generations,” that is, investment. Similarly, people hold different
opinions concerning the ratios they would like to see between the three
components of present consumption: individual consumption (con-
sumer goods and services), collective consumption (e.g., national and
local parks and other recreational facilities), and social services (edu-
cation and health care are two major examples). Therefore,

Procedure 1. The national population will vote to directly deter-
mine how to divide current GDP between present consumption and
investment, and how to divide current consumption between indi-
vidual consumption, collective consumption and social services and
government operating costs.®

3 This paper cannot address details of proposed procedures nor would it want to, as there
are various ways some of these could be carried out. Presumably the procedures would
be implemented in reasonable ways. For example on this procedure, there is no reason
to ask everyone every year to try to pick the exact percentages on all the categories they
prefer, and then try to derive some social preference from those choices. Rather, each
year people could begin with the levels that had been adopted for the previous year, and
then vote simply on a proposal to marginally increase, or decrease, each level, or leave it
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Any straightforward procedure would suffice to enforce these
democratic decisions.

Procedure 2. Workers will be paid (collectively) the full value of
what they produce (wages to be discussed below), and then taxed in
accord with their votes just discussed.

For example, suppose people voted for 10% investment and 90%
consumption, and for the division among current consumption to
be 30% for social services, 15% for collective consumption, 5% for
government operating costs, and 50% for individual consumption.
Then taxes would take a total of 55% of GDP which would be spent
according to (as a percent of total GDP) 10% for investment, 27%
for social services, 13.5% for collective consumption and 4.5% for
operating the government, leaving 45% to be spent individually on
consumer goods and services. This would ensure that the amount of
money in the economy available for purchasing consumer goods and
services would just equal the value of those goods to be purchased,
so there would be no reason for demand pull inflation* and the de-
valuation of “money.”

Goal 2: democratic control of micro (or enterprise level) economic deci-
sions. Traditional socialist models have differed on where a number
of microeconomic decisions should be made. In particular, there have
been differences concerning whether some decisions should be made
in an enterprise (by workers’ councils) or at a supra-enterprise level
by planners who represent a larger constituency or perhaps the whole
nation. The general criteria for deciding this issue are:

Procedure 3. Decisions whose effects are predominantly internal
to the workplace will be made by the workplace workers’ councils;
and

Procedure 4. Sections of society larger than the workplace work-
force must be included in any production decisions that significantly
affect these larger sections of society. Such decisions will be made by

the same. Over time this would move the levels to the socially desired positions, and al-
low them to adjust to changes in social preferences.

4 In fact there would be no reason for any inflation, but that will be apparent only after I
discuss below the manner of setting prices and the manner of paying wages.

5 The money in use should be called quasi-money or pseudo-money, in that it cannot do
what money does in capitalist systems, enter the circuits of capital and participate in the
process of transferring value created by laborers to owners of capital. For reasons of space
I cannot here go into a full discussion of the nature of quasi-money in DPS. For simplicity
and with this understanding of its nature I will simply call it money.
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a democratically elected government or by boards democratically
elected to carry out the task of making these choices to best reflect
society’s members’ preferences.

It is important to understand the amount of additional self-gov-
ernance this would bring into people’s lives. The following two groups
of types of decisions, presently all determined by owners of capital,
would be governed by Procedure 3 and determined by workplace
collectives:

Group 1. Relationship of workers to their workplace collective: hiring
and firing; discipline; promotions, evaluation and training; transfers and
leaves; internal information and communication systems; administrative pro-
cedures and rules; organizational form; extent and nature of supervision.

Group 2. Relationship of workers to one another and to the physical
features of work: quality control; working conditions; methods of remunera-
tion; maintenance of machinery and equipment; work methods, task order-
ing, job division, job rotation, variety of tasks, and so on; scheduling; work
distribution and assignments; type and level of interaction among workers;
employment of technology (that does not seriously impact the physical
environment); non-monetary incentives. (From Fuller, 1992, 6, with minor
changes.)

Other decisions would directly impact larger segments of the
population. As an example, consider the adoption of a technology
that might pollute the surrounding neighborhood, or might signifi-
cantly contribute to national or global pollution. Here the extension
of self-governance to those significantly affected requires decisions
be made at a supra-enterprise level, as proposed by Procedure 4.
Additionally, the collective consumption decisions and decisions on
the amount and nature of social services to be provided discussed
above should be made the same way.

Procedure 5. Choices concerning investment, collective consump-
tion and social services will be determined by a democratically elected
government or by boards democratically elected to carry out the task
of making these choices to best reflect society’s members’ preferences.

Comment 1. One ongoing discussion concerning socialist eco-
nomic models concerns centralization of decision making vs. decen-
tralization. My model clearly contains both centralized and decen-
tralized decision locations. The important issue is what the criteria
are for deciding how centralized or decentralized a decision will be.
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The need for coordination is the main reason for requiring some
level of centralization. If everybody buys a car because with the exist-
ing roads they can get to work faster than with a bus, the roads will
end up being choked and the people will not get the rapid transporta-
tion that they sought to achieve. Decentralization in this case does not
do a good job of satisfying people’s preferences. If 20 steel-producing
plants across the country in a market socialist system see that steel is
selling well above cost and hence decide to invest to double their
capacity to reap large profits on the invested capital, the market will
be flooded, steel will no longer sell above cost, the investor collec-
tives will not realize the goal they invested for, and society will have
wasted resources. Beyond the issue of collective self-governance by
people of the institutions they are part of, the main reason for de-
centralization is access to necessary detailed information. If one looks
at the list of production decisions above, one can see that the work-
ers in the enterprises themselves are the people who will have the
knowledge required for many of the decisions. One could have this
information relayed to a center, as was done for many of these deci-
sions in the bureaucratically planned economy of the USSR. But
depending on what incentive systems one had for the people involved,
one could have deliberately incorrect information relayed to the
center, as was in fact a major problem in the USSR, greatly diminish-
ing the value of decisions made by the center.

The location of decisions on the central/decentral spectrum
should be determined by the economic nature of the decision being
considered. In particular, decisions that require extensive coordina-
tion to achieve a socially optimal outcome must be sufficiently cen-
tralized, while decisions that need extensive and detailed local infor-
mation and do not have severe coordination issues must be sufficiently
decentralized.

Comment 2. Most authors who write about a post-capitalist non-
market socialist economy have stressed the importance to authentic
human development of a profound transformation of the nature of
work. The control given to workers’ councils in Procedure 3 above
implies this deep change. There is not space here to elaborate on
this, but it is important to emphasize its centrality to a socialist trans-
formation. All four of the DPS models discussed above refer to this,
but it is addressed at greatest length in the works by Devine (1988)
and Albert and Hahnel (1992a).



DEMOCRATIC PLANNED SOCIALISM 35

I want to next deal specifically with four decisions key to any
economy involving a division of labor and exchange: wages, prices,
investment and output. Note that under capitalism all are determined
by (conceptually) simple algorithms, which all aim to serve the goal
of maximizing enterprise profits. Algorithms for these four quanti-
ties will play an important role, though they certainly are not the only
contributing factors, as we have already seen, to economic coordina-
tion in DPS.

Goods and services produced will have exchange prices attached
to them, and as the name suggests the ratios of these prices will deter-
mine the amount of a good exchanged for another good or exchanged
for money. Exchange prices will certainly be set to (roughly) balance
the supply and demand for goods: shortages or surpluses represent
wasted human time and wasted resources that could have been used
to further human development. But the requirement that supply
equal demand at a given price does not close the problem mathemati-
cally. For example, if one had a price at which supply equaled de-
mand and producers decided they wanted to supply more output at
every potential price, then the price at which supply equaled demand
would fall. Having supply equal demand does not by itself determine
the price.

The socialist goal of equality suggests that if a person contributes
a certain number of hours to social production, she should be able
to getin return goods and services that took the same amount of hours
of labor by other people to produce. In this sense, everyone’s time is
held to be of equal value. Together the wage, price and investment
procedures presented below will achieve this egalitarian treatment
of human labor.

Procedure 6. Every person will be paid the same amount per hour
contributed of social labor. Clearly it is not important if we call the
wage $15/hour or one labor credit/hour.

Procedure 7. Every good will carry two prices, an exchange price
at which it will actually exchange, and a cost price.

Procedure 8. The cost price of a good (consumer good, capital
good, or intermediate good) will be the sum of what must be paid to
the workers, the cost price of intermediate goods, and the cost for
the use of capital goods (see below on investment).

A major difference between this system and a market system
enters at this point, and is particularly important to the ecological
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destruction thatis occurring today. As has been repeatedly observed
by its critics, neoclassical economics largely ignores externalities.
For example, a production process can pollute, seriously harming
the health of millions of people. The laws of the market prevent
the company from spending money to return the environment to
its original state even if it were inclined to do so, since that would
raise its price and cut into its market share and profits. In the DPS
system, the solution would be to simply require the enterprise to
correct any damages to the environment from its production pro-
cess and include the costs of doing so as part of the cost structure
associated with that technology.® Note that this and most externali-
ties affect many more people than the workers in the workplace, so
the amount of environmental protection required would be another
issue that would have to be determined above the enterprise level.
Democratically selected experts or the affected population itself
would determine the level of pollution that they considered non-
damaging to the environment.

Procedure 9. A democratically determined “Investment Council”
(IC) will determine investment to expand (or divestment to contract)
outputaccording to the relative gaps between the exchange price and
the cost price for all goods. All capital goodswill belong to the people
collectively, not to the workplace that uses them.

The exchange price indicates how much of the labor time which
they have contributed to production people are willing to pay for a
good, or roughly, how long they would be willing to work to make it.
The cost price reflects how much social labor it actually takes to make.
The bigger the relative gap between these for a given good, the greater
the gains to society from producing more of that good. Recall that the
total amount of investment has already been democratically deter-
mined, so the investment algorithm indicated in Procedure 9 now

6 Of course, a capitalist society could similarly pass such a law. But the law in itself is out-
side the operation of the markets as markets, and represents an element of non-market
direct social determination, in this case of acceptable pollution levels. It represents an
element of planning. Additionally, in a capitalist society governed by the drive for indi-
vidual enterprise profits there is a strong impulse to try to evade such a law. A DPS society
where enterprises and their workers view themselves as a part of the whole social process
of production is built on an understanding of the need for such coordination by plan-
ning and hence there would be no drive to evade such laws.
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determines how much of that investment goes to each enterprise to
expand its output, thereby bringing down its exchange price and
closing the gap.

Procedure 10. A cost price will be calculated for capital goods just
as for other goods. Recall that every year the IC receives some demo-
cratically determined part of the GDP for investment. Once it has
decided how to allocate that, as described in the last procedure, it
will purchase capital goods from capital goods producers, at cost
prices, and distribute these to workplaces. Once a capital good is given
to a workplace to use, a rent will be charged. That rent will be set to
pay back the cost of the capital good to the IC, over the time they
estimate it will take to be completely depreciated (from physical wear
and tear, or from obsolescence).

An important caveat is needed concerning the price mechanism
just described, a second procedure motivated by concern with the
rapidly growing environmental crisis. If the cost of a limited harvest
good (such as fish or timber) is such that at that price the demand is
more than can be sustained over time, the resource would be de-
pleted. Aside from its economic impact, that could be considered
environmentally unacceptable.

Procedure 11. A tariff will be added to the cost price of any renew-
able resource threatened with over-harvesting to raise it to a level such
that demand at that price will not exceed a level of production that
is environmentally sustainable. For non-renewable resources the same
procedure would be used, where the level of production is set to a
socially determined acceptable rate of depletion, including possibly
a rate of zero if so desired.

This of course will produce a revenue for the government. That
revenue could be used, for example, to lessen the taxes needed to
run the government. The use of the revenue, however, is a strictly
secondary consideration. The system of incomes and expenses is al-
ready balanced without this revenue, and the point of the tariffs is to
protect the environment.

Finally, consider enterprise output determination. As long as
the cost price is below the exchange price, people are indicating
that they would be willing to contribute more hours of their time
to social production than it actually takes society to produce the
good.
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Procedure 12. Enterprises will expand their output (for their ex-
isting capital stock) as long as the marginal cost of producing another
unit is below the exchange price obtaining for their product.”

Note in passing that to the extent that large amounts of capital-
ist production takes place in oligopolistic industries, this DPS proce-
dure would 1) yield important social efficiency gains over capitalism
(and over market socialism), and 2) represent a more authentic “con-
sumer sovereignty” (relative amounts of consumer goods produced
match consumers’ willingness to exchange their labor for them) than
would obtain under capitalism.

Just as models of DPS recognize that people differ in their ranking
of social goods and services for their consumption, such models should
recognize that people differ in their preferences concerning how much
work and what type of work they desire to engage in. I want to end this
discussion of procedures by very briefly indicating four procedures that
would increase people’s choices concerning how they worked.

Procedure 13 (labor/leisure tradeoff). People can work as many
or as few hours as they choose in social labor.

This is important to best meet the spectrum of desires that people
have on their labor/leisure (or even social labor/“individual” labor)
tradeoff. Leaving aside the issue of access to free goods such as edu-
cation and health care that society would have to decide on for people
who chose to do minimal or no social labor, people who chose to
work less still only draw back from the social collective what they
contribute. As such they do not constitute an economic problem.
Note that the labor/leisure tradeoff is simultaneously a high/low
social goods consumption tradeoff, again something about which
people will have different preferences.

Procedure 14. “Undesirable work” would earn some number of la-
bor credits greater than one per hour, with the rate set to assure that
the number of people desiring to do a certain type of work matched
the number needed by society for the socially desired social product.

7 To avoid one problem the bureaucratically planned economies faced, the economy will not
run fully taut, and enterprises will maintain specified optimal levels of inventories of all
outputs. If inventories start to drop, then the exchange price will be increased slightly. Since
now that price is above the marginal cost, output will also be expanded, thus returning the
inventories to their desired level (and avoiding the bottleneck that such a demand shock
would have caused in a fully taut economy). If the demand change is permanent, it will yield
a permanently higher price, and investment will increase to bring it down to the cost price.
If it’s only a temporary demand shock, then the inventories will start to build up once the
shock ends, and reversing the above steps will bring a return to the original state.
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This of course runs counter to the egalitarian Procedure 6. It is
seen as something affecting only a relatively small number of par-
ticularly undesirable jobs, as the only way for these few jobs to avoid
conscripting labor, which I view as more socially harmful than the
non-egalitarian consequences of this procedure. However, the egali-
tarian Procedure 6 remains the goal, and to constantly try to move
toward it one has:

Procedure 15. The greater the labor multiplier for some undesir-
able job, the more research efforts and funds would be directed to-
ward restructuring or transforming the work to make it less undesir-
able, or mechanizing it to eliminate it. This would tend over time to
move any non-unitary multiplier toward the standard value of one.

The final procedure concerns a different aspect of labor.

Procedure 16 (pay for childcare). Any socially useful service, as
determined by society, that does not produce a consumer service,
should be paid by society in accord with the logic of pay for social
contribution. This is already envisioned by most advocates of social-
ism for healthcare and education. The same logic should be extended
to child rearing — people engaged in that should receive pay for their
labor from society.

There are of course many issues here. Determining the rate of
pay for such work in the home would require social discussion, since
one is doing childcare all night long when one sleeps, but the nature
of the work is quite different from most other social work. Further,
the nature of raising children and the nature of allocating adult
human time to that activity will certainly change radically under any
socialist system from childcare work as it exists today. Again, all these
are details to be dealt with by the people involved. The point here is
that raising the next generation is clearly a completely necessary so-
cial activity, and so it should be treated and recognized as such, and
a non-market system lends itself to doing that in a way that markets
do not®

8 Free health care and free education are possible even under capitalism supported by taxes,
though they always exist in tension with the profitmotive at the center ofa market economy
and generally are supported to the extent they can be defended with arguments about
externalities. Paying for child raising in the family cannot be argued for on that basis
(better educated and healthier workers can be argued to increase output, but not well-
cared-for children, unless one stretches the point to provide for “happier future work-
ers”). In practice pay for home childcare is extremely rare in capitalist economies, re-
flecting the even greater difficulty of incorporating that into an economy whose focus is
making profits.
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4. A Word on Transition

The above is offered only to respond to the common criticism that
a workable socialist economy without markets is not conceivable. It is
not presented as “the perfect human economy.” People living in such
a society would certainly try to create a still more humane one. It would
be a step forward in human economic evolution from capitalism, if not
the only conceivable step forward, just as capitalism and other systems
were steps forward (in certain dimensions) in their times. Along the
same lines, it is clear that there would have to be some evolution from
capitalism to Democratic Planned Socialism. Here I will just pick one
of the aspects described above to discuss as an illustration of how one
would approach the issue of transition to DPS.

I have argued that the socialist goal of material equality argues
for equal pay for equal time worked. If a government committed to
building DPS came to power tomorrow, clearly the large majority of
working people would not be in favor of a strictly equal rate of pay
for all socially useful work. It would be against the socialist goal of
democratic self-determination for a “benevolent government” to
impose a strictly egalitarian wage structure on society against the
wishes of the majority of people. A simple procedure would be to
begin with the wage scale as inherited from capitalism,’ and then over
the years raise the lower wages faster than the higher ones. Key to all
this is that it must not be only some technical procedure such as just
described, but it would have to be accompanied by society-wide dis-
cussions on the importance to the project of full human development
for all of equal access for all to material resources that can be used
for human development.

5. Conclusion

The broadest goal of Democratic Planned Socialism is human
development. This requires conscious collective control of all the
institutions one is part of, including the system for the production of
goods and services used, i.e., the economy. This in turn requires a
balance between direct democratic decision making for some eco-

9 Likely an immediate boost for the lowest paid workers would be socially acceptable, be-
cause the idea that anyone who works full time deserves a wage above the poverty line is
already widely accepted.
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nomic issues, and parametric decision determination for others,
where the decision rules for the latter are democratically determined.
On the one hand, if one tried to democratically discuss out and vote
on too many details of the process of production directly, it would
leave no time for other dimensions of human development, and
thereby thwart socialism’s central goal. On the other hand, given that
people will have different ideas concerning what to produce and
consume, and how to distribute what is produced, conscious demo-
cratic social interaction is necessary if the socialist goal of people
consciously and collectively controlling the institutions they are part
of is to be realized. People are not consciously collectively in control
of an economy that is on “auto pilot” in the name of efficiency, an
economy that claims to reach a social optimum without people really
socially interacting to determine social preferences, amarket economy.
Enabling a fuller human development requires moving beyond mar-
kets to a democratic planned economy.
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COMMENT

We are glad to have the opportunity to comment on Al Campbell’s contri-
bution. His perspective is close to that adopted in our book, Towards a New
Socialism (1993). Campbell offers 16 “procedures,” which he argues would
contribute towards “democratic coordination, control and planning of the
economy” in the service of the socialist goals of self-governance, equality
and solidarity (or community). Basically, we are in strong agreement with
all 16 (we won’t repeat them here, but urge the reader to pay attention to
Campbell’s expression of them — to paraphrase a contributor to a usenet
newsgroup whose wit we admire, “to get the best out of this article, I strongly
recommend that you read it”). In the following, however, we will (of course:
such is the nature of debate) concentrate on the aspects of the issues where
there is some disagreement or at least difference in mode of expression.

We can agree with Procedure #3 (“Decisions whose effects are predomi-
nantly internal to the workplace will be made by the workplace workers’
councils”), but we’re a little concerned by the way Campbell expands on the
point, when he says that workplace collectives would determine “hiring and
firing; discipline . . . administrative procedures and rules . .. employment
of technology.” It seems to us that the details of such matters would be best
decided at workplace level, but that councils’ decisions nonetheless need
to be made in light of community-wide norms, reflecting decisions made at
a national or supra-national level. For instance, a workers’ council at enter-
prise X may well decide on specifics of hiring and firing, but one would hope
that aggrieved workers would have some recourse to a “higher” level if they
believed that X had treated them in a manner contrary to wider commu-
nity norms (e.g., in a racist manner, or in a way such as to penalize “whistle-
blowers”). We doubt whether Campbell would disagree.

With regard to Procedure #6 we heartily agree with the first clause,
“Every person will be paid the same amount” per hour of social labor con-
tributed (subject to relatively minor qualifications noted later, with which
we also agree). But we disagree with the follow-up: “Clearly it is not impor-
tant if we call the wage $15/hour or one labor credit/hour.” We have ar-
gued at some length that there would be great progressive mileage in a sys-
tem that clearly and explicitly called a spade a spade, i.e., referred to social
labor-time as such, rather than the mystified form of dollars, pounds or yen.
Partly it's a matter of an initial “revolution” in the mode of social account-
ing, and an accompanying change in mindset. We know Campbell is not prey
to such nonsense, but thinking in terms of dollars fosters delusions such as
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the notion that we “can’t afford” to employ everyone in a depression be-
cause we “don’t have the money” (and of course “printing” it would only
lead to inflation!). It’s also partly a protection against backsliding in rela-
tion to egalitarian commitments. It may not seem out of the way to pay one
person $X per hour and another $5X or $50X per hour: if you phrase it in
terms of someone getting 5 or 50 hours’ worth of labor-tokens per hour of
labor performed when the norm is one, the disparity is more open, and
invites protest and critique.

On a related point, we detect a certain lack of clarity in Campbell’s
Procedures #8 and #10, regarding the “cost for the use of capital goods” in
planning calculations. From our point of view the baseline concept of “cost
of capital goods” must conform with the principle of the labor theory of
value: a “capital good” (i.e., means of production) is so much crystallized
labor-time. The time taken to produce such goods should be calculated, and
means of production should be treated no differently from other uses of
social labor — unless one is ready to make a specific argument for the “mark-
ing up” of past labor relative to current; but in that case we have to be clear
on the basis for the mark-up, and specify the conditions under which it
should be positive (or negative, e.g., in the case of declining productivity or
a shrinking workforce).

Our last comment on Campbell’s proposals concerns his #16, “Pay for
Childcare.” We agree that “raising the next generation is . .. a necessary
social activity” and should be recognized as such, but we think we have to
“problematize” the individualistic mode in which children are often reared
at present. Yes, we want to say that women and men who spend their time
caring for young children are doing something socially useful, but we want
to encourage more community-oriented ways of raising children rather than
simply “paying people to be housewives” (or househusbands). We have tried
to explore this issue in the chapter on communes in our 1993 book.

A final remark on Campbell’s concluding “Word on Transition” (a sorely
neglected topic!). He says that at present, “clearly the large majority of
working people would not be in favor of a strictly equal rate of pay for all
socially useful work.” We wonder. It would be interesting to know, but we
would not be too pessimistic about this. We suspect there may be a greater
reservoir of gutlevel egalitarianism than Campbell recognizes.

ArLLIN COTTRELL
PauL CoCKSHOTT
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COMMENT

Campbell’s paper is a welcome contribution to the project of developing
non-market socialist models of socialist economic organization. He defines
the goal of socialism at its most general as the fullest possible development
of human potential in a self-governing society. He then sets out 16 propos-
als for the conscious coordination, control and planning of the economy
necessary to achieve that goal. Since I am in broad agreement with Camp-
bell’s approach my comments will focus on two areas where our emphasis
differs somewhat and further discussion would be useful.

Campbell argues that the level of centralization/decentralization
“should be determined by the economic nature of the decision being con-
sidered” and uses the concept of externalities to conceptualize this. I use a
similar approach to determine what I call the social owners at each level of
decision making, defined as those who are affected by the decisions made
at that level. I agree with Campbell’s Procedure 3, that “decisions whose
effects are predominantly internal to the workplace will be made by the
workplace workers’ councils.” It is when it comes to decisions with wider
effects that our emphasis differs.

Campbell’s Procedure 4 states that such “decisions will be made by a
democratically elected government or by boards democratically elected to
carry out the task of making these choices to best reflect society’s members’
preferences.” The decisions involved include those concerned with invest-
ment, collective consumption and social services (Procedure 5). A similar, but
subtly and significantly different, approach is adopted with respect to deci-
sions with ecological or environmental effects: “democratically selected ex-
perts or the affected population itself would determine the level of pollution that
they considered non-damaging to the environment” (emphasis added).

Atissue here is the question of how best to determine the social inter-
estin relation to such decisions. Campbell opts primarily for democratically
elected government and boards or democratically selected experts. There
are two problems with this approach. First, even in relation to largely tech-
nical matters, there is the question of whether the relevant information
necessary for effective decision making in the social interest would be avail-
able to such governments, boards or experts. Campbell recognizes the prob-
lem of potential bias in upward information flows, but does not discuss the
problems that arise from the tacit nature of much of the knowledge that
would be relevant.
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Second, however, most decisions with external effects are not in fact
primarily technical but are essentially political, in the sense that they have
differential effects on different groups and choices have to be made. Fur-
thermore, such decisions, particularly those concerning ecological and en-
vironmental matters, frequently have to be made in conditions of uncertainty
and, even if a precautionary principle approach is agreed, people will inter-
pret it differently. Perhaps this is why Campbell allows for “the affected
population itself” as an alternative to “democratically selected experts” when
it comes to who should make such decisions.

Since I have discussed tacit knowledge and the issue of technocratic or
managerial versus political decision making in my comments on Cockshott
and Cottrell’s paper I shall not go over the same ground here. In summary,
there is in general not just one homogeneous affected population but a
heterogeneous set of affected populations or groups. The concept of social
ownership provides the institutional framework within which the interested
groups affected by decisions at each level are able to negotiate and them-
selves decide what best meets their different preferences, which of course
are likely to change in the process of negotiation.

The other, related, area on which I would like to comment is at first
sight more technical and concerns Campbell’s “parametric algorithms for
... enterprise decisions,” Procedures 7-12. Campbell envisages two prices
for each commodity: an exchange price which roughly equates supply and
demand; and a cost price which is “the sum of what must be paid to the
workers, the cost price of intermediate goods, and the cost for the use of
capital goods.” Investment and disinvestment decisions are made on the basis
of the difference between the two prices in order to alter the supply and
demand balance so that the exchange price converges on the cost price
(which in addition to a rental on capital goods may also include a tariff on
renewable and non-renewable resource use).

In Campbell’s model such investment decisions are made by an
economy-wide “democratically determined ‘Investment Council’” (Proce-
dure 9). The Council acts as a centralized computer operating an adjust-
ment algorithm based on information about discrepancies between ex-
change and cost prices. It is able to do this because the algorithm operates,
and can only operate, on the basis solely of this quantitative information.
However, if the external effects of investment and disinvestment decisions
are to be taken into account, quantitative information alone is not enough.
It is also necessary to have qualitative information on how different groups
of workers and different local communities are likely to be affected by dif-
ferent investment and disinvestment packages.

This information can only be provided and evaluated by the heteroge-
neous interests involved, by the groups that will be affected, the social own-
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ers. Thus, with the exception of decisions over major investment in new
industries or sectors of national or international significance, an economy-
wide investment council is too centralized a locus. In general, investment
and disinvestment decisions should be made by bodies responsible for par-
ticular industries or sectors, at global, national or regional levels according
to the interdependencies involved. These interdependencies, in turn, will
determine the interests affected and therefore the social owners who would
be represented on the decision-making body and negotiate the package
agreed by them to be in their joint interests.

While I understand Campbell’s concern to achieve the right balance
between democratic and parametric decision making and share his desire
to avoid discussion overload, I think the answer lies in the transformation
of work that he refers to when mentioning Albert and Hahnel’s and my own
models. Abolition of the social division of labor, so that the work of running
society, of making decisions, is shared by everyone instead of being monopo-
lized by a ruling social class, offers the possibility of a genuinely participa-
tory, self-governing society.

PAT DEVINE

Science & Society, Vol. 66, No. 1, Spring 2002, 47-49

REPLY

I begin with a general comment. For historical reasons, above all because of
both the life and death of the USSR-Chinese model of a non-market
economy, the idea of “market socialism” as the way to build socialism gained
greatly in popularity over the last two decades of the 20th century. Not only
is it extremely useful to the ongoing development of my thinking on the
issues involved, but it is simply enjoyable, to receive comments and criticisms
like these from Allin Cottrell and Paul Cockshott, and Pat Devine, that come
from an extensively shared sense of the necessity for socialism to transcend
markets, and of the general aspects of how that could be operationalized.

Cottrell and Cockshott make five points and I will respond to each ex-
tremely briefly. There will always be a tension between local control (politi-
cal as well as economic) and ensuring local groups do not do “the wrong
thing” in the view of society as a whole. Discrimination and environmental
pollution are actually relatively easy issues in this regard. What should one
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do if a group for religious reasons refused to use modern technology, using
much more labor time to produce the same goods? Would one allow that
and still pay the same credit hour wage? I entirely agree on the educational
and political importance of recording and thinking about the egalitarian
wage in credit hours, notwithstanding its technical equality with a wage paid
in money. Note in passing that the shared view of Cottrell/Cockshott and
myself on the importance of a strictly uniform wage as a goal of socialism
appears to be a minority opinion among people who have worked out mod-
els of non-market socialism.

On capital goods, there is no fundamental difference. Their cost price
is just the money name for embodied labor time. The proposed procedure
is just a specific way of making transparent that the contribution from capi-
tal goods to cost is just the embodied labor time they pass on to output over
a long time period.

On childcare, I agree we need a fundamentally different, and less indi-
vidualistic, way of raising children than at present, though I think it is still
an open question as to how much group time and how much individual time
with one or a few adults will be best for the human development of a child
(and of course this will differ from one child to another). In the short term
after a revolution there will probably be both an immediate expansion of
daycare and the continuation of the family unit. My point is that some com-
pensation for time spent rearing children in the home will have to be worked
out in the short term; time spent raising children in child care centers, or
schools for that matter, is already compensated (though poorly).

Finally, my reading of “the average person in the United States” is that
they oppose the degree of wealth and income inequality that exists at present
and would support measures to lessen it, but that at the same time there is
nearly universal acceptance of the idea that people who “work harder” or
“work smarter” deserve a higher salary. A healthy socialist society will require
a significant deepening of people’s current egalitarian sentiments.

Pat Devine brings up a large number of points, all connected to the
issue of how decisions will be made in a participatory economy. In my intro-
duction I noted that notwithstanding their importance, for reasons of space
I'would have to say little on the issue of “the type of procedures for institut-
ing democratic control by people of all the institutions they are part of.” Of
course, that issue cannot be fully separated from procedures for conscious
coordination and planning of the economy, and hence Devine’s comments.
While extremely relevant to the nature of any non-market socialist model,
most of his comments bring up issues about democracy too broad to begin
to address in the space available here. Hence I will only address his two
comments concerning the investment procedure.
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While I dislike the “we must add qualitative to quantitative” formula-
tion that Devine and others often use — all information is both qualitative
(consider the passing of labor time from concrete to abstract) and trans-
formed into quantitative when used in decision making — I agree with his
point that sometimes something more is needed than looking at the differ-
ence between the exchange and cost prices. That is exactly what I have pro-
posed for non-renewable or depletable resources or pollution. In fact, there
are many other things that will have positive or negative externalities, that
is, a social value as determined by society that is different from what isolated
individuals indicate it is worth to them by how much of their labor time they
will give up for it. Any such thing could be dealt with by a tax or subsidy, so
the total amount would be what was socially decided, and the goods would
still go to those to whom they mean the most, in terms of their willingness
to spend time working for them (where everyone has roughly the same over-
all budget to spend).

Devine’s other comment is that “this information can only be provided
and evaluated by heterogeneous interests involved, by the groups that will
be affected, by social owners.” I agree with that, but not with his further
conclusion that, “with the exception of decisions over major investment
in new industries or sectors of national or international significance, an
economy-wide investment council is too centralized.” The investment council
is not a group of 20 people working in (say) Washington or London, but a
whole series of hierarchically connected bodies working all over the coun-
try. The principle is the same as elsewhere in my model — each decision is
to be made on the level that is economically appropriate for that issue.
Centralization (overall coordination, including the need to make total in-
vestment match the nationally decided amount, and then to determine how
that will be divided both geographically and industrially) is needed just as
much as decentralization is needed (to exploit local knowledges) for a
healthy socialist economy. The hard question in democratic theory remains
concerning the relation between the democratic board and the “affected
people” (the “social owners”), as well as the issue of who is to decide who is
an affected person and how much voice each affected person (presumably
affected to differing degrees) will get.

AL CAMPBELL



