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WHAT IS SOCIAL ECONOMIC PLANNING?

The attempts to build post-capitalist societies in the twentieth century all used variations of the
material-balances economic planning procedures developed first in the USSR. Most advocates of
transcending capitalism came to accept the idea that the desired new society could operate only with
some variation of such an economic planning tool. One part of the current thorough reconsideration
of how to build a human-centered post-capitalist society is reconsidering how it should carry out, in
a way consistent with its goals, the social economic planning that all systems of production require.
This brief work first addresses a number of misconceptions and myths connected with the identification
of planning for socialism with the material-balances planning system. After that, and connected to
real-world experiments now going on in a few countries in the world, the work considers if the
required social economic planning could occur through conscious control of markets, for countries
attempting to build a socialism that uses markets for both the necessary articulation of all the steps in
its many production chains and for the distribution of consumer goods.
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I will begin with this article’s conclusions so that its principal message will not be lost
among the many considerations that lead to it, and answer to the following two question:
what is social economic planning? and what must social economic planning be for a desirable
post-capitalist society?

Conclusions. Economic planning is human planning applied to the economy, nothing

more, nothing less. It is human nature to plan concerning everything we do in our lives,

with no guarantee as to how close future reality will be to what we plan. On the other
hand, the ability of humans to create some vison of the future based on the past, but
different from it, and then conceptualize how to try to realize that vision, is a uniquely
human characteristic, a differentia specifica of being human. A socially planned
economy has the potential to be more efficient, to convert given inputs into more

outputs, than a capitalist economy. That is not, however, the fundamental reason that a

desirable human-centered post-capitalist economy must be socially planned. Rather,

the goal of such a society is to support and promote humanity’s “historical and

' Al Campbell, Emeritus Professor of Economics at the University of Utah, Vice-Chair of Inter-
national Initiative for Promoting Political Economy (IIPPE).
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ontological vocation to become more fully human” [6, p. 40]. People’s collective
development of their potential humanity requires more than that they exist under some
desirable conditions (it does require that, but that alone is not enough). The unfolding
of people’s full human potential requires that humanity collectively decides what
conditions are best for promoting and supporting its own never-ending human
development, and also how to create those conditions. The conditions of a cow’s life
are good; all the food it wants, whatever shelter it needs, immediate medical care if it
is sick, even air-conditioned barns if useful to increase milk production. But such an
existence is not the goal of humans developing their human potential. Cows are only
“consumers” of good conditions. They are not “active agents”, “protagonists”, who
themselves decide on, and then create, their own desired conditions for both well-being
and development. Cows have a life where well-being is created for them by others,
Plato’s philosopher king or some modern incarnation of that. An essential part of
humans being “more fully human” is the collective self-determination by the members
of society of all aspects of their lives. Social economic planning is humans acting
protagonistically to determine what would be best for society to produce with its
available social labor to promote and support their own human development, and then
collectively deciding what they consider the best way to produce that.

Introduction

The goal of this short work is to contribute to the on-going discussion of social economic
planning, and in particular to consider its role in in building a desirable human-centered post-
capitalist society. The article’s content is presented as twelve assertions concerning social
economic planning, each accompanied by brief supporting material. The conclusion is
approached in four steps. Section II begins by considering planning in general, viewing it
ontologically in relation to humans. This section briefly creates a frame in which all the
subsequent considerations of social economic planning understand it as the general activity of
human planning applied to the particular issue of social economic activity. Section III then
shifts to the history of social economic planning. A first assertion in that section concerns social
economic planning in all systems of economic production throughout history. But given that
the goal of this paper is to discuss the role of social economic planning in a desirable human-
centered post-capitalist society, this historical section mostly addresses the role of social
economic planning in capitalism, the socio-economic system that the desired future system
will emerge from. In particular, it addresses some broadly held myths concerning capitalism
and planning that confuse considerations of planning in a human-centered post-capitalist
society. Finally, with all the previous material understood as background for it, section IV will
consider the central concern of this paper, the role of social economic planning in a desirable
human-centered post-capitalist society. The social discussion on that issue is both on-going and
voluminous, and so there is no intention here to address all aspects of this issue. To the contrary,
this article is intended only as comments concerning a few of the much-discussed dimensions
of that issue. The conclusion to this work has already been presented above.

This work will use the adjective “socialist” as a synonym for the phrase “desirable
human-centered post-capitalist”. In the face of capitalism’s many brutal and inhuman aspects,
its birth and development were accompanied by many ideas on how society could be organized
better and more humanely. Many of these visions referred to themselves as “socialist”, though
others had other labels, for example “anarchist”. This author is well aware that in the twentieth
century the adjective “socialist” came to be widely used (certainly not universally) in the
capitalist world to talk about something very different, visions of societies that were less
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inhumane than what existed but were still capitalist. Similarly, in most of that part of the
world which broke from capitalism in the twentieth century, the USSR and later many
countries in Eastern Europe, China, and a few additional countries, the term “socialist” lost
many (but not all) of the “desirable human-centered” aspects of the term which had
characterized socialist visions of the 1800s. For these reasons many people trying to build a
“desirable human-centered post-capitalist” society today eschew the term “socialist” for their
vision. This author will use the term “socialism” consistent with its broad sense in the 1800s.
He maintains that using the word in this way is consistent with the human-centered post-
capitalist visons of many people today who emphatically refuse to call their visions socialist
because of the confusion caused by the historical abuse of the word.

This author sees his ideas on the necessity and nature of planning as very largely,
though not entirely, consistent with those of Marx and Engels. Their ideas, however, are not
understood to be “revealed truth” for “proving” the ideas expressed here, nor for any other
ideas this author expresses in any of his other writings on desirable human-centered post-
capitalist societies. To the contrary, their work is seen as a (very fruitful) source of ideas and
inspiration because of its quality. Academic and scientific honesty then requires the author to
acknowledge this, just as he would any other sources.

The word “communism” will not be used by this author in this work. It does, however,
appear in the closing quote by Che Guevara, and hence it needs to be addressed very briefly.
This author uses the terms “socialism” and “communism” approximately in the way they
came to be used after around 1890 by people who considered their work to be in the frame
developed by Marx and Engels. The first phase of the post-capitalist society, some of whose
fundamental characteristic were indicated by Marx in his Critique of the Gotha Program [8§]
where it was presented as “the lower phase of communism”, came to called “socialism”. The
word “communism” came to be used to refer to a subsequent phase of that society, which
Marx called there “a higher phase of communism”. Hence the word “communism” in the
quote by Che below is simply understood in this work to refer to a more developed phase of
the same human-centered post-capitalist society for which the word “socialism” is used as a
synonym in this work.

1. Planning in General and Human Nature

There is a broadly held view among many advocates of socialism that a fundamental
difference between the desired human-centered post-capitalist society and capitalism, which
they wish to transcend, is that socialism will be socially planned while capitalism is not. This
is simply incorrect. The next section will talk about social planning and capitalism directly.
Underlying the fact that all existing capitalisms have always involved social planning,
however, are two even deeper ontological points concerning human planning and human
nature, given here as assertions 1 and 2: Being human is sufficient to guarantee the activity of
planning, and the genuine ability to plan is necessary to be human.

Considering the relation between the activity of planning and human nature in one
direction, planning is an inherent aspect of being human.

Assertion 1 concerning planning and human nature: Planning is an inherent aspect of
human existence, of the way humans live. Being human is sufficient to guarantee the activity
of planning.

Considering the relation between the activity of planning and human nature in the other
direction, planning is a necessary criterion for inclusion in what we consider human. No other
animals have that ability, and independent of anything else, the ability to plan by itself
differentiates humans from other animals.
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Assertion 2 concerning planning and human nature: Humans’ ability to plan, in the
way that they do, is one differentia specifica of being human. The genuine ability to plan is
necessary to be human.

Both of these views on the relation between planning and human nature were among
the central concepts of the European Enlightenment, and numerous other philosophies from
other times and from other parts of the world, that held that humans were capable, collectively
by themselves, of creating a better world. In a well-known passage by a particularly influential
advocate of socialism from the 1800s, himself strongly influenced by the European
Enlightenment, Karl Marx wrote (here referring to economic activity, but he would argue the
same for any human activity):

We presuppose labour in a form that stamps it as exclusively human. A spider conducts

operations that resemble those of a weaver, and a bee puts to shame many an architect

in the construction of her cells. But what distinguishes the worst architect from the best
of bees is this, that the architect raises his structure in imagination before he erects it in
reality. At the end of every labour process, we get a result that already existed in the
imagination of the labourer at its commencement. He not only effects a change of form in

the material on which he works, but he also realizes a purpose of his own ... [9, p. 188].

Throughout the rest of this work economic planning is understood as human planning
applied to the economy, nothing more, nothing less.

2. The History of Social Economic Planning

Assertion 3 concerning human history and social economic planning: Humans have
always engaged in social economic planning.

Even prior to the development of agriculture, both the activities of gathering and
especially that of hunting involved social economic planning, in accord with our collective
species-nature. But with the development of sedentary agriculture around 12,000 years ago
(in its first locations), the complexity of social economic planning took a first major jump. It
took another large jump in complexity with the development of irrigation systems in Egypt
and Mesopotamia 8,000 years ago, and independently in Peru at least 6,000 years ago. All
major human economic systems since then have included, and could not have existed without,
extensive human planning.

Given that the goal of this article is to raise some considerations concerning the role of
social economic planning in a desirable human-centered post-capitalist society, this historical
section will mostly consider the role of social economic planning in capitalism, the socio-
economic system that the desired future system will have to emerge from. Specifically, it will
address two broadly held myths concerning capitalism and planning, illusions which confuse
considerations of planning in a human-centered post-capitalist society.

Assertion 4. It is necessary to dismiss myth 1, that Capitalist economies can operate
without social planning.

To the contrary, no capitalist economy has ever existed without social planning.
Consider as illustrations of this claim examples from two different time periods, different
phases of capitalism. The first is mercantilism. This well-known doctrine applied explicit
social economic planning. Executing this type of social economic planning was a central
political concern of the most advanced capitalist economies from the 1500s through the
1700s. It was at least a major factor, and in many cases the major factor, of the wars between
the emerging European capitalist economies, which were central in shaping how that period
of European (and through colonialism, world) history unfolded.
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Of more concern to this work are the capitalist economies of the twentieth and twenty-
first centuries, from which the desired human-centered post-capitalist societies are intended
to emerge. Particularly obvious are a small set of examples of “extreme capitalist economic
planning”, for instance the British and US capitalist economies during WWII [4, chapter 2].
Another example in this category which is often referred to, particularly by advocates of
socialism who are interested in developlng an “indicative” economic planning procedure as
opposed to a “material-balances” procedure, is “French Indicative Planning” after WWIL.
This will be discussed further in the next section on social economic planning for socialism.

Champions of the myth that capitalist economies can operate without social economic
planning respond to such incontrovertible historical examples of capitalism carrying out
these types of economic planning by responding that “yes, capitalism can socially plan its
economy, but it does so only under extreme condition like wars or extensive social breakdown,
not under ‘normal’ conditions”. This is patently false.

Modern “normal capitalism” is permanently engaged in anti-inflation planning, trade
promotion, and industrial policies, among many other types of social economic planning.
Those who maintain that modern capitalism can operate without social economic planning
deal with this reality concerning capitalism in one of two ways. A first way is to deny that
these are “really social economic plannmg The discussion of social economic planning
above, or even just looking up the word “planning” in a dictionary, exposes this argument as
an unconvincing exercise in “linguistic gymnastics”. The more common way to support their
claim that normal modern capitalism does not require social planning is simply to ignore the
large amount of evidence of this type to the contrary.

The sum of the effects from all these different normal types of social economic planning
(including how well it is done) is absolutely central to how well current capitalist economies
perform. Concerning modern trade promotion policies, note that the difference between them
and mercantilism, which was so clearly social economic planning, is not the difference
between social economic planning and its absence, but rather the difference in degree on a
spectrum between stronger and less strong social economic planning. The same understanding
holds for the modern industrial policies® as being on a spectrum with French Indicative
Planning [5] differing only by the degree of planning involved.

2 While the extremely important capitalist social planning tool of industrial policies has a long
history under capitalism, its modern extent and form arose only after WWII. The neoliberal form of
capitalism ideologically argued against such policies, but their value to capitalist performance meant
that they continued despite this declared opposition, even if their use was reduced in many countries.
The lethargic performance of the world economy since the “Great Recession” of 2008-9, together
with their extremely important and successful use as part of China’s strong economic performance
for decades, has led to the restoration of capitalist ideological respectability to industrial policies.
The economic consequences of the COVID pandemic since 2020 have reinforced that. See the
UNCTAD 2018 evaluation: Industrial policies have become ubiquitous. UNCTAD’s global survey
of industrial policies shows that, over the past five years alone, at least 84 countries — both developed
and developing, accounting for about 90 per cent of global GDP — have adopted formal industrial
development strategies. UNCTAD (United Nations Conference on Trade and Development). 2018.
World Investment Report 2018. Geneva: United Nations Publications. Available at https://unctad.org/
system/files/official-document/wir2018 en.pdf (Accessed 17/10/2021). and UNCTAD’s its June 23,
2021 panel by a collection of leading academic authorities on industrial policies, “Is Industrial Policy
the Key to Building Back Better?”. Available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Z2QEA6y-OZFA
(Accessed 17/10/2021).
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With the assumption that a desirable human-centered post-capitalist society will require
it to be socially planned as most advocates of socialism maintain, this false myth can be
stated in an equivalent way, a way maintained by many advocates of socialism: 4 fundamental
difference between a socialist economy and a capitalist economy is that the former is socially
planned, and the latter is not. This false myth harms the project of building a socialist society.
The myth implies that human well-being will automatically be improved by instituting any
form of planned economic production. To the contrary, what socialist economic planning
needs is social economic planning whose goal it is to support human well-being, as opposed
to social economic planning which supports capital accumulation, capitalism’s goal. To
properly address what sort of social economic planning will be needed to create a human-
centered post-capitalist society, that economic planning needs to be considered and discussed
as anecessary chan ge in existing social economic planning. Only in this way can the necessary
question be posed: “What fype of social economic planning will be suitable for promoting the
goals of our vison of socialism?”. That question is often dropped from consideration because
of the false belief that social economic panning in any form necessarily promotes socialism.

A second myth about capitalism has also misdirected thinking about what type of social
economic planning is necessary for socialism.

Assertion 5. It is necessary to dismiss myth 2, that The terms “market economy” and
“capitalist economy” are synonyms.

To the contrary, markets were also used in slave, feudal, and other modes of production.
Markets didn’t just exist on the margins of these systems of production, operations by
merchant capital for luxury goods consumed by the ruling class, but rather were embedded
in the central functioning of the feudal, slave, and other modes of production. Capitalism
indeed requires markets for its circuits of capital by which it carries out its exploitation that
is the goal of all class societies, but markets have also existed in almost all modes of
production, even though they carry out different roles in these other systems than in capitalism.
Markets are necessary for capitalism, but they are not sufficient to define a mode of production
as capitalist.

3. Social Economic Planning for a Human-Centered Post-Capitalist Society

The nature of a particular economic planning process is established by the interaction
of its goals (both its broad social goals and its specific goals for social production) and the
particular tools (procedures) it uses to both socially determine its production goals and to
achieve these. Planning tools cannot be evaluated if one does not establish first what goals
they are supposed to be supporting and promoting. Aphoristically: “you can’t know what will
help you, if you do not know what you want”.

Assertion 6. The broad social goal of economic planning for a socialist society is to
support and promote the goal of the socialist society which it is an aspect of. The goal of a
socialist society is the collective self-development by the members of society of their human
potential.

Historically, the many visions of a human-centered post-capitalist society arose out
of the desire to negate capitalism’s many brutal and inhuman aspects. From this, the heart
of socialism 1is its different overall social goal from capitalism’s. Capitalism’s goal, the
pursuit of which drives how it functions, is the production and appropriation of surplus-
value, the self-expansion of capital. Any analysis of the form and functioning of socialism
or, as is being done here, of any of its aspects such as socialist economic planning, should
begin with socialism’s different goal. In accord with this, and always stressing that there

33



Oxonomuueckoe 603podxcoenue Poccuu. 2021. Ne 4(70)

are different ways to state what the goals of socialism are, or the central goal is, this author
has included brief discussions of the central goal of socialism in many of his previous
works. For example:

For socialism, the central goal is almost universally accepted to be “human

development”, or some equivalent expression of that same goal such as “the

development of one’s human potential”, or “the opportunity to develop potential
abilities”, etc. Freire uses the longer but slightly more suggestive expression “man’s
ontological and historical vocation to become more fully human”. While still fairly
abstract, a set of more concrete and operative sub-goals, which one very often sees put
forward as the goals of socialism, actually receive their justification from their support
for socialism’s central goal just listed. The most commonly cited of these are self-
determination (or “self-governance” or simply “democracy”), equality and solidarity.

Recently the protection of the natural environment has been included as a goal in

almost all discussions of socialism [2, p. 113].

Assertion 7. The narrower “economic goal” of economic planning for a socialist
society is to socially determine what society would like to produce with the available social
labor and material resources, how to produce it, and then to socially do so (provide for the
“well-being” of all members of society).

Assertion 8. Social economic planning is a tool for achieving socialism's goals. As any
tool, its usefulness is evaluated by how well it supports and promotes those goals. Specifically,
the usefulness of a tool is evaluated independently of the way that it operates.

Notwithstanding significant variations between the concrete applications, there was
fundamentally only one experiment in the twentieth century of using the tool of planning to
operate a post-capitalist economy, what has become known as the “material-balances”
system. Considered as a too/ to be evaluated by how well it achieves the socialist society’s
broad social and narrow economic goals, a priori there is no reason why another type of
planning tool could not be created to socially determine what society would like to produce
with the available social labor and material resources, how to produce it, and then to socially
do so. The history of the material-balances procedures as applied in the USSR is that they
generated impressive growth for many decades, and then they lost effectiveness and the rate
of growth they generated declined markedly.

Assertion 9. The general performance of one possible tool for economic planning,
“material-balances” procedures, could be vastly improved from its twentieth-century
performances, in regards to both the broad social and narrow economic goals of socialism.

On the one hand, this is possible because of today’s communication and information
technologies that were not available until the end of the twentieth century. On the other hand,
these technological changes from the twentieth-century material-balances models alone
would not be enough to create satisfactory tools for social economic planning for socialism.
In addition and equally important, fundamental changes would need to be made in the social
organization of the planning procedures. Of central importance here is that all of society be
protagonistically involved through socialist democracy in determining what to produce and
how to produce it, and then in executing the attempt to do so. This would be radically different
from the system in the USSR in the twentieth century and the models derivative from that,
where a narrow sector of society determined and controlled the execution of the social
planning that it claimed would be best for society as a whole.

A number of theoreticians today advocate for this approach to improved material-
balances procedures. Arguably the most developed model of this type is by Paul Cockshott
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and Alain Cottrell, which they have presented in many works over the last three decades.’
This author finds their work concerning the technological possibilities to be very important,
but does not find the social organization they advocate to be appropriate or adequate for
socialist self-determination and collective protagonism. But regardless of one’s view on the
social organization of their proposed technologically-updated material-balances system, and
regardless of whether one holds that these shortcomings could be corrected in a somewhat
different appropriate material-balances system (which this author believes could be done),
the current reality is that no country in the world is carrying out significant experiments with
such radically improved material-balances procedures as a method of economic planning.
For this reason, this possibility will not be further discussed in this work.

Cuba, Vietnam and China maintain that they are building socialism?, and all have
developed new non-material-balance systems for planning their economies.’ To consider the
possible alternative procedure to material balances for planning a socialist economy that this
work will put forward requires that one first dismiss a third common twentieth-century myth
about socialist planning and markets. Two almost logically equivalent expressions of this
myth are commonly encountered.

Assertion 10. It is necessary to dismiss myth 3, that Social economic planning for a
post-capitalist society must be some type of a material-balances procedure. A second almost
logically equivalent common expression of this myth is that Economic planning for a post-
capitalist society and markets are incompatible.

The rejection of myth 3 in its first form in assertion 10 logically requires that there must
be some alternative to a material-balances procedure that could function as planning for a
post-capitalist society. In line with the real-world experiments going on in Cuba, Vietnam and
China, the author puts forward here an alternative tool to the material-balances procedures
for planning for a post-capitalist society.®

Assertion 11. For a socialist society that uses markets for both the necessary articulation
of all the steps in its many production chains and for the distribution of consumer goods,

3 For example, their most comprehensive single presentation of all their ideas considering a
society [3].

* China generally stresses that what it is building differs significantly in a number of ways from
the “standard view of socialism of the twentieth century” (even considering all the variations of that
idea) by saying that it is building “socialism with Chinese characteristics”. For the points argued in
this article there is no reason to enter into the current broad debate among advocates of socialism over
whether China is building socialism or capitalism. For this work China is presented as an example of
an economy that uses markets extensively that has a strong and effective planning instrument, through
which it can effectively direct its economy toward producing what its planners want to be produced.

> All three of these countries of course do use material balances for some aspects of their
national planning (particularly in the state sector), as do many capitalist countries, as well as most
large capitalist corporations in the world (in order to coordinate production between departments or
divisions - for this latter idea see for example [10]. The point of concern here, however, is that these
three countries also extensively use non-material-balances tools for their national planning, such as
their control of prices, control much of the national investment by which they can change production
over time, control of the interest rate, and control of the banking system.

® Note that it is necessary to reject the second form of the false myth in assumption 10 before
one can consider any such proposal.
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procedures to control production and distribution through influencing the operation of those
markets would be an alternative tool for planning in a socialist economy. Examples of this
type of tool for the of control of production include the control of prices, the control of much
of the national investment by which supply can be changed, the control of interest rates, and/
or the control of the banking system.

Three comments follow concerning assertion 11

Comment 1 concerning assertion 11. A positive statement of the rejection of the myth
in assertion 10 is: Theoretically, there is nothing incompatible between the concept of
socialism and using markets for both the necessary articulation of all the steps in its economy s
many production chains and the distribution of consumer goods, with markets being defined
as institutions for the exchange of equivalents, as they have been throughout history. In
particular relative to this assertion, the existence of markets in themselves in no way implies
exploitation, the living by some people off the labor of others, which is a central proscription
of socialism.

Comment 2 concerning assertion 11. The experiments in strong procedures for
planning and managing social economic production in economies with extensive markets in
Cuba, Vietnam and China referred to above give a social importance to the study of the
approach to socialist planning proposed in assertion 11 that is absent for the theoretical
proposals for radically improved material-balances procedures.

Comment 3 concerning assertion 11. The term “market socialism” has come to refer
to theoretical systems where production is carried out for capital to earn profits through
exploitation, and then the government redistributes some of what capital has expropriated
back to the actual producers of value. Hence a market-socialist system is a capitalist system
and not a socialist system. What is being discussed here is something different, “socialism
with markets”. As the words in its name say, socialism with markets is a socialist system,
unlike market socialism. A socialist system with markets is not a market socialist system, and
a market socialist system is not a socialist system with markets. “Market socialism” is not a
synonym for “socialism with markets”.

It has been argued throughout this article that social economic planning is essential for
a desirable human-centered post-capitalist society. A final assertion about the nature of social
economic planning contextualizes it more broadly as an aspect of socialism. There are of
course scores of different aspects of any type of society and one must not be overly reductionist,
reality is complex. But when socialism is viewed in terms of negating capitalism’s most
immediate barriers to further human development, social economic planning can be considered
as one of socialism’s four central and defining pillars.

Assertion 12. When socialism is viewed in terms of the changes it represents from the
capitalism that it will emerge from, social economic planning is one of socialism’s three
central and defining pillars:

i) an end to anyone living off the labor of anyone else (exploitation). This can be done
by every person having claim to goods and services produced by society with the same amount
of social labor in them that the person contributes to social production (with collective and
social goods, which will be even more important in a socialist society than in a capitalist
society, appropriately included in the calculation). A society without anyone living off the
labor of others also represents the end of class societies.

ii) collective (or social) self-determination (or self-governance). This can also be
referred to as socialist democracy, which must be both participatory democracy and discursive
democracy. This is understood to mean that all social decisions are collectively determined
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and implemented by everyone who is “significantly enough affected” by the decision,” with
the demarcations for the groups appropriate for making each social decision themselves
socially determined.
iii) social and protagonistic planning of the economy, and all other aspects of society.
iv) developmental labor. Labor that in its execution supports and promotes human
development.

Campbell (2022) presents further comments concerning a possible structure for social
economic planning for socialism.®

V. Closing

As stated at the beginning of this article before the Introduction, the Conclusion has
been put at its very opening to assure that readers will see it, and not get lost considering the
arguments given to build support for the conclusion before they see what the conclusion is. It
should be re-read now in light of the support for it presented in this work. This article will
close with a quote from Che Guevara reflecting, in an extremely terse statement, the position
of'this work on the necessity of social economic planning for a human-centered post-capitalist
society, and what that planning represents at its most fundamental level.

... planning is the way of being of a socialist society, its defining category and the point

where man’s consciousness manages, finally, to synthesize and direct the economy

towards its goal: the full liberation of human beings in the frame of a communist society

[7, 315-6] (translation by this author).
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¥ As well as some comments on a few issues concerning the second of these pillars, socialist
democracy.
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9. Marx, Karl (1867) Capital. Volume 1. Reprinted in Karl Marx Frederick Engels Collected
Works, Vol. 35. New York: International Publishers, 1996.

10. Phillips, Leigh and Michael Rozworski (2019) The People's Republic of Walmart. London:
Verso Press.

Aa Kamn6emwr’. Uto Takoe connaibHO-DKOHOMUYecKoe miianupoBanune? B XX B. npu nombiTkax
MOCTPOEHHSI TIOCTKAMUTAIIMCTHIECKOTO 00IIIeCTBa TPUMEHSITUCH METOBI SKOHOMHUYECKOTO TITAaHHPO-
BaHMsI MarepualbHbIX OanaHcoB, pazpadoranHbie B CCCP. BonbIMHCTBO CTOPOHHHUKOB BBIXO/A 32
PaMKH KalMTalIu3Ma COLUINCH HA TOM, YTO HOBOE OOLIECTBO, K KOTOPOMY OHHU BCE CTPEMUIIMCh, CMO-
XKeT (PyHKIIMOHMPOBATH TOJILKO IPH MCIOIb30BAaHUH TOTO WJIM MHOTO HHCTPYMEHTA SKOHOMHUYECKOTO
IUTaHUpOBaHUsl. HBIHELIHsIsI BCECTOPOHHSS IEPEOIICHKA MTOCTPOCHUS MOCTKAMUTAIMNCTHYECKOro 00-
LIECTBA, OPUEHTUPOBAHHOIO HA YEJIOBEKA, OTYACTH CBSA3aHA C IIEPEOCMBICIIEHHEM TOr0, KAK UMEHHO
JIAHHOE OOIIECTBO OCYLIECTBIISET COLUAIbHO-IKOHOMHUECKOE IIAHMPOBAHUE, HEOOXOAUMOE JUIs
BCEX CHCTEM MPOHU3BOJICTBA, PyKOBOACTBYSICH CBOUMH LETAMH. B 3T0ii KpaTkoii paboTe paccMarpuBa-
eTcs psal 320y K IeHUH U MU(OB, CBSI3aHHBIX C OTOXKAECTBICHHEM IIJIAHUPOBAHMUS IIPH COLIUATIU3ME C
CHCTEMOH IJITAHUPOBaHMS MaTepUaIbHBIX 0aJaHCOB. 3aTE€M B CBSI3H C PEaJbHBIMU HKCIIEPUMEHTAMH,
MIPOBOAMMBIMH B HACTOSIIEE BPEMsI B HECKOJIBKUX CTpaHaxX MUPaA, OyJIET pacCMOTPEH BOMPOC O TOM,
MOXET JIK TpeOyeMoe COLMaTbHO-IKOHOMHYECKOE TUIAHUPOBAHKE OCYLIECTBISITHCS TOCPEICTBOM CO-
3HATEJILHOTO YIPABJIEHUS PBIHKOM B CTpaHaX, KOTOPBIE IIBITAXOTCS IOCTPOUTH COLIMAIIN3M, UCIIOJIb3Y-
IOIUI PBIHKY KaK JIJIs1 HEOOXOUMOTO COSMHEHNS BCEX 3B€HbEB MHOTOYHCIICHHBIX ITPON3BO/ICTBEH-
HBIX LIENIOYEK, TaK U Ul PACHPEAEICHUS TOBAPOB IIUPOKOT0 NOTPEOICHNUSI.

Knrwouesvie crnosa: 5KOHOMUUECKOE ITAaHUPOBAHUEC, COLMUATTUCTUYCCKOC IINIAHUPOBAHUEC, COLIUAJIU3M,
MMOCTKATUTAIMCTUYCCKHIA.

® On Komnbenn, nou€tHelii npodeccop sxkoHoMukn YHuBepcurtera HOThI, compencenarens
MexyHapoaHON MHULMATHBEI 110 MPOJBUKEHUIO MOJTUTHYECKON SKOHOMUH.

38



™

TPEBOBAHUSA K MATEPUAJIAM, IIPEJICTABJISIEMBIM B )KYPHAJI
«QKOHOMUNYECKOE BO3POKIEHHUE POCCHUN»

O0mme moJs10KeHUA

PenmakipionHas Koyuterns xKypHaiia « JKOHOMHUECKOe Bo3pokaeHue Poccumy» npuHnMa-
€T Ha PaCCMOTPEHHUE CTaThU IO aKTyaJIbHBIM BOIpOcaM 0a3MCHOM M MPHUKIAJHON SKOHOMUYE-
CKOH TEOpHH, XO35IIICTBEHHOM NMPAKTUKK U HAYYHOH KU3HU SKOHOMUYECKOTO COOOIIEeCTRA.

[TomydeHHbIe CTaTbU PELIEH3UPYIOTCS U PH MOJIOKUTEIBHOM 3aKIII0OYCHUH PEAaKTHPY-
1oTcs. Pemakiys He cOTTacoBBIBAE€T C aBTOPAMH BHOCHMBIE M3MEHEHHSI U COKpAIlleHus, He
3aTparvuBarolve MPUHIUITHATBHBIX BOITPOCOB.

Mamepuanvi nepecuvliaromes asmopamu 8 peoaKyuro no 31eKmpoHHOU noume. 3asiBKa
Ha IIyOJMKaIMIO BKIIIOYAET:

1. @aiin, ozaenasnennvlil pamuruamu asmopos Ha pyCcCKOM 3blKe, COOePAHCAUULL:

1) cBenenus 06 aBropax ((pamuiIus, UMs, OTIECTBO; YUEHAS CTETIEHB; JOIKHOCTB; Op-
TaHW3aIusl, KOTOPYIO TIPEICTABISICT aBTOp U e€ aapec (MMOYTOBBIM MHIEKC, CTpaHa, TOPOJ,
yIIMIIA, IOM); KOHTAKTHBIN TeseoH (C yKa3aHheM Kojia roposa); e-mail);

2) Ha3BaHUE CTATbhU;

3) annotaruto (150-200 ciioB);

4) xknroueBbie cioBa (5—8 cioB);

5) TEKCT cTaThu;

6) 6ubnuorpaduvecKuii CIMCOK.

2. @aiin, 03a21a81eHHbIN QAMUTUAMU ABMOPO8 HA AHSIUUCKOM 3bIKE, COOePAHCAUULL:

1) cBenenust 06 aBTOpax;

2) Ha3BaHUE CTaTbhH;

3) aHHOTAIIHUIO;

4) KJTIOYEBBIC CIIOBA;

5) tpancauTepanuio oubiuorpaduueckoro criucka (references) ¢ mepeBogoM Ha3Ba-
HUN UCTOUHUKOB U U3JIaHUI (COOPHUKOB, )KYPHAJIOB U T. I1.) HA aHTIMICKUI SI3BIK.

TpeGoBanusi K 0(pOPMIICHUIO PYKOITHCH
O06ném crateu — 25 000...45 000 3HakoB ¢ mpobenamu Ha tucte popmara A4 ¢ oMU
mo 2,5 cm.
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TexcT HabupaeTcss uepe3 MojaTopa MHTEpBaia, kerib — 14, rapuutypa — Times New
Roman.

Bce cTpanuiisl pykonucu HyMepyoTCs.

Kaxnas mabauya nomxkHa MMETh Ha3BaHUE, PUCYHKU — TIOAPUCYHOUHYIO TIOATHCH.
VYpaBHEeHHUsI, pUCYHKU U TaOIHUIIbI HYMEPYIOTCS B MOPSIKE UX YIIOMUHAHUS B TEKCTE.

TpeGoBaHusl K CIMCKY HCTOYHUKOB

Cnucok JTOMHKEH BKIIOYATh MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO HAay4YHbIE CTaThU U3 PELEH3UPYEMBIX
HAy4HbIX HM3/aHui, MOHOrpaduu, aBropedeparsl auccepranuii. Hopmamuseno-npasosvie
O0OKyMEeHmMbl, CMAMUCMUYEeCKUe MAmMepuabl U padomol 6e3 yKazanus amuauii agmopoes
6 CRUCOK UCHIOYHUKOE He 6KAtoYaromca (IpYU HEOOXOTUMOCTH OHU YIIOMUHAIOTCS B TEKCTE
CTaThU WJIM BHIHOCATCS B IIOCTPAHUYHYIO CHOCKY).

CIuCOK UCTOYHUKOB JKEJIATENIbHO COCTABIATH B aJ(paBUTHOM HOPSIZIKE: CHadajIa — pyc-
CKOSI3bIYHBIE, 3aT€M — aHIIIOsI3bIUHbIE. CChUIKM JIENIat0TCs IO MEpE YIIOMUHAHUS HCTOYHUKOB
B TEKCTE CTAThH, IPU 3TOM B TEKCTE MPUBOJIUTCS MOPSAAKOBBII HOMEp padOThI B KBaJAPaTHBIX
ckoOkax (Hampumep, [2], [2, 3]). [Ipu onrcanuu crareii U3 *KypHaJI0OB I COOPHUKOB 00s13a-
TEJIbHO YKa3bIBAIOTCSI CTPAHMIIBI, HA KOTOPHIX MOMENIEHA CTaThs, Hanpumep: [2, c. 312];
[3, c. 312-320]. Umena 3apybdesicHvix a8mopos, YNOMUHAEMblX 8 meKcme Cmamvil, OOANCHDbL
ObIMb MPAHCIUMEPUPOBAHBL HA PYCCKOU A3bIK.

Jl71s Bcex KHMKHBIX U3JITaHUN HEOOXOIMMO yKa3aTh o0liee KoIu4ecTBo cTpanuil. Heo-
myOIMKOBaHHBIE HICTOYHUKH B CITUCOK JIUTEPATYpPhI HE BKJIoUatoTces. [Ipu Hanmuduu nCTouHu-
KoB, y kotopsix ectb DOI (digital object identifier), ero Heo6x0qMMO IPUBECTH B KOHIIE OH-
Omuorpaduueckoil 3ammcH.

[Ipu onucaHum 3IEKTPOHHBIX PECYPCOB yAAJIEHHOIO JOCTyNa (U3 MHTEPHETA) MOCIe
AJIEKTPOHHOTO a/Ipeca B KPyIIbIX CKOOKaX yKa3bIBaIOT JaTy oOpallleHus K IOKyMEHTY (1ara
obpamenus: 01.03.2020). Ha Bce npuBenénnbpie B OuOnuorpadudeckoM CIUCKe HCTOYHUKHU
JIOJKHBI OBITh CCBUIKH B CTaTheE.

References (mpanciumepayus cnucka numepamypol) K cratbe 0QOpMIIIETCS aBTOPOM
camocmosimenvho. PeKoOMeHyeTcs HCIIOIb30BaTh CUCTEMY Ha caite https://translit.net/

TpeboBanusi u npumMepsl 0QPOPMIIEHUST TPAHCIUTEPALMH JTUTEPATYPhI MPEACTABIEHBI
Ha caiiTe )KypHana « JKOHOMUYECKOE BO3pokaeHue Poccumy.

Pykomnmcu, He COOTBETCTBYIOIIHME JAHHBIM TPeOOBAHUSIM,
BO3BPALIAIOTCS aBTOpam!

[Inara 3a myOnuKauio craTtei He B3UMAETCS.
ABTOpCKHE TOHOpaphl peAaKys HE BHIILIIAYMBAET.

[Ipuéwm crareii: Penakuus xypHana « JKOHOMUUECKOE BO3poxkIeHue Poccrun»
197101, Poccus, r. Cankt-IlerepOypr, yn. b. Monetnas, a.16.
Ten./pakc: +7 (812) 313-82-71, e-mail: evr@inir.ru





