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 Th e Abolition of Class Government  

   TIMOTHY K   KUHNER   *   

 It is a critical time to discuss the resurrection and possible entrenchment of social democracy, 
although it might not seem like it at fi rst. Since 2014, the need to stop liberal democracy 
from sliding into authoritarianism has appeared much more urgent. Progressives and 
social democrats expected growing popular dissatisfaction with the failures of liberal 
 democracy  –  including rising inequality, global trade inequities, systemic corruption, and 
political responsiveness to elites. But, rather than gains for labour and the left , popular 
dissatisfaction has led to a resurgence in racism, sexism, xenophobia, vehement national-
ism, religious intolerance, disdain for the rule of law, and  ‘ strongmen ’  type leaders. With 
illiberal populists on the extreme right outperforming electoral expectations, undoing their 
nations ’  democracies from within, the fate of liberal democracy has become the most salient 
issue of the day. 

 Th e fate of social democracy, by contrast, has appeared to be sealed for some time. 
In 1993, Cambridge University Press published a new translation of Eduard Bernstein ’ s 
1899 work  Th e Preconditions of Socialism , probably the seminal book on social democ-
racy. Citing the end of communism, a reviewer noted that it was an opportune time to 
consider the viability of social democracy. 1  But the outcome of that moment of history 
soon became a matter of public record. Th e globalisation of democracy that occurred in the 
1990s turned out to be, for the most part, synonymous with the globalisation of capitalist 
 democracy  –  commodifi cation, privatisation, deregulation, austerity, and the like. As of the 
turn of the century, a consensus emerged that social democracy had ended, at least outside 
of Scandinavian countries. 2  Th e record refl ects social democracy ’ s golden age from roughly 
1945 to 1970 and its status as an endangered political species shortly thereaft er. 

 Under these circumstances, however, social democracy ’ s decline bodes in its favour. 
Neoliberalism rose to power as social democracy fell, and now illiberal populism and 
authoritarianism are rising thanks to the socio-economic injustices of neoliberalism. If 
there were ever a political reason to reinfuse democracy with its social content, one would 
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not have to look past these trends to fi nd it. But of course an urgent matter of political 
 ecology bodes in social democracy ’ s favour as well, namely the game of  ‘ chicken ’  playing out 
between government in the private interest and catastrophic climate change. 3  Social democ-
racy could prove itself liberalism ’ s rightful heir by deposing neoliberalism and illiberalism, 
and begin a new era by creating a green economy and responding to climate change. 

 And yet, even Jeremy Corbyn as Prime Minister, Bernie Sanders as President, Alexandria 
Ocasio Cortez as Senate Majority Leader, 4  and a global reversal of all off ending laws and 
policies might make little diff erence in the medium to long term. Th at is because of the 
elephant in the room: social democracy ’ s track record of succumbing to everything from 
revolutionary Marxism to economic libertarianism. Th at colossal failure of the ideology, the 
movement, and the associated political parties to identify and entrench their own founda-
tional principle within the constitutional order would have to be remedied. Otherwise there 
is no realistic scenario in which social democracy could endure. 

 By  ‘ foundational principle, ’  I mean a core structural prescription about how the econ-
omy and the state are supposed to operate. Take the abolition of private control of the means 
of economic production and the establishment of communist party control over the means 
of political production  –  those foundational principles defi ne Marxism and communism. 
Or consider the abolition of public control of the means of economic production and the 
consolidation of private control of the means of political production  –  those foundational 
principles defi ne capitalist democracy. If it ever wishes to be resuscitated and entrenched, I 
believe social democracy must defi ne its own foundational principle. 

 In this chapter, I propose a foundational principle for social democracy: the abolition 
of private control over the means of political production, including elections and appoint-
ments, campaign and party fi nance, rights of popular participation, and legislative and 
policy-making processes. Or, for short, the abolition of class government. 

 To alter a foundational principle is to move from one political system to another, and 
to alter history in the process. Th at is what social democracy began to do when it revised 
orthodox Marxism by eschewing violent revolution in favour of enhanced democracy and 
regulating capitalism in the public interest instead of expropriating private property and 
nationalising industries. And social democracy began to alter history once more when it 
revised capitalist democracy by securing labour rights, safer working conditions, a mini-
mum wage, public health care, public education, pensions, and other social programs 
and entitlements. But, social democracy failed to prevent Stalinism, Maoism, and Soviet 
Communism. Similarly, it failed to prevent Reagan ’ s and Th atcher ’ s conservative revolu-
tions, and the neoliberal global order that followed. For all its success in revising the 
foundational principles of other political systems, social democracy never seemed to iden-
tify and entrench its own. 

 Th ere are many seemingly foundational arrangements that fall short of being defi nitive 
in the way I have in mind. Take, for example, such legal foundations as a parliamentary 
system, a presidential system, a common law system, a civil law system, a full separation 
of powers, voting systems such as mixed member proportional or fi rst past the post, or 
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even a written constitution. However entrenched and infl uential, such arrangements are not 
defi nitive of the political system on the whole. Political systems are defi ned by matters of 
authority and power, which depend, at base, on control of economic production (supply of 
goods, services, and ultimately wealth) and control of political production (supply of offi  ce-
holders, law, policy, and ultimately authority). Pharos, emperors, kings, queens, theocrats, 
and dictators all knew that eff ective political authority depended on control over economy 
and state  –  perhaps that is why such rulers merged them and did not dare emancipate either 
one from vertical compulsion. Systems of political rule on the basis of divine favour, royal 
birth, and military control are all based on entrenched power structures. 

 Private control of the means of economic production is exactly that: a power structure 
(underlying capitalism); the same goes for state control of economic production (underly-
ing Marxism). Social democracy ’ s balance between the two is just a compromise between 
power structures, not an actual political system. And it leads to incessant rent seeking  –  
constant pressure from short-term vested interests (over and above diff use and long-term 
interests) for favourable laws and policies. Th e question is, what would stop wealthy pres-
sure groups from tipping the balance and controlling the political economy (to the eff ect of 
producing today ’ s levels of inequality, precarity, cultural backlash, and carbon emissions) ?  

 Social democracy opposed the abolition of private control over the means of economic 
production, and wisely so. But it failed to pair that stance with its necessary corollary: an 
unbending insistence on the abolition of private control over the means of political produc-
tion. I refer to the entrenchment of a popular power structure in the form of a political 
sphere that is autonomous from the economic sphere, and thus insusceptible to fi nancial 
capture. Th is is a necessary structural condition for obtaining the fruits of that abolition 
of private government: political rule on the basis of consent, participation, responsiveness, 
representation, accountability, and ultimately sovereignty, all of a popular variety. Or to put 
it yet another way, the foundational principle to be guaranteed is freedom, equality, and self-
governance for all, regardless not just of race, sex, religion and the like, but also property 
(or wealth). 

 Th e  constitution  of social democracy represents the proper framing of the issue today, 
but it does not invite a law and policy wish list. Rather, it invites the entrenchment of social 
democracy ’ s own native power structure. Although the abolition of class government requires 
a strong constitutional baseline spanning the law of democracy and anti-corruption law, 
this chapter does not analyse present-day trends in those fi elds or undertake a comparative 
analysis of their laws. Its tasks are more rudimentary: identifying this foundational principle 
in the defi nition of social democracy, highlighting its relevance to democratic backsliding 
(past and present), and noting its current articulation in political theory and international 
agreements. I see these as the fi rst steps on the path to a constitution of social democracy. 

   I. What is Social Democracy ?   
 Social democracy is commonly defi ned as the things that it does, not what it is inherently. 
For example, it is famous for achieving certain diff erences in degree with liberal democracy: 
more regulation of the economy in the public interest, less privatisation; more social provi-
sions by government  –  such as universal health care and free education all the way through 
the university level; greater benefi ts for the poor and the elderly; greater empowerment for 
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workers and greater rights and protections for unions; and a social democratic political 
party (usually under the guises of labour) that achieves a greater presence in government. 
Every democracy in the world could be mapped along these lines, forming a multi-
dimensional spectrum. But at some point and in certain moments in history, such diff erences 
in degree correspond to an autonomous philosophy, movement, party formation, and polit-
ical system. Keating and McCrone ’ s defi nition, a  ‘ third way between revolutionary Marxism 
and unbridled capitalism, ’  5  raises preliminary issues. 

 Let us begin with social democracy ’ s relationship with Marxism, which is the focus of 
Sheri Berman ’ s defi nition: 

  [T]he movement and ideology that emerged from the democratic revisionism that Eduard 
Bernstein and others espoused in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, which itself is 
best understood not as an updated version of orthodox Marxism (as most accounts would have it), 
but as a fundamental rejection of some of its most important principles. 6   

 One such principle was historical materialism  –  that supposed inevitability of class confl ict 
and capitalism ’ s collapse. When Bernstein ’ s papers were collected aft er his death, there 
surfaced an envelope with handwritten notes on the back:  ‘ Peasants do not sink; middle class 
does not disappear; crises do not grow even larger; misery and serfdom do not increase ’ . 7  
Economic progress in the Germany of Bernstein ’ s day seemed to disprove Marx ’ s mid 
nineteenth-century fatalism. Social democrats believed that universal suff rage could change 
history, further contradicting scientifi c socialism ’ s determinism. Th e proletariat could gain 
representation, regulate the economy, and improve their lot. Eventually,  ‘ Th e Marxist view 
of democracy as a  “ bourgeois fa ç ade ”  was abandoned ’ . 8  

 Making room for human agency within the existing economic and political panorama 
led social democrats to abandon another core Marxist principle: revolutionary struggle. 
Bernstein wrote that democracy  ‘ is a weapon in the struggle for socialism ’  and  ‘ the form in 
which socialism will be realised ’ . 9  Like other types of socialists, Bernstein wholeheartedly 
agitated for  ‘ the transition from the modern social order to a higher one, ’  but he added the 
words  ‘ without compulsive upheavals ’ . 10   ‘ Social democracy, ’  he emphasised,  ‘ has no enthu-
siasm for a violent revolution ’ . 11  

 Th at brings us to the second issue, social democracy ’ s relationship with capitalism. Two 
of the reasons why social democracy does not resort to violent revolution pertain to this 
relationship: fi rst, a belief in  ‘ the necessity and instrumental value of the market ’  12  and, 
second, a belief in the effi  cacy of regulation, what Andrew Levine describes as  ‘ reforms 
designed to mitigate capitalism ’ s worst features ’ . 13  
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 Implementing such reforms, social democracy brings about social capitalism, which 
Clauss Off e calls  ‘ organized, ’   ‘ embedded ’  and  ‘ regulated ’  capitalism ’ . 14  Informed by  ‘ the 
precepts of a social market economy, ’  15  Off e contrasts social capitalism with liberal  
capitalism  –  or European capitalism versus Anglo-American capitalism. Th ough this may 
be a coarse distinction, it highlights a series of key juxtapositions, including: 

  equality versus effi  ciency, collective bargaining versus individual contracting, cooperation versus 
confl ict, rights versus resources, wage moderation versus distributive confl ict,  …  social partner-
ship versus class confl ict,  …  associational collectivism versus individualism, social security versus 
competitiveness, [and] politics versus markets. 16   

 Opting for the fi rst choice in the pairings above, social democracy seeks to prevent profi t-
maximising behaviour from leading to domination by concentrated capital. It also seeks 
to enable ordinary people to benefi t from economic freedoms and, collectively, create 
an economic system consistent with their needs and values (the economic system being 
embedded in politics and culture, aft er all). 

 Implementing such reforms, social democracy demonstrated that government could 
usefully regulate the market. But what could make such regulations long-lasting ?  Durability 
could only come from social democracy ’ s prescriptions for the political system itself  –  the 
motor for producing and, later, protecting social democracy ’ s policies. 

 Th rough critical of social democracy, Frederick Engels and Karl Kautsky pointed to its 
political requirement. Engels wrote: 

  One could imagine the old society peacefully growing into the new in those countries where a 
national assembly represents social power and is free to implement what it wants, in accordance 
with the majority of the people. 17   

 Today, however, the notion of a representative legislative body is practically laughable. 
Campaign and party fi nance, lobbying, confl icts of interest, corruption, and the decline of 
countervailing power are among the structural obstacles to the kind of peaceful transforma-
tion referenced by Engels. 

 Also writing before Bernstein, Karl Kautsky referred to the same overarching issue of 
popular responsiveness and representation: 

  Whenever the proletariat engages in parliamentary activity as a self-conscious class, parliamen-
tarism begins to change its character. It ceases to be a mere tool in the hands of the bourgeoisie. 
[Such organized political participation] is the most powerful lever that can be utilized to raise the 
proletariat out of its economic, social and moral degradation. 18   

 But why would Kautsky assume that engagement and participation by the proletariat would 
lead to changes ?  What legal conditions would be required in order for participation by the 
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lower social classes to be a powerful lever ?  Just two pages earlier, Kautsky admitted that 
 ‘ [t]he infl uence of a class within a parliament depends, in the fi rst place, on the nature of 
the electoral law in force; ’  19  or, more broadly, it depends on the fi eld now known as the law 
of democracy. 20  

 In the preface to the 1909 English translation of his  Evolutionary Socialism  (also 
 translated under the title  Th e Preconditions of Socialism ), Bernstein ably summed up the 
overall point that I think Engels and Kautsky meant to communicate: 

  I strongly believe in the socialist movement, in the march forward of the working classes, who step 
by step must work out their emancipation by changing society from the domain of a commercial 
land-holding oligarchy to  a real democracy   …  guided by the interests of those who work and 
create. 21   

 A subsequent translation of the same book in which Bernstein wrote his 1909 preface 
contains the key phrases for what  ‘ real democracy ’  would entail. Here we have the foun-
dational principle for social democracy:  ‘ the abolition of all laws which limit the universal 
equality of rights, ’  the  ‘  absence  of class government, ’  22  and the  ‘  abolition  of class government ’ . 23  
Th ese formulations are shorthand for structural safeguards against oligarchy and structural 
 guarantees for good government. 

 Major episodes of democratic backsliding show the urgency of those safeguards, as well 
as the diffi  culty of ever obtaining them. Th e episodes I have in mind feature false conscious-
ness and fascism, historically, and their modern-day equivalents in rising populism of the 
illiberal and authoritarian variety. Today ’ s authoritarianism was preceded by class govern-
ment, that is, government by and for such industries as banking and fi nance, fossil fuels, 
agribusiness, and pharmaceuticals. And despite today ’ s rising populism, neoliberalism 
persists across most countries that hold elections, making it still the main obstacle to social 
democracy. But if Karl Polanyi was right that a similar devotion to the needs of capital 
caused the rise of fascism in the 1920s, then we may have a historical pattern on our hands. 
Th at is an additional problem that social democracy would be uniquely positioned to solve.  

   II. Old-school Backsliding  
 Th e Revolutions of 1848 swept through much of Europe and even parts of South America. 
Th ey induced the Prussian King to join in and forced the resignation of Klemens von 
Metterich, the First Chancellor of the Austrian Empire. 24  Workers asserted their socio-
economic interests so vigorously that it appeared as though monarchies had really been 
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defeated, popular constitutions fi rmly established, and democracy placed on the path to 
consolidation. But that impression was brief. As Jones notes,  ‘ If a survey for a political map 
of Europe had been carried out in 1845 and then repeated ten years later it would have 
revealed few diff erences ’ . 25  

 Th e revolutionary democratic freedoms that had just been established led to an appar-
ently popular counterrevolution. As Rapport notes,  ‘ the public was carefully  “ managed ”  
by appeals to monarchy, patriotism, religion and property against the spectre of  “ anarchy ” , 
 “ communism ”  and  “ terror ”  ’ . 26  Once conservative and counter-revolutionary forces gained 
the upper hand,  ‘ Europe experienced a decade of iron-fi sted rule which made the pre-
revolutionary conservative order seem positively lax ’ . 27  Th is turn of events helps explain 
Jones ’  conclusion: at the end of the day, the Revolutions  ‘ destroyed the idealistic, almost 
mystical, belief that universal suff rage would bring with it social equality ’ . 28  Th at, perhaps, 
was the longest-lasting impression created by the 1848 Revolutions. 

 France was a particularly vexing case. While the February Revolution of 1848 did succeed 
in ending the July Monarchy of Orleans, the June Days uprising that followed was violently 
repressed by the military, signalling that France would not become a democratic and social 
republic aft er all. Louis-Napoleon Bonaparte ’ s election later that year and  ‘ self-coup ’  three 
years thereaft er confi rmed the point. Napoleon III ’ s 17-year reign as the Emperor of the 
French is hardly what the revolutionaries had in mind. And yet, consistent with the impres-
sion that universal male suff rage was no panacea, a large portion of the public supported a 
military end to the June uprising, Bonaparte won his 1848 election by a large margin, and 
his 1851 coup was met by public apathy, even support. 29  

 Th is outcome was all the more damning in light of the dictatorship and empire that 
followed the French Revolution (of 1789). Bernstein wrote that  ‘ the modern socialist move-
ment, as well as its theoretical expression is  …  the product of the great French Revolution 
and of the conceptions of right which, through its general infl uence, gained general accept-
ance in the wages and labour movement ’ . 30  But writing in 1899, Bernstein could surely see, 
like Marx, that 1848 ultimately stood as a farcical repetition of the eventual outcome of 
1789. What the modern socialist movement really had to wrestle with was counterrevolu-
tion and its own failure to entrench itself. 

 In Ann-Sophie Chambost ’ s articulation, the failure of France ’ s  ‘ bold experiment in 
popular sovereignty  …  call[ed] into question the same  “ people ”  which European radi-
cals had sought to make sovereign ever since the French Revolution ’ . 31  Such conservative 
180-degree shift s in revolutionary trajectory ushered in the original  What ’ s the Matter with 
Kansas  literature, the attempt of Marxists, mostly, to account for all the citizens outside 
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the bourgeoisies who lacked class consciousness. A large part of the blame for socialism ’ s 
 fragility fell on them. 

 For Marx, the  ‘ Lumpenproletariat ’  was a  ‘ nebulous, disintegrated mass ’  of wide-raging 
elements, including  ‘ roues  …  ruined and adventurous off shoots of the bourgeoisie  …  
vagabonds, discharged soldiers, discharged jailbirds, escaped galley slaves, swindlers  …  
tricksters, gamblers [and] brothel keepers ’ . 32  And according to Marx it was here, in this non-
class that Louis Bonaparte,  ‘ the chief of the lumpenproletariat ’ , found his  ‘ kindred element ’ . 
Together, they proceeded to  ‘ benefi t themselves at the expense of the laboring nation ’ . 33  
Marx ’ s description of the Lumpenproletariat as a ragged bunch of drunks and knaves was 
one part observation, one part hostility  –  the latter inspired fi rst from the odious fact that 
these elements of society allowed the tragedy of Napoleon I to repeat itself in the form of 
Napoleon III and, second (perhaps), from the fact that the successful counter-revolutionary 
movement that they supported contradicted Marx ’ s historical method. 

 Th e lack of class consciousness was a key element in explanations of such counter-
revolutionary outcomes. Nicholas Th oburn highlights a central aspect of Marx and Engels ’  
explanation. A key to the lumpenproletariat ’ s deplorable orientation to revolutionary 
change lay in its existence  ‘ outside of productive relations, ’  a status that spanned Engels ’  
description of  ‘ those who do not wish to work ’  as lumpenproletariat and Marx ’ s description 
of the fi nancial aristocracy as  ‘ the lumpenproletariat reborn at the pinnacle of bourgeois 
society ’ . 34  Th e July Monarchy that preceded the French Revolution of 1848 was, in Marx ’ s 
words,  ‘ nothing more than a joint-stock company for the exploitation of France ’ s national 
wealth ’  characterised by  ‘ the same prostitution, the same blatant swindling, the same mania 
for self-enrichment  –  not from production but by sleight-of-hand with other people ’ s 
wealth ’ . 35  Writing of crony capitalists and backstreet swindlers uninterested in serious judg-
ments about productive relations, Marx and Engels highlighted the diffi  culty of initiating 
and maintaining popular revolutions. 

 Analysing Mussolini ’ s ascent to power, Leon Trotsky grouped  ‘ the declassed and demor-
alized lumpenproletariat ’  together in the same category with the petty bourgeoisie as 
 ‘ human beings who fi nance capital itself has brought to desperation and frenzy ’ . 36  In the 
rise of fascism against the Italian proletariat, Trotsky saw much more than the counter-
revolutionary turn of the 1848 Revolutions  –  much more than the conservative ’ s ability to 
benefi t from popular sovereignty through manipulative appeals to patriotism and warnings 
of communism and revolutionary terror. Instead, Trotsky described the use of terror to 
dismantle the gains made by peasants and laborers. He wrote that as of September 1920  ‘ the 
seizure of factories and industries by the workers ’  made the dictatorship of the proletariat 
 ‘ an actual fact ’  and that consolidation would have been possible through better organisa-
tion and analysis. But instead,  ‘ social democracy took fright and sprang back ’ . And then, 
just two months aft er the revolution paused, the Blackshirts began their terrorist campaign, 
murdering social democratic councilmen and labour leaders, destroying the offi  ces of the 
organisations they abhorred, and intimidating the general population. 37  
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 Could any form of constitutional entrenchment have saved Italian socialism from 
Mussolini ’ s  ‘ voluntary militia for national security ’  ?  Th ere was not time for entrenchment, 
which was partly the fault of revolutionary socialism itself. Th e more the Italian socialists 
caused large landowners and industrialists to panic and the more they alienated former 
soldiers, the less time they had had for consolidation. But if Trotsky was right about  ‘ the 
fascist agency  …  utilizing the petty bourgeoisie as a battering ram ’  38  and then  ‘ strangl[ing] 
it within the vise of the bourgeois state, ’  39  then 1920s Italy was not just an example of revo-
lutionary over-reaching or false consciousness on the part of the lumpenproletariat. It was, 
rather, one of several notorious examples of a tyrannical union between industrialists, land-
owners, the military, and a charismatic authoritarian leader. 40  Trotsky alleged that once 
fascism prevails  ‘ fi nance capital directly and immediately gathers into its hands, as in a vise 
of steel, all the organs and institutions of sovereignty ’ . 41  

 Everyone interested in modern-day backsliding should take note of Trotsky ’ s emphasis 
on a manipulative form of class confl ict. He does not malign the lumpenproletariat like 
Marx and Engels did. Rather, he sympathises with it as having been  ‘ entirely ruined by big 
capital ’  and laments that  ‘ [i]ts dissatisfaction, indignation, and despair are diverted by the 
fascists away from big capital and against the workers ’ . 42  

 Regarding this dynamic, Karl Polanyi believed that Von Mises and Hayek ’ s  successful 
overtures against popular economic input gave way to rising fascism. 43  In summary, advo-
cates of a self-regulating market produce  ‘ weakened and unresponsive democracies  …  
vulnerable to attack by extremist leaders bent on imposing authoritarian solutions ’ . 44  
Th is mirrors Trotsky ’ s description of a strategic use of class confl ict in the service of class 
government:  ‘ big capital ruins the middle classes and then, with the help of hired fascist 
demagogues, incites the despairing petty bourgeois against the workers ’ . 45  (Perhaps he had 
been watching Fox News and reading Breitbart.) 

 Th ese historical examples are about as far as one can get from Bernstein ’ s  ‘ real democ-
racy ’  or Kautsky ’ s description of a politics that  ‘ raises the proletariat out of its economic, 
social and moral degradation. ’  Th ey provide the playbook for today ’ s illiberal populists, a 
way to turn neoliberalism into a gateway for modern-day authoritarianism.  

   III. Modern-day Backsliding  
 Aft er its 30-year  ‘ golden age ’  commencing aft er the Second World War, 46  social  democracy 
faltered during the 1970s and 1980s. Explanations for this decline range from a rather 
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innocent complacency bred of success to a more nefarious combination of economic 
downturn and  ‘ feisty neoliberal and right-wing populist challenges ’ . 47  In this section, I focus 
on neoliberalism and populism, which are the most relevant factors today. 

 In 1995, KD Ewing proposed a programme of constitutional reform based on  ‘ fundamen-
tal goals and principles ’  belonging to social democracy. Th ose were: popular sovereignty as 
the basis for constitutional authority; the social, economic, and cultural welfare of citizens 
as the principal purposes for the exercise of state authority; and the requirement that the 
state ’ s socio-economic objectives be realised in a manner consistent with individuals ’  civil 
liberties and political freedom. 48  Th e 1990s featured an astounding wave of globalisation, 
which could have made good on those goals and principles. On the surface level at least, 
democracy went from a minority position in 1989 to a dominant position by the turn of the 
century, present in two thirds of all countries. But deeper down, the spread of elections was 
accompanied by a form of systemic corruption unique to the democratic context. 

 Writing during this time period, Alexander and Rei noted that  ‘ incredibly large mone-
tary contributions  …  have permeated the world of politics in most continents ’ . 49  A 2003 
global survey by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) backed 
up this conclusion, fi nding that  ‘ [p]ayback of campaign debts in the form of political favors 
breeds a type of corruption that is commonly encountered around the world ’ . 50  By USAID ’ s 
estimation, 65 per cent of the 118 democracies surveyed had low or virtually no political 
transparency. 51  All of this suggested a tremendous infl ux of private wealth into political 
processes with insuffi  cient safeguards, which would naturally serve to oppose Ewing ’ s 
public-spirited goals and principles. 

 Th at is the context for understanding the major initiatives of the time, such as the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the World Trade Organisation (WTO), and 
international lending throughout the developing world. While free trade raised concerns for 
labour, the environment, and underdeveloped countries, international fi nancial institutions 
magnifi ed those concerns by insisting on austerity and  ‘ structural adjustment ’ . And even 
before the consolidation of these initiatives, Ralf Dahrendorf and Anthony Giddens had 
announced, respectively, the impossibility of reviving any of socialism ’ s variants and social 
democracy ’ s  ‘ defensive ’  if not  ‘ moribund ’  status. 52  Ewing ’ s willingness to push the envelope 
of a constitution of social democracy in the mid-1990s amounted to an eff ort to change 
these realities. But his recommendations were not followed and the problem grew. 

 In his 2015 expos é   Th e Death of Social Europe , Ewing wrote that  ‘ [t]he contemporary 
focus is on new economic governance arrangements and the subordination of labour rights 
generally ’ . 53  He noted that European guidelines and treaties increasingly emphasised  ‘ inter-
national competitiveness, ’  rather than a social market or social justice. 54  He characterised 
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European Commission guidelines as evaluating  ‘ the right framework conditions for wage 
bargaining ’  in terms of  ‘ competitiveness, ’  which Ewing called  ‘ a prescription for collec-
tive bargaining deregulation by a technocratic process about which most citizens in most 
member states are largely unaware ’ . 55  He justifi ed that claim by documenting a deregulatory 
trend in minimum wage and collective bargaining in Romania, Greece, and Ireland, 56  and 
signifi cant deregulatory pressure in Italy, Spain, Belgium, and Portugal. 57  

  Th e Death of Social Europe  was well complemented by another recent assessment, 
Michael Keating and David McCrone ’ s edited volume  Th e Crisis of Social Democracy . Th eir 
diagnosis is stated in the broader terms of a  ‘ transformation of capitalism  …  undermin[ing] 
many social democratic ideas and practices, ’  the  ‘ [o]ld class divisions no longer mak[ing] 
sense and the idea of a  ‘ working class ’  [being] ever more elusive, creating problems for those 
parties  …  which rested on it, ’  the decline in trade union membership and the manufactur-
ing industry creating  ‘ a  “ missing middle ”  in the class spectrum, ’  the political right exploiting 
the divisions created by the welfare state, neoliberal ideology, global free trade and a  ‘ race 
to the bottom ’ . 58  

 In light of these reports of a social democratic crisis and even more damning analyses, 
such as Wendy Brown ’ s 2015 work on the defeat of social-democratic commitments around 
the world by neoliberalism, 59  Ewing ’ s 1995 prescription should be considered prophetic. 
He framed a constitution of social democracy as  ‘ a possible restraint to future governments 
trying to turn back the clock of social democratic progress. ’  60  Contemplating the return of 
 ‘ Th atcher-like governments, ’  Ewing raised the strategically important issue of entrenchment: 

  [W]hether democratic socialism in power should make more responsible use of the constitutional 
machinery of the State to protect its gains from such easy erosion. 61   

 Th at use of constitutional machinery never came to pass in most countries, but easy erosion 
did  –  indeed, widespread programmatic erosion, as those 2015 analyses made clear. And 
that  death of social Europe, crisis of social democracy , and  undoing of the demos  was only the 
beginning. 

 Since 2015, eulogies for social democracy have been drowned out by high-decibel 
calls to save liberal democracy, which turns out not to have entrenched itself either. Rising 
illiberal populism is most obvious in the cases of Brazil, the US, Turkey, Poland, Hungary, 
Italy, India, Austria, and, some would say, Brexit, but Pippa Norris ’  2017  analysis points 
to a broader phenomenon. Illiberal populists occupy three times the number of parlia-
mentary seats in Europe than they did in the 1960s. 62  Norris ’  estimation of a sustained 
threat  –  that populist-authoritarian growth  ‘ threatens liberal democracy  … . by chal-
lenging the core values of pluralism, social tolerance, rule of law, human rights, and 
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freedoms ’   –  is constantly repeated. 63  Bookshelves now groan under the weight of the new 
literature  –  including  Th e Populist Explosion, Th e Global Rise of Populism, How Democracies 
Die, and Fascism: A Warning . 64  Is it time to stop grieving for social democracy and begin 
defending liberal democracy exclusively ?  

 Actually, a brief review of the causes of rising illiberal populism suggests that social 
democracy is the solution and the eff ort to save democracy ought to be focused there. 
Surveying the literature on those causes, Tom Ginsburg, Aziz Hug, and Mila Versteeg 
home in on economic instability, the  ‘ growing gap between the rich and the poor  
globally, ’  disruptive aspects of economic globalisation, and the  ‘ subordinat[ion] of demo-
cratic constitutionalism to geopolitical ends ’  by the American, Russian, and Chinese 
empires. 65  Institutional diagnoses, such as Samuel Issacharoff  ’ s discussion of  ‘ the acceler-
ated decline of political parties and other institutional forms of popular engagement[,] the 
paralysis of the legislative branches[,] the loss of a sense of social cohesion[, and] the decline 
in state competence, ’  66  might simply be parsing the eff ects of the deeper social and economic 
changes highlighted by Ginsburg et al., Keating and McCrone. 67  

 Kim Lane Scheppele, meanwhile, brings such institutional factors together with their 
social and economic precursors. She lays the blame for illiberalism and  ‘ autocratic legalism ’  
not just on  ‘ [r]adical political polarization[,] increasingly bad electoral choices[, and] party 
systems [that cannot] handle shift s in voter preferences, ’  but also on  ‘ fallout from traumatic 
economic shocks[,] corrupt agreements among political elites[, and] voters who become 
cynical aft er too many failed promises  …  who already voted repeatedly for moderate change 
only to get no change at all ’ . 68  Th e latter part of Scheppele ’ s diagnosis and the better part of 
Issacharoff  ’ s and Ginsburg ’ s could have been lift ed from a socialist or social democratic 
pamphlet, and yet these authors are academic observers writing from within the American 
liberal establishment. 

 Th e connection between social democratic thought and mainstream diagnoses of liberal 
democratic backsliding is even clearer in Rosalind Dixon and Julie Suk ’ s analysis. 69  Th ey 
speak of  ‘ the extremes of economic inequality that have become commonplace in liberal 
democracies throughout the world[,] poverty  …  on the rise  in the developed world [, and] 
the stagnation of wages and economic insecurity ’ . 70  Th ey bring this description to life 
through intuitive reasoning about what it means  ‘ [w]hen individuals who are born poor 
cannot become rich, and vice versa ’ . 71  In Dixon and Suk ’ s estimation, that status quo 
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discredits liberalism ’ s claim about  ‘ the freedom of individuals to determine their own fates ’  
and demonstrates  ‘ that society is an aristocracy ’ . 72  

 As their diagnosis progresses, it is increasingly clear that Dixon and Suk lay the blame for 
the crisis of liberal democracy on the demise of social democracy. Th ey claim that  ‘ [p]olitical 
legitimacy, in a liberal constitutional order, depends on there being, at a minimum, substan-
tive equality of opportunity and substantively equal forms of political participation ’ . 73  Dixon 
and Suk are mostly referring to the eff ects of fi nancial power on political power, which 
goes to one of Rawls ’  most important claims in 1971. Rawls:  ‘ Th e liberties protected by the 
principle of participation lose much of their value whenever those who have greater private 
means are permitted to use their advantages to control the course of public debate ’ . 74  Dixon 
and Suk:  ‘ When disparate economic power enables disparate political power, the situation is 
not only at odds with democracy; it is also resented ’ . 75  

 Th is brings us back to Trotsky ’ s description at the end of the previous part of this  
chapter: the middle classes are ruined by big capital ’ s domination of the economic and polit-
ical spheres; their indignation and despair are then diverted (with the help of hired fascist 
demagogues) against the most vulnerable segments of the population and sympathetic 
elites; and, all the while, their loyalties are captured by those who are either most respon-
sible for their predicament to begin with or the political predators who are best positioned 
to exploit it. By claiming to solve problems of inequality, corruption, elitism, and neoliberal 
hegemony, illiberal populism has stepped into the role that social democracy should occupy.  

   IV. Articulating the Abolition of Class Government  
 Bernstein ’ s foundational 1899 work considers that diff erent forms of society are identifi ed 
not by  ‘ their technological or economic foundations but according to the basic principle 
of their legal institutions ’ . 76  Bernstein uses the words  ‘ feudal, capitalist [and] bourgeois ’  to 
describe the basic principles available for a legal system, 77  thus recognising that the law is 
shaped to meet economic prerogatives. Bernstein contrasts social democracy with the prin-
ciples of feudal, capitalist and bourgeois legal orders by positing  ‘ the idea of cooperation as 
its starting point ’ . 78  He then goes on to characterise socialism as  ‘ a movement towards, or 
the state of, a cooperative order of society ’ . 79  Adding to the principle of cooperation, Polanyi 
defi ned socialism in terms of  ‘ the principle of social protection aiming at the conservation 
of man and nature as well as productive organization ’ . 80  Economic and political relation-
ships would have to be structured on the basis of these principles in order for them to 
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manifest. Th e question is how to move economics and politics away from hierarchical and 
exploitative principles, and towards collaborative and protective ones. 

 Orthodox Marxism does not frame or answer that question the same way Bernstein 
does, because for social democrats  ‘ [d]emocracy is both means and end[--]a weapon in 
the struggle for socialism, and  …  the form in which socialism will be realised ’ . 81  Beyond 
a basic legal principle for moving towards and maintaining a cooperative and protective 
social order, Bernstein searched for a legal principle that would do so democratically. 

 Th at is where Bernstein ’ s defi nition of democracy comes in. Asking,  ‘ what is democracy ?  ’  
he disqualifi es the standard answer of  ‘  “ government by the people ”  [as] only a very super-
fi cial and purely formal defi nition ’ . 82  He faults this defi nition for allowing  ‘ the oppression 
of the individual by the majority ’ . 83  In opposition to that superfi cial, formal, and poten-
tially oppressive defi nition of democracy, Bernstein defi nes the term  ‘ as the absence of class 
government[--]a state of society in which no class has a political privilege which is opposed 
to the community as a whole ’ . 84  He specifi es within democracy  ‘ an idea of justice[:] equality 
of rights for all members of the community ’ . 85  

 To elucidate this idea, Bernstein posits as a central distinction between democracy and 
other political systems  ‘ the absence of laws which create or sanction exceptions on the 
grounds of property, birth, or religious confession ’ . 86  Th ough he admits that democracy may 
involve laws that limit individual rights, Bernstein insists that it requires  ‘ the abolition of all 
laws which limit the universal equality of rights, the equal right of all ’ . 87  And he later changes 
his initial defi nition of democracy from  ‘ the  absence  of class government ’  to  ‘ the  abolition  of 
class government ’  (but  ‘ not yet the actual abolition of classes ’ ). 88  

 Still, returning to Bernstein ’ s claim that each society is identifi ed by the basic principle 
of its legal system, the abolition of class government would not take us into the realm of 
a  ‘ socialist legal system ’ . Socialist law, a recognised legal tradition, served the Communist 
Party and such power structures as the dictatorship of the proletariat and state owner-
ship of the means of economic production. 89  But between the second and third editions 
of Merryman and P é rez-Perdomo ’ s  Th e Civil Law Tradition , socialist law disappeared. 90  
Naturally, Bernstein was beginning to elaborate a basic, foundational principle for social-
democratic law instead. 

 Although the abolition of class government has yet to be constitutionally entrenched 
in any jurisdiction that I am aware of, it has been developed into a political theory and a 
human right since Bernstein ’ s death. Bernstein ’ s terms regarding the absence of class 
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government are well expressed by the  ‘ fair value of political liberties, ’  91  stipulated to nearly 
100 years later by John Rawls. In 1996, Rawls wrote,  ‘ the worth of the political liberties 
to all citizens,   whatever their social or economic position , must be approximately equal, or 
at least  suffi  ciently equal, in the sense that everyone has a fair opportunity to hold public 
offi  ce and to infl uence the outcome of political decisions ’ . 92  Bernstein ’ s terms also ought to 
remind us of Rawls ’  1971 prescription, which focused more specifi cally on constitutional 
entrenchment: 

  [T]he constitution must take steps to enhance the value of equal rights of participation for all 
members of society  … . [T]hose similarly endowed and motivated should have roughly the same 
chance of attaining positions of political authority irrespective of their economic and social class. 93   

 A political theory such as this ought to be the fi rst step towards the entrenchment of our 
foundational principle, but in this case it came aft er a human right based on the same 
concerns. 

 Adopted in 1948, 100 years aft er the Communist Manifesto and the 1848 Revolutions, 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights could be called a Bill of Rights for social 
democracy. Had it been binding and enforced, something far more comprehensive than the 
New Deal would have taken eff ect in the United Nations Member States that cast their votes 
for it. (Eleanor Roosevelt did chair the draft ing committee, aft er all.) 

 Article 21(3) of the Declaration elevates popular sovereignty and elections to a universal 
standard for governmental legitimacy: 

  Th e will of the people shall be the basis of the authority of government; this will shall be expressed 
in periodic and genuine elections which shall be by universal and equal suff rage[.] 94   

 Complimenting and operationalising this standard, the Declaration announced not only 
rights of free expression, free assembly, and association, but also rights to equal access to 
public service and political participation. 95  Indeed, the two sections of Article  21 make 
popular sovereignty a demanding and meaningful proposition: 

    (1)    Everyone has the right to take part in the government of his country, directly or through 
freely chosen representatives.   

  (2)    Everyone has the right of equal access to public service in his country. 96      

 Th ese provisions imply that the Declaration is serious about political participation, but is it 
serious about eliminating class-based distinctions therein ?  

 Th ough rarely stated, the answer is more socialistic than one might think. Th e very next 
article states that  ‘ Everyone, as a member of society  …  is entitled to realization  …  of the 
economic, social and cultural rights indispensable for his dignity and the free development 
of his personality ’ . Th e second generation rights immediately following Article 22 include 
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the right to work and free choice of employment, equal pay, leisure, education, an adequate 
standard of living including food, housing and medical care, and participation in cultural 
life. If guaranteed in practice, such rights would reduce the class divide considerably. In the 
kind of society envisioned by the Declaration, even mere formal equality of political rights 
would be a relatively egalitarian proposition. 

 But the Declaration goes far beyond formal equality. Building on its impressive panoply 
of civil, political, economic, social, and cultural rights, Article 28 states that  ‘ Everyone is 
entitled to a social and international order in which the rights and freedoms set forth  …  can 
be fully realized ’ . Th e full realisation of all such rights for everyone in society would imply a 
serious degree of substantive equality. And, like the Declaration ’ s provisions for social and 
economic rights, that would make socio-economic class far less rigid and inequality less 
steep. 

 Despite the breadth and potential power of these provisions, the most direct path to 
eliminating class-based distinctions in political participation is to be found elsewhere, 
in Article 2. Th e inclusion there of one of the most important words in liberal and social 
democracies ’  lexicons  –  property  –  has sweeping implications. 

  Article 2. Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without 
distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, 
national or social origin, property, birth or other status. 97   

 As qualifi ed by Article 2  ’ s reference to property, Article 21 should be interpreted as abolish-
ing class government. 

 Even in their unqualifi ed form, universal suff rage and open standing for public offi  ce 
threaten the role of economic power in the political sphere by aff ording each citizen a say 
in electoral outcomes and the possibility of launching their own political campaign. Still, 
corporate special interests and wealthy individuals make up for lost ground by infl uencing 
elections and law-making through political donations to parties and campaigns, political 
expenditures, and lobbying. Th e overall regime of private control of the means of politi-
cal production premises the fi nancial viability of parties and campaigns on their ability to 
appeal to wealthy sectors of the population  –  including corporate and foreign interests. To 
that undemocratic constellation, we must add rampant confl icts of interest, trading in infl u-
ence, and pro-capital media bias as a result of corporate consolidation and dependence 
on advertising for revenue. Th e intersection between Articles 2 and 21 should be read as 
prohibiting such plutocratic distortions of elections and political rights, because money is a 
form of property, not to mention a function of property. 98  

 Th is equivalency between property and fi nancial power is supported by other versions 
of the Declaration. Instead of property, the French version of the Declaration uses the word 
 ‘ fortune, ’  while the Spanish version uses the words  ‘ posici ó n econ ó mica, ’  literally  ‘ economic 
position, ’  but better translated as  ‘ socio-economic status ’ . 99  
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 Th e resulting principle for a constitution of social democracy can be stated in two ways: 
Leading with Article 21,  Th e right to take part in the government of one ’ s country directly 
or through freely chosen representatives, and the right of equal access to public service may 
not be amplifi ed for the rich or diminished for the poor through the operation of property, 
fortune, or socio-economic status.  100  Or, following Article 2  ’ s framing,  Everyone is entitled to 
equal access to public service, political participation and representation without distinctions 
on the basis of property, fortune, or socio-economic status. And the state must ensure these 
rights through the necessary guarantees and prohibitions.  

 Since Articles 2, 22, and 28 frame the entire instrument, it is clear that the Declaration 
is in reality a rights-based articulation of social democracy. So, why focus on the inter-
section between Articles 2 and 21 in particular ?  Th e resulting basic principle provides the 
democratic means for producing and entrenching social democracy, thus making the social 
and international order articulated in Article 28 a genuine possibility. Th at principle stands 
as the legal articulation of the non-hierarchical, non-class-based democracy for which 
Bernstein advocated in 1899. A democracy in which all citizens have an equal chance to 
aff ect political outcomes and even to hold political offi  ce, regardless of wealth and regardless 
of socio-economic class  –  that is Rawls ’  prescription in the fl esh 23 years before  A Th eory of 
Justice  and 48 years before  Political Liberalism . 

 Articles 2 and 21 of the UDHR were incorporated into a legally binding instrument, 
the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), ratifi ed by the world ’ s 
democracies. Even so, the common-sense textual reading of these articles along Bernstein ’ s 
lines has not been taken seriously. Th e reasons for this are embodied in Bernstein ’ s own 
failure.  

   V. Democratic Integrity must be Entrenched  
 While Bernstein ’ s theory and principles are pioneering, they are modest when it comes to 
entrenchment. Rather than designing a political tradition with certain core constitutional 
features, Bernstein wrote of the diff erences between countries like a bromide-encrusted 
professor of comparative law. He cited varying stages of  ‘ economic, political, intellectual, 
and moral development, ’  and  ‘ [p]eculiarities of geographical situation, rooted customs of 
national life, inherited institutions, and traditions of all kinds [that] create ideological diff er-
ences ’ . Although Bernstein granted the possibility of  ‘ general political principles of Social 
Democracy which could claim universal validity ’ , his sensitivity to national variations led 
him to deny the possibility of  ‘ a programme of action which would be equally valid for all 
countries ’ . 101  Th at sensitivity is well placed when it comes to framing a nation ’ s priorities 
and the specifi c laws and policies it wishes to adopt. But insofar as it prevents the framing 
of an essential constitutional baseline for self-government, it morphs into insensitivity, an 
insensitivity to danger. 
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 Bernstein considered the Bourgeoisie a  ‘ reactionary mass because all of its elements feel 
themselves to be  …  threatened by Social Democracy  …  in their material [and] ideological 
interests, ’  102  but he concluded that  ‘ this is no longer necessary[, because] Social Democracy 
does not threaten all equally, and it threatens nobody personally[ … ]and it has no enthu-
siasm for a violent revolution ’ . 103  Was violent revolution ever the only suffi  cient cause of 
upper-class opposition to real democracy ?  Even without violent revolution or threaten-
ing all members of the Bourgeoisie equally, social democracy emphatically threatened 
the  class-based political privileges upon which every liberal democracy stood at the time. 
And it continues to threaten the same privileges upon which capitalist democracies and 
the  neoliberal global order stand today. In the end, Vincent Geoghan ’ s 1993 criticism of 
Bernstein ’ s  Preconditions of Socialism  seems accurate: it does seem to have  ‘ lack[ed] aware-
ness of the true nature of the social opposition to socialism ’ . 104  

 To the extent that is the case, I would argue that Bernstein ’ s insensitivity to opposi-
tion came from a good-natured faith in liberals ’  ability to avoid or transcend the dogmatic 
 militancy and determinism associated with Marxists. Writing nearly 50 years aft er Bernstein, 
Karl Polanyi saw more clearly how  ‘ economic liberalism burst forth as a crusading passion, 
and laissez-faire become a militant creed ’ . 105  He also saw more clearly how  ‘ the content of 
our cultural beliefs now refl ects the core ideas of Western liberalism [including,] belief in 
the sovereignty of the self-interested, materially-motivated individual, and the sacred status 
we eff ectively attribute to a rapidly developing economy ’ . 106  Th e key words here are  ‘ creed ’  
and  ‘ sacred ’   –  classical economic precepts went from the realm of assumption, theory, and 
policy prescription to the realm of belief, faith, and theology. 107  

 Because that free market theology has persisted for 40 years (leading to the consoli-
dation of neoliberalism, the rise of illiberal populism, and probably catastrophic climate 
change), there is reason to suspect that CB Macpherson supplied the last word on the future 
of democracy back in 1977. Asking whether liberal democracy would endure, Macpherson 
wrote that everything depended on what was meant by the term. In liberal democracy he 
located two very diff erent types of societies: fi rst,  ‘ the democracy of a capitalist market 
society ’  and, second,  ‘ a society striving to ensure that all its members are equally free to 
realize their capabilities ’ . 108  If the fi rst kind of society prevailed and democracy continued 
to guarantee the  ‘ freedom of the stronger to do down the weaker by following market rules, ’  
then Macpherson ’ s answer was no, democracy was doomed. If the second kind of society 
prevailed and democracy was reshaped to guarantee  ‘ equal eff ective freedom of all to use 
and develop their capacities, ’  109  then his answer was yes, democracy would fl ourish and 
endure. 

 In today ’ s times, when democracies are trapped between  homo economicus  on the 
one hand and  homo exosus, indignans, et iracundus  on the other, it is essential that social 
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democracy fi nally spell out its own foundational principle and power structure as a politi-
cal system. Of course it would revise neoliberalism by rejecting government of, by, and for 
the wealthy, and revise illiberal populism by rejecting discrimination, fear, and hatred, as 
well as rejecting violations of the rule of law and human rights. But more deeply, social 
democracy would reject the ideological and psychological bases of these systems, which 
propose that problems of law and society can be solved by all-knowing markets or national 
greatness  –  that is by belief in something above and beyond a political community engaged 
in conscious action on the basis of freedom, equality, and self-governance for all. 

 In order to make that equality of rights eff ective and produce a state of society in which 
no class has a political privilege opposed to the community as a whole, social democracy 
would have to do more than guarantee rights to political participation (including passive 
suff rage) regardless of socio-economic status. It would also have to erect a democratic 
power structure in the form of a political sphere that is autonomous from the economic 
sphere. Th at much would be required to enable and guarantee popular participation and 
representation  –   real democracy . I refer back to the abolition of private control of the means 
of political production, which would require more than discrete legal reforms in the areas 
of bribery, trading in infl uence, political fi nance, lobbying, and confl icts of interest. Stricter 
rules in these departments, plus improvements in monitoring and enforcement, would be 
required, and those new provisions could not remain dispersed in separate areas, such as 
anti-corruption law, election law, administrative law, and ethics rules. Rather, they would 
have to be centralised, interlaced, and consolidated at the very beginning of a democratic 
constitution in the form of a structural feature: the abolition of class government and the 
entrenchment of democratic integrity. 

 Let us think back to the fi rst two of Ewing ’ s 1995 goals and principles: popular sover-
eignty as the basis for constitutional authority; and the social, economic, and cultural welfare 
of citizens as the principal purposes for the exercise of state authority. 110  Ewing noted the 
assumptions upon which these depended, including that universal suff rage would eff ec-
tively promote the interests of the masses, and that elected offi  cials would not only heed the 
goals of their constituents but be transformed into public servants. 111  What warrants such 
assumptions ?  Surely the deeper constitutional baseline derived earlier from the UDHR and 
ICCPR:  Everyone is entitled to equal access to public service, political participation (including 
suff rage, speech, association, assembly, and petitioning) and to political representation without 
distinctions on the basis of property, fortune, or socio-economic status. And the state must 
ensure these rights through the necessary guarantees and prohibitions.  Naturally, that consti-
tutional baseline, and therefore Ewing ’ s goals and principles for a constitution of social 
democracy, would all require strict, carefully craft ed, and dutifully enforced provisions on 
the role of wealth in the political process. Together, such provisions on the fi nancing of 
political campaigns and political parties, corporate political spending and special interest 
groups, lobbying, trading in infl uence, and confl icts of interest would be required in order 
to establish social democracy and protect it from undemocratic opposition. 

 It is certainly the case, as Ewing stated, that  ‘ [t]hose draft ing a constitution must ask 
themselves what type of society they wish to live in and draft  accordingly ’ . 112  I believe 
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the conviction at the heart of social democracy today is that one must have the rule of 
law, a strong, sustainable economy, and the full panoply of human rights, but that neither 
hegemonic global markets nor authoritarian leaders will produce or tolerate such things. To 
abolish class government would be to take society seriously, which would entail remedying 
the political powerlessness that produces illiberal populism and overcoming the economic 
domination at the heart of neoliberalism. In terms of what constitutional draft ers must 
decide, this amounts to choosing a social order instead of an anti-social one, and making 
that choice binding, not merely symbolic. It amounts to carving out inviolable space for 
a community of political equals to work out its own destiny, within liberalism ’ s venerable 
limits of course.  
 


